Hawaii
Fall 2015 Data Collection
Executive Summary
In the spring of 2014, Hope Street Group (HSG), in partnership with the Hawaii Department of
Education (HIDOE), recruited Hawaii teachers to apply for the Hawaii State Teacher Fellows
(STFs) program. After reviewing application materials submitted by teachers and interviewing
finalists, HSG selected 17 teachers from across the state to serve as STFs. In 2015, the cohort
expanded to 20 teachers.
In the summer of 2015, the state director began work with leadership at HIDOE to select a topic
for the fall 2015 data collection. Ultimately, HIDOE made the decision to ask teachers:
 How they are best supported in the transition to new content standards,
 About their knowledge of the upcoming Next Generation Science Standards, and
 How the HIDOE could appropriately prepare teachers for a change in those standards.
STFs conducted 40 focus groups over a two-week period. A total of four teachers responded to
the focus group questions online (an option HSG offers to teachers who cannot attend a live
focus group). Furthermore, 1,214 teachers responded to the survey, which represents 10
percent of teachers in Hawaii. Once the surveys and focus groups closed, HSG sent the data to
Magnolia Consulting, which independently analyzed and reported survey and focus group data
findings. HSG and Magnolia Consulting collaborated on recommendations.
This report provides a detailed background followed by information about: STF activities to date,
the Fall 2015 data collection, teacher engagement in Hawaii, Spring 2016 data collection,
external evaluation, report layout and design, survey and focus group findings, and
recommendations. The data visualizations for survey and focus group data are in Appendices A
and B.
The following is an overview of survey and focus group findings and associated
recommendations organized by topic area.
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Survey and Focus Group Findings
Teacher Characteristics
1. Approximately half of survey respondents reported teaching in elementary schools,
followed by 27 percent who reported teaching in high schools and 21 percent who
reported teaching in middle schools. Surveyed teachers described their current teaching
positions differently, with 33 percent of respondents teaching all subjects (elementary
teachers) and 12 percent teaching science (Survey Questions 1 and 2).
Common Core State Standards
2. The majority of teachers reported being introduced to the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS) before or during the 2012-2013 school year. Teachers with less
teaching experience were more likely than those with more experience to have been
introduced to the CCSS in more recent years (Survey Question 3). Most teachers
reported that the time they had to prepare for full CCSS implementation was not enough
or was inadequate (Survey Question 7).
3. The majority of teachers reported that the CCSS benefits students to at least some
extent. (Survey Question 4). Similarly, the majority of teachers reported implementing
the CCSS in their classrooms to at least some extent. (Survey Question 5). Additionally,
the majority of teachers shared their belief that their colleagues implement the CCSS in
their classrooms to at least some extent. (Survey Question 6).
Next Generation Science Standards
4. Although most teachers reported being unfamiliar with the Next Generation Science
Standards (NGSS), the majority noted that non-science teachers should be at least
somewhat informed about NGSS (Survey Question 8 and 10). During focus groups,
science and non-science teachers recognized that the NGSS require teachers to work
across disciplines. Teachers noted that the critical thinking skills promoted by the NGSS
are also relevant to other disciplines. However, non-science teachers expressed concern
that it might be difficult to incorporate science into other subjects (Focus Group Question
3).
5. Teachers familiar with the NGSS reported learning about them in varied ways, such as
informally through schools or colleagues at different schools, or through higher
education courses. Compared to those with more experience, less-experienced teachers
more often heard about the NGSS through higher education courses and informally
through their school. Additionally, teachers with a Bachelor‟s or Master‟s degree more
often learned about the NGSS informally at their school compared to teachers with more
education (i.e., higher than a Master‟s degree) (Survey Question 9).
6. Science teachers, including elementary teachers, expressed divided levels of comfort
with teaching NGSS-aligned science content (Survey Question 11).
7. If the Hawaii State Board of Education adopted the NGSS, the majority of science
teachers reported that they would be impacted significantly or very significantly. During
focus groups, teachers commented that the success and impact of new science
standards would greatly depend on the alignment between the current and new science
standards (Focus Group Question 3). The majority of teachers reported that, after
selection of new standards, at least two years should elapse between standards
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selection and full implementation (Survey Questions 12 and 13 and Focus Group
Question 3).
8. During focus groups, teachers shared that when developing an assessment system for
the Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS), the Hawaii Department of Education
should consider five important areas: a) allowing students to demonstrate their
knowledge beyond simple memorization of content, b) providing information on
assessment structure, format, and the provision of various resources, c) having a
student focus, d) considering the frequency and testing duration of the NGSS, and e)
standardizing and aligning NGSS assessments (Focus Group Question 6).
Teaching and Learning New Standards
9. The majority of teachers reported that the following five resources would be at least
somewhat valuable when preparing to teach new standards: a) support for developing
lessons and curriculum maps, b) pre-written curriculum maps and assessments, c) prewritten lessons aligned to standards and curriculum, d) videos of master teachers, and
e) crosswalks with old standards (Survey Question 14).
10. Approximately 37 percent of teachers reported that finding and developing curricular
materials are the most challenging aspects of implementing new standards (Survey
Question 15).
11. During focus groups, teachers requested that the Hawaii Department of Education
provide support in five key areas when rolling out new standards: a) provision of different
examples of materials, b) consideration of the amount of time required to implement new
standards, c) provision of professional development opportunities, d) rollout of new
standards by grade level, and e) provision of opportunities for lesson modeling and
observation of model teachers (Focus Group Question 1).
12. Teachers shared that four areas should be prioritized if the Hawaii Department of
Education has limited funds: a) professional development, b) various implementation
materials, such as classroom supplies, c) ample time for implementation before any
student assessment begins, and d) a curriculum (Focus Group Question 2).
13. To support the implementation of new standards, teachers requested five key resources
or tools: a) classroom materials, b) various online resources, c) a curriculum, d)
professional development, and time to learn and implement the standards (Focus Group
Question 4).
14. During focus groups, teachers shared five key roles that the state office, complex area,
and schools should play in supporting teachers‟ implementation of new standards: a)
allowing for different types of support from lead teachers, trainers, and other mentors; b)
providing support from state officials, complex areas, and schools related to professional
development and materials, sharing of effective implementation practices, and the
creation of a curriculum coach position; c) providing needs-based professional
development and follow-up support by complex area and grade level; d) providing clear,
consistent, and timely information on standards implementation; and e) offering teachers
time to collaborate on standards implementation (Focus Group Question 5).
15. Most teachers expressed a preference for face-to-face professional development,
delivered by teachers, during a school or complex PD (professional development) day.
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Fewer teachers shared that they would prefer webinars, online learning communities, or
delivery by state office staff (Survey Question 16).

Recommendations
Common Core State Standards
1. We recommend that HIDOE consider ways for schools and complexes to provide
additional resources and professional development on the CCSS to all teachers.
Because many of the current CCSS professional development resources and supports
are online, we recommend that HIDOE provide teachers with in-person professional
development led by experienced teachers. Specifically, these professional development
sessions should offer teachers opportunities to observe other teachers, to receive
feedback on their own teaching practice, and to practice new skills. These components
are linked to greater retention of information and knowledge transfer into the classroom
(e.g., Hattie, 2009).1 For suggestions related to professional development design and
additional information on knowledge retention, HIDOE should encourage schools and
complexes to review “Student Achievement through Staff Development” (Joyce &
Showers, 2002;2 see Survey Questions 4, 5, 6, 7 and 16).
Next Generation Science Standards
2. A large percentage of teachers expressed limited familiarity with the NGSS, but many
noted that NGSS could have cross-disciplinary impact and also shared that non-science
teachers should be at least somewhat informed about the NGSS (Survey Questions 8, 9,
10, 12 and 13; Focus Group Question 3). Therefore, we recommend that HIDOE provide
high quality professional development and appropriate follow-up by school, complex, or
complex area instructional leaders (or teacher leaders and instructional coaches) and
support on the NGSS for science and non-science teachers to build their knowledge and
capacity in this area. Although non-science teachers might benefit from an overview of
the NGSS, science teachers will require more targeted professional development and
ongoing support. We suggest that the HIDOE review the “Standards Implementation
Framework” from the Center on Standards and Assessment Implementation at WestEd
(2015) and “Student Achievement through Staff Development” (Joyce & Showers, 2002)
for additional guidance on standards rollout and high-quality professional development
design.
3. Based on teacher feedback, we recommend that HIDOE consider multiple factors when
creating a standardized and aligned assessment system for the NGSS. These factors
include: providing multiple ways for students to demonstrate knowledge, creating an
assessment with the capacity to assess different student ability levels, and designing a
culturally responsive assessment. Additionally, teachers should be provided with enough
time and resources to prepare for the assessment, and administrators should consider
the frequency and length of time for administration (e.g., Pellegrino, Wilson, Koenig, &
Beatty, 2014; Ruiz-Primo, DiBello, & Solano-Flores, 2014; Focus Group Question 6). We
suggest that HIDOE review the “Standards Implementation Framework” from the Center
on Standards and Assessment Implementation at WestEd (2015) for teacher-, school-,
complex-, and state-specific suggestions related to creating an assessment system. We
1

Hattie, J. A. C. (2009). Visible Learning: A Synthesis of Over 800 Meta-Analyses Relating to Achievement. New York, NY:
Routledge.
2
rd
Joyce, B. & Showers, B. (2002). Student Achievement through Staff Development (3 ed.). Alexandria, VA: Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development.
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also recommend that HIDOE review “Developing Assessments for the Next Generation
Science Standards” for specific suggestions and recommendations around test design
and item development (Pellegrino et al., 2014).
Teaching and Learning New Standards
4. When implementing new standards, we recommend that HIDOE provide teachers with
a) enough time to implement the standards, b) professional development and follow-up
to it, c) a variety of resources, d) ongoing support leading up to and after full
implementation, and e) clear, consistent and timely information about the pace of
implementation. HIDOE should provide a minimum of two years after selection for full
implementation (and student assessment of the standards) in schools. Other states
provide varying timelines for implementation. For example, the California Department of
Education (2014) adopted the Next Generation Science Standards in 2013 and does not
plan to assess students on the NGSS until 2018. However, the New Jersey State Board
of Education adopted the Next Generation Science Standards in 2014 and expects full
implementation in all schools by 2017 (State of New Jersey Department of Education,
2014).
We also recommend that HIDOE prioritize providing the following resources when
implementing new standards: a) support in identifying and developing curricular lessons,
materials, and maps; b) sample materials; c) enough time for teachers to prepare for
implementation; and d) professional development opportunities (e.g., coaching and
modeling) (e.g., The Education Trust, 2012; Martin, 2014).
Finally, we recommend that HIDOE provide teachers with clear, consistent, and timely
information on standards rollout to ensure clarity in information dissemination. For
guidance in this area, we recommend that HIDOE review the “Standards Implementation
Framework” from the Center on Standards and Assessment Implementation at WestEd
(2015), which provides a suggested pathway for effective implementation of new
standards (see Survey Questions 13, 14, and 15; Focus Group Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, and
5).
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Background
In the spring of 2014, Hope Street Group (HSG), in partnership with the Hawaii Department of
Education (HIDOE), recruited Hawaii teachers to apply for the Hawaii State Teacher Fellows
(STFs) program. After reviewing application materials submitted by teachers and interviewing
finalists, HSG selected 17 teachers from across the state to serve as STFs.
In the spring of 2015, three STFs decided to leave the program for personal or professional
reasons. HSG announced the vacancies to teachers across the state and opened the
application process to select their replacements. The high quality of teacher applicants allowed
HSG to replace the three STFs who resigned with three new STFs and increase the cohort to a
total of 20 teachers. A list of current STFs is below.
Name

School

Complex

Ruth Ballinger

Maui District

Maui

Justin Brown

Kealakehe HS

Kealakehe

Kristen Brummel

Honolulu District Office

Kaimuki-McKinley-Roosevelt

Kareem Farah

Kamaile Academy

Waianae PCS

Elizabeth Fitzpatrick

Pāhoa Elementary

Pahoa

Michelle Fujie

Lāna„i High and Elementary

Lanai

Jonathan Gillentine

Windward District Office

Windward

Shawna Gunnarson

Konawaena Middle

Konawaena

Tracey Idica

„Aiea High School

Aiea

Dana Ishii

Sunset Beach Elementary

Kahuku

Michael Kline

Kilauea Elementary

Kapaa

Loretta Labrador

Kualapu„u School

Molokai - NCPCCS

Sharon Look

Pāʻia Elementary

Kekaulike

Jonathon Medeiros

Kaua„i High School

Kauai

Tracy Monroe

Ilima Intermediate

Campbell

Vickie Parker Kam

Ilima Intermediate

Campbell

Christopher Rodriguez Waipahu Elementary

Waipahu

Jamie Takamura

Red Hill Elementary School

Moanalua

Christina Torres

University Laboratory School Charter School
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Mathieu Williams

Kealakehe Intermediate

Kealakehe

At this time, 13 of the state‟s 15 complex areas are represented by a STF.

STF Activities to Date
HSG conducted an orientation convening in July that differentiated trainings for first and secondyear fellows. HSG trained first-year STFs on building their professional learning networks
(PLNs), while second-year training focused on expanding and deepening PLN
engagement. Fellows split up into three working groups in the areas of: a) Policy and
Legislative Engagement, b) Professional Development and Teacher Leadership, and c)
Communications. They spent the time setting priorities for the year in these areas of focus.
The second convening in August included a policy panel with representatives from the Hawaii
Department of Education (HIDOE), the Hawaii State Teachers Association (HSTA), the Board of
Education, the He`e Coalition, and the state House of Representatives. Panelists discussed
and answered fellows‟ questions about how education policy decisions are made in
Hawaii. The convening also included a discussion with Deputy Superintendent Stephen Schatz
and trainings to sharpen fellows‟ written and verbal communication skills. Additionally in August,
STFs received training on collecting data and facilitating focus groups, as well as training in
using social media as an engagement tool.
Following the convenings, STFs began engaging in various activities. For example, they have
created an editorial board and write regularly, responding to timely local education news and
writing on instructional topics. They have already published pieces in Civil Beat, Slate
Magazine, Ed Week Teacher, and local blog sites. Additionally, STFs meet regularly with the
Deputy Superintendent to learn how decisions are made within the Department and understand
the roles of the various offices. During these sessions there are also opportunities for STFs to
provide feedback on instructional topics. There are a total of four meetings scheduled this year.
STFs have also conducted a coordinated outreach to all state representatives and state
senators, hosting several classroom visits and meetings that have transpired as a result of their
letters and emails. Furthermore, approximately half of the Hawaii fellows have attended a
national conference hosted by one of our national partners, Lifebound and the Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation.
In the coming months, STFs will continue meetings with the Deputy Superintendent and the
Assistant Superintendent of the Office of Curriculum, Instruction and Student Support. STFs will
lead planning efforts and execute the first Hawaii ECET2 (Elevating and Celebrating Effective
Teaching and Teachers) conference on Oahu for over 100 teacher leaders from across the
state scheduled for February of 2016. STFs will also continue to engage in creating and leading
professional development courses in partnership with the Hawaii State Teachers Association
(HSTA) and assist with joint efforts between HSTA and HIDOE to identify and communicate
best practices in professional development.

Fall 2015 Data Collection
In the summer of 2015, the state director began work with leadership at HIDOE to select a topic
for the Fall 2015 data collection. Ultimately, HIDOE made the decision to ask teachers about
how they are best supported in the transition to new content standards, their knowledge of the
3
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Next Generation Science Standards, and how the HIDOE could appropriately prepare teachers
for a change in those standards. STFs conducted 40 focus groups over a two-week period. A
total of four teachers responded to the focus group questions online (an option HSG offers to
teachers who cannot attend a live focus group). Furthermore, 1,214 teachers responded to the
survey, which represents 10 percent of teachers in Hawaii. An additional 182 teachers
responded to the survey at Institute Days held across the islands.

Teacher Engagement in Hawaii
HSG tracks the engagement of Hawaii teachers to determine our impact. We believe the
collective voices of teachers can drive policy change and impact teaching and learning
conditions. According to the HIDOE, there are 11,295 full time teachers in Hawaii, and all
teachers are included in our Professional Learning Network (PLN).
Of the 11,295 Hawaii teachers in a PLN, 1,558 teachers responded to an engagement
opportunity through HSG‟s STF program. Responding to an engagement opportunity means
that a teacher: a) completed the fall 2015 survey, b) requested more information on the STF
program in Hawaii, or c) participated in a HSG sponsored Twitter chat.
Additionally, 412 teachers in PLNs actively participated in HSG‟s activities, such as: attending a
HSG focus group session, engaging in online conversation from a HSG post, or attending a
HSG session at a state or local conference or meeting. This kind of participation represents the
highest level of engagement and demonstrates deep connection between STFs and their
colleagues.

Spring 2016 Data Collection
In December 2015, HSG and STFs will begin working with HIDOE leadership to identify a topic
for the Spring 2016 data collection. STFs provided the state director with some ideas about a
potential topic, and the state director will present those ideas to HIDOE leadership for
consideration.

External Evaluation
Policy Studies Associates (PSA) in Washington, D.C., is conducting the Year 2 evaluation of the
STF program in Hawaii. Staff from PSA will visit Hawaii to interview STFs, program funders,
state partners, the state director, HIDOE staff, and HSTA staff. HSG staff will use their findings
to make evidence-informed decisions and programmatic improvements and will share findings
with HIDOE, HSTA, and the program‟s funders in early summer of 2016. HSG provided the
Year 1 PSA evaluation to HIDOE (as well as other state partners) in the summer of 2015.

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. Because Magnolia Consulting uses different software to
analyze data than the previous vendor HSG used for data analysis, the data visualizations look
different than those in the 2014 and 2015 reports.
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The Survey Findings, Focus Group Findings, and Report Recommendations follow this section.
Appendix A includes the Survey Data and Visualizations, Appendix B includes the focus group
data and visualizations, Appendix C includes the survey and focus group questions, and
Appendix D includes demographic data from survey participants. Appendices E and F address
the representativeness of the respondents and technical matters related to interpreting the data.
HSG is committed to making changes to the design and organization of this report to help
HIDOE better understand the data. As such, HSG welcomes feedback on the report from
HIDOE. The Hawaii state director and national office staff who support the state director will
promptly respond to any feedback.

Survey Findings
The following is an overview of the survey findings organized by topic area.
Teacher Characteristics
1. Approximately half of survey respondents reported teaching in elementary schools,
followed by 27 percent who reported teaching in high schools and 21 percent who
reported teaching in middle schools. Surveyed teachers described their current teaching
positions differently, with 33 percent of respondents teaching all subjects (elementary
teachers) and 12 percent teaching science (Survey Questions 1 and 2).
Common Core State Standards
2. The majority of teachers (74 percent) reported being introduced to the Common Core
State Standards (CCSS) before or during the 2012-2013 school year. Teachers with less
teaching experience were more likely than those with more experience to have been
introduced to the CCSS in more recent years (Survey Question 3).
3. The majority of teachers (79 percent) reported that the CCSS benefits students to at
least some extent. Most teachers (57 percent) reported that the CCSS benefits students
to some extent (Survey Question 4).
4. Similarly, the majority of teachers (81 percent) reported implementing the CCSS in their
classrooms to at least some extent. Most teachers (47 percent) reported implementing
the CCSS in their classrooms to a great extent (Survey Question 5).
5. Additionally, the majority of teachers (88 percent) reported that they think their
colleagues implement the CCSS in their classrooms to at least some extent. Most
teachers (52 percent) reported that their colleagues implement the CCSS to some extent
(Survey Question 6).
6. Most teachers (61 percent) reported that the time they had to prepare for full CCSS
implementation was not enough or was inadequate (Survey Question 7).
Next Generation Science Standards
7. Although most teachers (56 percent) reported being unfamiliar with the Next Generation
Science Standards (NGSS), the majority of teachers (95 percent) reported that nonscience teachers should be at least somewhat informed about NGSS (Survey Question
8 and 10).
5
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8. Teachers who were familiar with the NGSS learned about it in varied ways, such as
informally through schools (24 percent) or colleagues at different schools (13 percent),
and through higher education courses (12 percent). Compared to those with more
experience, less experienced teachers more often heard about NGSS through higher
education courses and informally through their school. Additionally, teachers who had a
Bachelor‟s or Master‟s degree more often learned about the NGSS informally at their
school compared to teachers with more education (i.e., higher than a Master‟s degree)
(Survey Question 9).
9. Science teachers, including elementary teachers, expressed varying levels of comfort
with teaching NGSS-aligned science content. Approximately 53 percent reported being
at least somewhat comfortable and 47 percent reported being uncomfortable (Survey
Question 11).
10. If the Hawaii State Board of Education adopted NGSS, the majority of science teachers
(74 percent) reported that they would be impacted significantly or very significantly. Most
teachers (77 percent) reported that at least two years should elapse between selection
and full implementation of the new standards (Survey Questions 12 and 13).
Teaching and Learning New Standards
11. The majority of teachers reported that the following five resources would be at least
somewhat valuable when preparing to teach new standards: a) support for developing
lessons and curriculum maps (98 percent), b) pre-written curriculum maps and
assessments (97 percent), c) pre-written lessons aligned to standards and curriculum
(96 percent), d) videos of master teachers (93 percent), and e) crosswalks with old
standards (90 percent) (Survey Question 14).
12. Approximately 37 percent of teachers reported that finding and developing curricular
materials are the most challenging aspects of implementing new standards (Survey
Question 15).
13. Most teachers expressed a preference for face-to-face professional development (62
percent), delivered by teachers (56 percent), during a school or complex PD
(professional development) day (64 percent). Fewer teachers shared that they would
prefer webinars (15 percent), online learning communities (14 percent), or delivery by
state office staff (11 percent) (Survey Question 16).

Focus Group Findings
The following is an overview of the focus group findings organized by topic area.
New Science Standards
1. Teachers shared two ways in which the adoption of new science standards would impact
their instructional practice. First, science and non-science teachers (n = 40) recognized
that the NGSS requires teachers to work across disciplines. For example, teachers view
the critical thinking skills promoted by the NGSS as relevant to other disciplines.
However, non-science teachers expressed concern around the difficulty of incorporating
science into their subjects. Second, a small number of teachers (n = 11) commented that
6
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the success of science standards adoption would greatly depend on the alignment
between the current and new science standards (Focus Group Question 3).
2. Several teachers (n = 33) commented that it would take at least one year to feel
comfortable teaching the new standards and emphasized the importance of delaying
student testing until teachers fully understand the standards (Focus Group Question 3).
3. When developing an assessment system for the NGSS, teachers shared that HIDOE
should consider five important criteria. First, several teachers (n = 31) stated that NGSS
assessments should allow students to demonstrate their knowledge beyond simple
memorization of content, instead focusing on scientific literacy, performance, application,
and problem solving skills. Second, several teachers (n = 29) requested support in
preparing for a new assessment system through additional information on assessment
structure and format (e.g., areas of focus, type of assessment) and the provision of
various resources (e.g., NGSS-aligned lessons and practice tests). Third, others (n = 24)
noted that NGSS assessments should be student-focused. Specifically, any assessment
should be aligned to curriculum content and student needs, provide information on
student learning, and be written in a culturally sensitive format. Fourth, some teachers (n
= 21) mentioned the frequency and testing duration of the NGSS as important criteria for
consideration. Finally, several teachers (n = 18) commented that NGSS assessments
should be standardized across grades and aligned with curriculum (Focus Group
Question 6).
Teaching and Learning New Standards
4. Teachers requested that HIDOE consider five key areas when rolling out new
standards,. First, most teachers (n = 89) requested different examples of materials, such
as example lesson plans, curricula, assessments, rubrics, textbooks, and technological
resources. Second, many teachers (n = 49) requested that HIDOE consider the amount
of time required to implement new standards, emphasizing that at least a year would be
necessary for implementation. Third, several teachers (n = 35) requested professional
development opportunities, such as trainings or workshops that count toward
professional development credits. Fourth, many teachers requested that HIDOE roll out
new standards by grade level (n = 29). Finally, several teachers requested opportunities
for lesson modeling and observing model teachers (n = 26) (Focus Group Question 1).
5. If HIDOE has limited funds, teachers shared that four common areas should be
prioritized. First, several teachers (n = 36) stated that professional development is
critical. Other teachers (n = 26) emphasized the importance of various implementation
materials, such as classroom supplies, online and technological resources, to teach
standards effectively. Third, many teachers (n = 15) emphasized the importance of
providing ample time for implementation to ensure teachers are comfortable with the
new standards before any student assessment begins. Finally, a handful of teachers (n
= 12) requested a curriculum prior to implementing new standards (Focus Group
Question 2).
6. Teachers requested five key tools or resources to support the implementation of new
standards,. First, many teachers (n = 26) requested classroom materials to support
standards implementation, stressing the importance of adequate funding for these
resources. Second, several teachers (n = 20) requested various online resources, such
as videos and an online bank of implementation materials and assessments.
Additionally, some teachers requested a curriculum (n = 14) or professional development
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(n = 13). Finally, a small number of teachers (n = 13) emphasized the importance of
providing teachers with time to learn and implement the standards (Focus Group
Question 4).
7. Teachers shared five key roles that the state office, complex area, and schools should
play in supporting teachers‟ implementation of new standards. First, many teachers (n =
38) requested support from lead teachers, trainers, and other mentors, preferring inclassroom and online support, modeling, and observation from these individuals.
Second, many teachers (n = 37) requested that state officials, complex areas, and
schools contribute various resources to support standards implementation, including: a)
funding for professional development and materials, b) sharing of effective
implementation practices through a support desk or resource library, and c) creating a
school-based curriculum coach position. Third, many teachers (n = 21) requested needsbased professional development by complex area and grade level, with opportunities for
follow-up support. Fourth, many teachers (n = 21) requested clear, consistent, and timely
information and support from HIDOE, complex areas, and schools on standards
implementation. Finally, some teachers (n = 16) emphasized the importance of receiving
time to collaborate with other teachers on standards implementation (Focus Group
Question 5).

Recommendations
Common Core State Standards
1. We recommend that HIDOE consider ways for schools and complexes to provide
additional resources and professional development on the CCSS to all teachers.
Because many of the current CCSS professional development resources and supports
are online, we recommend that HIDOE provide teachers with in-person professional
development led by experienced teachers. Specifically, these professional development
sessions should offer teachers opportunities to observe other teachers, to receive
feedback on their own teaching practice, and to practice new skills. These components
are linked to greater retention of information and knowledge transfer into the classroom
(e.g., Hattie, 2009).3 For suggestions related to professional development design and
additional information on knowledge retention, HIDOE should encourage schools and
complexes to review “Student Achievement through Staff Development” (Joyce &
Showers, 2002;4 see Survey Questions 4, 5, 6, 7 and 16).
Next Generation Science Standards
2. A large percentage of teachers expressed limited familiarity with the NGSS, but many
noted that the NGSS could have cross-disciplinary impact and also shared that nonscience teachers should be at least somewhat informed about the NGSS (Survey
Questions 8, 9, 10, 12 and 13; Focus Group Question 3). Therefore, we recommend that
HIDOE provide high quality professional development and appropriate follow-up by
school, complex, or complex area instructional leaders (or teacher leaders and
instructional coaches) and support on the NGSS for science and non-science teachers
to build their knowledge and capacity in this area. Although non-science teachers might
benefit from an overview of the NGSS, science teachers will require more targeted
3

Hattie, J. A. C. (2009). Visible Learning: A Synthesis of Over 800 Meta-Analyses Relating to Achievement. New York, NY:
Routledge.
4
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Joyce, B. & Showers, B. (2002). Student Achievement through Staff Development (3 ed.). Alexandria, VA: Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development.
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professional development and ongoing support. We suggest that the HIDOE review the
“Standards Implementation Framework” from the Center on Standards and Assessment
Implementation at WestEd (2015) and “Student Achievement through Staff
Development” (Joyce & Showers, 2002) for additional guidance on standards rollout and
high-quality professional development design.
3. Based on teacher feedback, we recommend that HIDOE consider multiple factors when
creating a standardized and aligned assessment system for the NGSS. These factors
include: providing multiple ways for students to demonstrate knowledge, creating an
assessment with the capacity to assess different student ability levels, and designing a
culturally responsive assessment. Additionally, teachers should be provided with enough
time and resources to prepare for the assessment, and administrators should consider
the frequency and length of time for administration (e.g., Pellegrino, Wilson, Koenig, &
Beatty, 2014; Ruiz-Primo, DiBello, & Solano-Flores, 2014; Focus Group Question 6). We
suggest that HIDOE review the “Standards Implementation Framework” from the Center
on Standards and Assessment Implementation at WestEd (2015) for teacher-, school-,
complex-, and state-specific suggestions related to creating an assessment system. We
also recommend that HIDOE review “Developing Assessments for the Next Generation
Science Standards” for specific suggestions and recommendations around test design
and item development (Pellegrino et al., 2014).
Teaching and Learning New Standards
4. When implementing new standards, we recommend that HIDOE provide teachers with:
a) enough time to implement the standards, b) professional development and follow-up,
c) a variety of resources, d) ongoing support leading up to and after full implementation,
and e) clear, consistent and timely information about the pace of implementation. HIDOE
should provide a minimum of two years after standards selection for full implementation
(and student assessment of the standards) in schools. Other states provide varying
timelines for implementation. For example, the California Department of Education
(2014) adopted the Next Generation Science Standards in 2013 and does not plan to
assess students on the NGSS until 2018. However, the New Jersey State Board of
Education adopted the Next Generation Science Standards in 2014 and expects full
implementation in all schools by 2017 (State of New Jersey Department of Education,
2014).
We also recommend that HIDOE prioritize providing the following resources when
implementing new standards: a) support in identifying and developing curricular lessons,
materials, and maps; b) sample materials; c) enough time for teachers to prepare for
implementation; and d) professional development opportunities (e.g., coaching and
modeling) (e.g., The Education Trust, 2012; Martin, 2014).
Finally, we recommend that HIDOE provide teachers with clear, consistent, and timely
information on standards rollout to ensure clarity in information dissemination. For
guidance in this area, we recommend that HIDOE review the “Standards Implementation
Framework” from the Center on Standards and Assessment Implementation at WestEd
(2015), which provides a suggested pathway for effective implementation of new
standards (see Survey Questions 13, 14, and 15; Focus Group Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, and
5).
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Appendix A
Survey Data
Per HIDOE request, this report includes aggregated and disaggregated (i.e., by region, see
Figure Map 1) survey data in Figures 1-16.
Figure Map 1
Farrington- Kaiser- Kalani
Kaimuki- McKinley- Roosevelt
Aiea- Moanalua- Radford
Leilehua- Mililani- Waialua
Campbell- Kapolei
Pearl City- Waipahu
Nanakuli- Waianae
Castle- Kahuku

Kailua- Kalaheo
Hilo- Waiakea
Kau- Keaau- Pahoa
Honokaa- Kealakehe- Kohala- Konawaena
Baldwin- Kekaulike- Maui
Hana- Lahainaluna- Lanai- Molokai
Kapaa- Kauai- Waimea

Kauai

Oahu

Maui

Hawaii
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Source: Hawai‟i State Department of Education (2015a, 2015b, 2015c, 2015d).

Q1. Which of the following best describes your workplace? Select all that apply.
Figure 1.a

52

percent

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

21

percent

MIDDLE SCHOOL

27

percent

4

percent

1

HIGH SCHOOL
COMPLEX AREA OR
STATE POSITION

OTHER*

percent

Analysis

More than half of surveyed teachers reported that they work in
elementary schools, followed by over a quarter of teachers who work in
high schools and a fifth who work in middle schools. Few teachers
described their workplaces as complex areas or state positions.
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*This option allowed teachers to specify what would be helpful in a text box. The text from those
text boxes is below. The text was copied directly from the text boxes and has not been edited or
altered in any way.













Prek-8
Community college
pre-k
PK-12
graduate and undergraduate online college instructor -- education
middle and high school
6th grade at an Elementary
k-12
Middle and high school
sub
preK-12 school
Intermediate School
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Figure 1.b
Elementary School

Complex area or state position

Middle School

Other

High School

70%

51%

50%
45%

28%

27%

24%

20%

19%

17%

15%
11%

10%

8%

6%
0%

Farrington-Kaiser-Kalani

1%

Kaimuki-McKinley-Roosevelt

0%

Aiea-Moanalua-Radford

1%

0%

Leilehua-Mililani-Waialua
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Figure 1.c
Elementary School

Complex area or state position

Middle School

Other

High School

70%

53%
45%
41%
35%

30% 30%

29%

22%

17%
8%
3%

Campbell-Kapolei

0%

10%

7%
0%

0%

Pearl City-Waipahu

8%

2%

0%

Nanakuli-Waianae

Castle-Kahuku
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Figure 1.d
Elementary School

Complex area or state position

Middle School

Other

High School

60%
50%
45%
41%

38% 38%

35%
28%
24%

22%

24%

13%
4%

Kailua- Kalaheo

4%

6%
3%

Hilo- Waiakea

0%

0%

Kau- Keaau- Pahoa

2%

0%

Honokaa- Kealakehe- KohalaKonawaena
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Figure 1.e
Elementary School

Complex area or state position

Middle School

Other

High School

66%
57% 57%

54%
50%
46%
41%
35%

18%

23%

21%

20%

8%

7%
0%

Baldwin-Kekaulike-Maui

Analysis

0%

3%

2%

Hana-Lahainaluna-Lanai-Molokai

2%

Kapaa-Kauai-Waimea

2%

Charter School

Teachers described their workplaces slightly differently across complex areas. Notably, in Leilehua-MililaniWaialua and Pearl City-Waipahu, a higher percentage of teachers described their workplaces as elementary
schools in comparison to teachers in other complex areas. Additionally, in some complex areas, teachers
reported more even distributions among elementary, middle, high schools, or all three, as is the case with
Nanakuli-Waianae, Honokaa-Kealakehe-Kohala-Konawaena and charter schools. Across complex areas,
few teachers described their workplaces as complex areas or state positions.
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Q2. Which of the following best describes your current teaching position?*
Figure 2.a

33

percent

ALL SUBJECTS (ELEMENTARY TEACHERS)

10

ENGLISH/
LANGUAGE
ARTS

percent

10

percent

12

percent

6

percent

14

percent

MATHEMATICS

SCIENCE
SOCIAL
STUDIES

SPECIAL EDUCATION

10

CURRICULUM COORDINATOR /
RESOURCE TEACHER

percent

12

percent

11

percent

ELECTIVE1

OTHER*
5

Analysis

A third of teachers described their positions as elementary teachers
who teach all subjects. Teachers selected other positions at relatively
similar rates, with the exception of social studies, which teachers
selected least often.

5

Full response option: Elective (Computer, Music, Librarian, PE, Fine/Performing/Visual Arts, Career and Technical
education)
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*This option allowed teachers to specify what would be helpful in a text box. The text from those
text boxes is below. The text was copied directly from the text boxes and has not been edited or
altered in any way.













































EES
assistant teacher
Counselor
Resource Teacher
Induction and Mentoring
All subjects (Middle School)
Elementary Education & Performing Arts
Student Services Coor.
ELL (English Language Learners)
counselor
rti
Student Services Coordinator
Counselor
State-level Program Coordinator
School Counselor
college counselor
Communications
Japanese
All subjects, SPED Inclusion
Elective Teacher
Administrator
SSC
ELL
SCHOOL COUNSELOR
Instructional Support/RTI
ELL
teaching students with high level needs former CSAP population
Athletics/Science/STEM
ELL
counselor
robotics, math workshop
Counselor
Student Services/Counselor
counselor k-3
STEM
SpEd
SSC
Tech Coordinator
preschool
Fine Arts
Counselor
K-6
Counseling
Community Resource Teacher
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FSC setting
Special moyovation
Extra curricular Science Olympiad
PE Required
Health and Guidance
Resource (T) Diploma Track SPED (S)s
Academy of Engineering electives
Inclusion
ELL
ELL Coordinator
Technology Coordinator
SSC
French
ELL
Student Services Coordinator
ESL/ELL Program
Spanish
FSC-non-verbal students
World Language
school counselor
Resource Teacher
SPed with Deaf
ELL for immigrants
Tech/Testing/Advisory-PTP
school counselor
Preschool - Special Education
SSC, ELL Coord.
ELL/MEP coordinator
Health
gen. ed. health
Registrar
Health
Tech Coordinator
preschool
counselor
school counselor
training and answering questions
student services coordinator
Technology Coordinator
student services coordinator
home economics and culinary
Counselor
Deaf/Hard of Hearing
professional development
Visual Arts/Health
Health
GIfted and Talented; ELL
Public relations
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STEM
counseling
Librarian
ell
ELL
Instructional Coach, Interventionist
ELL
counselor but former Eng teacher
counseor
counselor
Counselor
pe
Counselor
Tech / Sped Support
Department Head
STEM
Alternative Learning Class
counselor
Student Activities Coordinator
STEM
Student Support Services
counseling
PBIS
ELL
ELL
Student Services Coordinator
Administrator
fine arts
English Language Learners
mentor
Student Services Coordinator
Registrar
Guidance
Leadership Training
ELL
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Figure 2.b
All subjects (Elementary teachers)

Special Education

English/Language Arts

Curriculum coordinator / Resource teacher
Elective (Computer, Music, Librarian, PE, Fine/Performing/Visual
Arts, Career and Technical education)
Other

Mathematics
Science
Social Studies

49%

34%
29%

29%
18%
12%
10%11%

8%

8%

13%
11%

Farrington-Kaiser-Kalani

15%16%

14%
10%
6%

9%

10%

13%14%

13%

14%

10%11%

9%

8% 8%

4%

5%

Kaimuki-McKinley-Roosevelt

Aiea-Moanalua-Radford

5%

5%

9% 8%

11%
6%

Leilehua-Mililani-Waialua
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Figure 2.c
All subjects (Elementary teachers)

Special Education

English/Language Arts

Curriculum coordinator / Resource teacher
Elective (Computer, Music, Librarian, PE, Fine/Performing/Visual
Arts, Career and Technical education)
Other

Mathematics
Science
Social Studies

45%

39%
31%
26%
16%

14%
8%

9%
6%

8% 9% 8%

Campbell-Kapolei

15%
10% 9%

9%
6% 6%

20%
20%
17%
15%

17%

8%

4%

Pearl City-Waipahu

14%
10%10%

10%

9%

3%

16%

Nanakuli-Waianae

7%

6%

6%

6%

Castle-Kahuku
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Figure 2.d
All subjects (Elementary teachers)

Special Education

English/Language Arts

Curriculum coordinator / Resource teacher
Elective (Computer, Music, Librarian, PE, Fine/Performing/Visual
Arts, Career and Technical education)
Other

Mathematics
Science
Social Studies

32%

31%

27%

25%
20%

22%

18%

18%

14%
12%12%12%

13%
10%
10%
6%

Kailua- Kalaheo

4%

5%

18%

18%18%
8%

8%

21%

18%

10%
6%

14%

13%
11%

10%
7%

10%
6%

8%

2%

Hilo- Waiakea

Kau- Keaau- Pahoa

Honokaa- Kealakehe- KohalaKonawaena
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Figure 2.e
All subjects (Elementary teachers)

Special Education

English/Language Arts

Curriculum coordinator / Resource teacher
Elective (Computer, Music, Librarian, PE, Fine/Performing/Visual
Arts, Career and Technical education)
Other

Mathematics
Science
Social Studies

39%

14%14%
7%
4%

9%

9%

14%
7%

9%

12%
9%

14%
3%

Hana- Lahainaluna- Lanai- Molokai

17%

9%

3%

Baldwin-Kekaulike-Maui

Analysis

18%

16%
14%

12%
7%

32%

31%

30%
25%

5%

Kapaa-Kauai-Waimea

20%
18%

16%
14%14%
6%

9%

9%

5%

Charter School

Teachers‟ positions varied across complex areas. Except for Nanakuli-Waianae, teachers most often
indicated that they are elementary teachers who teach all subjects, especially in Leilehua-Mililani-Waialua
and Pearl City-Waipahu.
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Q3. When were you introduced to the Common Core State Standards?
Figure 3.a

School Year
2014-15
7%

School Year
2015-16
2%

School
Year
2013-14
17%

%

Prior to
School
Year
2012-13
46%

School Year
2012-13
28%

Analysis

Nearly three-quarters of teachers reported being introduced to the
Common Core State Standards (CCSS) prior to or during the 2012-13
school year.
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Figure 3.b
School Year 2015-16

School Year 2012-13

School Year 2014-15

Prior to School Year 2012-13

School Year 2013-14

2%

1%

2%

4%

1%

5%

9%

8%

5%
9%

4%

8%

3%

16%

14%

25%

22%
28%

26%

24%

51%

57%

50%

KaimukiMcKinleyRoosevelt

47%

Aiea- Moanalua- Leilehua- Mililani- Campbell- Kapolei
Radford
Waialua

35%
22%

37%

FarringtonKaiser- Kalani

2%
18%

21%

30%

48%

7%
11%

14%

27%
24%

6%

Pearl CityWaipahu

39%

39%

NanakuliWaianae

Castle- Kahuku
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Figure 3.c
School Year 2015-16

School Year 2012-13

School Year 2014-15

Prior to School Year 2012-13

School Year 2013-14

2%
16%

10%
15%

6%

3%
11%

10%

12%

19%

7%
25%

27%

27%

45%

Kailua- Kalaheo

Hilo- Waiakea

52%

39%

BaldwinKekaulike- Maui

5%

34%

52%

HonokaaKealakeheKohalaKonawaena

5%

23%

30%

40%

Kau- KeaauPahoa

2%
3%

15%

30%

43%

Analysis

5%

13%

30%
29%

3%

HanaLahainalunaLanai- Molokai

30%

46%

Kapaa- KauaiWaimea

39%

Charter School

Although the majority of teachers in each complex area reported that their introduction to the CCSS occurred
before or during the 2012-13, there were slight differences in the number/percentage of teachers by complex
area.
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Figure 3.d
School Year 2015-16

School Year 2012-13
Prior to School Year
2012-13

School Year 2014-15
School Year 2013-14

1%
12%

6%

1%
5%

1%
3%

13%
17%

19%

24%
28%

31%

31%

23%

20%

55%
45%

44%

4-9 years

10-14 years

21%

Less than 4 years
Analysis

15 years or more

There was a noteworthy relationship between teachers‟ years of
experience and when they were introduced to the CCSS. Specifically,
teachers with less than four years teaching experience were more likely
than those with relatively more experience to have been introduced to
the CCSS in more recent years.
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Q4. To what extent do you think the Common Core, when fully implemented, benefits
students?
Figure 4.a

1- To No
Extent
4%
4- To a Great
Extent
22%

2- To Little
Extent
16%

%
3- To Some
Extent
57%

Analysis

The majority of teachers indicated that the CCSS, when fully
implemented, benefits students. However, teacher perceptions
regarding the extent of benefits varied, with most teachers reporting that
the CCSS benefits students to some extent. Additionally, 20 percent of
teachers reported that the CCSS benefits students to little or no extent.
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Figure 4.b

19%

4- To a great extent

2- To little extent

3- To some extent

1- To no extent

24%

26%

59%

52%

18%

24%

30%

52%
66%

48%

56%

18%

17%

17%

12%

63%

71%

15%

14%

4%

4%

NanakuliWaianae

Castle- Kahuku

21%
14%
7%
FarringtonKaiser- Kalani

3%
KaimukiMcKinleyRoosevelt

19%
3%

14%
2%

4%

2%

Aiea- Moanalua- Leilehua- Mililani- Campbell- Kapolei
Radford
Waialua

Pearl CityWaipahu
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Figure 4.c

18%

13%

4- To a great extent

2- To little extent

3- To some extent

1- To no extent

20%

20%

23%

18%

50%

58%

20%

34%

53%

65%
60%

62%
44%

22%

16%

15%

14%

16%

18%

6%

8%

6%

3%

4%

Kailua- Kalaheo

Hilo- Waiakea

Kau- KeaauPahoa

HonokaaKealakeheKohalaKonawaena

BaldwinKekaulike- Maui

Analysis

75%

11%
HanaLahainalunaLanai- Molokai

17%
6%

5%

Kapaa- KauaiWaimea

Charter School

The majority of teachers in each complex area indicated that when fully implemented, the CCSS benefits
students at least to some extent. With the exception of charter schools, at least 16 percent of teachers
reported that the CCSS benefits students to little or no extent.
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Q5. To what extent are you implementing the Common Core fully in your classroom?
(For purpose of this question, implementation is defined as using standardsaligned curriculum and assessing students on the new standards)
Figure 5.a

1- To No
Extent
6%
2- To Little
Extent
12%
4- To a
Great
Extent
47%

%
3- To
Some Extent
34%

Analysis

Less than half of teachers reported implementing the CCSS to a great
extent.

32
www.hopestreetgroup.org

Figure 5.b

44%

29%

19%

4- To a great extent

2- To little extent

3- To some extent

1- To no extent

43%
52%

54%

47%

9%

8%

FarringtonKaiser- Kalani

KaimukiMcKinleyRoosevelt

40%

41%

36%

36%

13%

44%

43%

36%

40%

15%

15%

9%

9%

3%

4%

7%

6%

7%

4%

Pearl CityWaipahu

NanakuliWaianae

Castle- Kahuku

30%

27%

Aiea- Moanalua- Leilehua- Mililani- Campbell- Kapolei
Radford
Waialua

18%
11%
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Figure 5.c

44%
54%

4- To a great extent

2- To little extent

3- To some extent

1- To no extent

52%

55%

48%

35%

13%

27%

29%

29%

39%

8%

13%

11%

6%

5%

8%
5%

Kau- KeaauPahoa

HonokaaKealakeheKohalaKonawaena

8%

11%

Kailua- Kalaheo

Hilo- Waiakea

Analysis

BaldwinKekaulike- Maui

44%

40%

39%

42%

7%

13%

10%
HanaLahainalunaLanai- Molokai

34%

47%

16%

5%

3%

Kapaa- KauaiWaimea

Charter School

In ten complex areas, less than half of the teachers reported that they are implementing the CCSS in their
classrooms to a great extent. In the other five complex areas, slightly over half of teachers reported
implementing it to this extent. Only about one third of teachers in charter schools reported implementing the
CCSS to a great extent.
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Q6. To what extent do you think your colleagues are implementing Common Core fully
in their classrooms?
Figure 6.a

1- To No
Extent
1%
2- To Little
Extent
12%
4- To a
Great
Extent
36%

%
3- To Some
Extent
52%

Analysis

Around a third of teachers reported that they think their colleagues
implement CCSS in their classrooms to a great extent and half reported
to some extent.
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Figure 6.b

38%

50%

34%

57%

4- To a great extent

2- To little extent

3- To some extent

1- To no extent

31%

40%

37%

35%

55%

59%

8%

7%

10%

Pearl CityWaipahu

NanakuliWaianae

Castle- Kahuku

48%

54%
46%
43%

12%

7%
3%

FarringtonKaiser- Kalani

KaimukiMcKinleyRoosevelt

43%

14%

1%

8%

14%
1%

Aiea- Moanalua- Leilehua- Mililani- Campbell- Kapolei
Radford
Waialua

47%
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Figure 6.c
4- To a great extent

2- To little extent

3- To some extent

1- To no extent

20%

28%
41%

35%

46%

14%
26%

37%

57%
61%
63%

45%

63%

51%
42%

53%

27%
6%

8%
3%

12%

Kailua- Kalaheo

Hilo- Waiakea

Kau- KeaauPahoa

Analysis

19%

1%
HonokaaKealakeheKohalaKonawaena

12%
BaldwinKekaulike- Maui

18%
HanaLahainalunaLanai- Molokai

11%

2%

Kapaa- KauaiWaimea

Charter School

Teachers‟ perceptions about the extent to which their colleagues implement the CCSS varied by complex
area. No complex area had more than half of teachers reporting that they think their colleagues implement
the CCSS to a great extent and for some complex areas, the percentage of teachers was less than a fifth.
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Q7. The time that teachers had to prepare between Common Core adoption in 2011 and
full implementation in 2014 was:
Figure 7.a

More than
Sufficient
6%
Inadequate
19%

Adequate
33%

%
Not Enough
42%

Analysis

More than half of teachers noted that the time they had to prepare for
full CCSS implementation was not enough or was inadequate. A third of
teachers reported that the time was adequate, and very few teachers
indicated the time was more than sufficient.
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Figure 7.b
More than sufficient

Not enough

Adequate

Inadequate

2%
4%

34%

2%
8%

5%

7%

31%

33%

31%

7%

4%
26%

32%

39%

44%

36%

48%

43%
45%

43%

37%

50%
36%

27%

FarringtonKaiser- Kalani

23%
KaimukiMcKinleyRoosevelt

16%

18%

12%

Aiea- Moanalua- Leilehua- Mililani- Campbell- Kapolei
Radford
Waialua

22%

22%

NanakuliWaianae

Castle- Kahuku

13%
Pearl CityWaipahu
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Figure 7.c
More than sufficient

Not enough

Adequate

Inadequate

2%
10%

5%

6%

30%

32%

31%

37%

8%

25%

9%

34%

46%

23%

Kailua- Kalaheo

Hilo- Waiakea

37%

44%

43%

41%

35%

16%

18%

Kau- KeaauPahoa

HonokaaKealakeheKohalaKonawaena

5%

30%

41%

22%

Analysis

6%

23%
BaldwinKekaulike- Maui

37%

48%

17%

14%

Kapaa- KauaiWaimea

Charter School

27%

HanaLahainalunaLanai- Molokai

Within each complex, most teachers shared that the time they had to prepare for full CCSS implementation
was not enough or was inadequate. Teachers in the Pearl City-Waipahu complex area perceived the time
more favorably, with just over half reporting the time was adequate or more than sufficient.
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Q8. How familiar are you with the Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS)?
Figure 8.a

4- Very
Familiar
5%
3- Familiar
12%

2Somewhat
Familiar
27%

Analysis

%

1Unfamiliar
56%

More than half of teachers reported being unfamiliar with the Next
Generation Science Standards (NGSS). Of those teachers familiar with
NGSS, most were only somewhat familiar and few reported being very
familiar.
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Figure 8.b
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4- Very Familiar
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3- Familiar

1- Unfamiliar
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Castle- Kahuku
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Figure 8.c
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61%

66%
53%
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39%
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Analysis

Hilo- Waiakea

Kau- KeaauPahoa

HonokaaKealakeheKohalaKonawaena

BaldwinKekaulike- Maui

HanaLahainalunaLanai- Molokai

Kapaa- KauaiWaimea

Charter School

Across complex areas, more than half of teachers reported being unfamiliar with the NGSS. The only
exception was that in charter schools, wherein most teachers noted that they were at least somewhat familiar
with the NGSS.
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Q9. How did you learn about the NGSS?
Figure 9.a

24

percent

INFORMALLY AT MY SCHOOL

13

INFORMALLY THROUGH
COLLEAGUES NOT AT MY
SCHOOL

10

SCHOOL
PROFESSIONAL
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4

COMPLEX AREA PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT
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PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

9

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION
(SCIENCE TEACHER ASSOCIATION,
HSTA)

percent

12

percent

20

percent

Analysis

HIGHER EDUCATION
COURSE

OTHER*

Teachers familiar with the NGSS learned about them in varied ways.
The most commonly reported ways of learning about the NGSS were
informally through school and through a source other than the options
provided.
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*This option allowed teachers to specify what would be helpful in a text box. The text from those
text boxes is below. The text was copied directly from the text boxes and has not been edited or
altered in any way.








































twitter
Online articles
Instructing college courses in teaching science
The internet and colleagues
doctoral studies and research
As a State STEM Resource Teacher
researched on my own
Charter School Annual conference
self study during my sabbatical
STEM Cadre for district in 2014
NSTA &
In my university teacher education program
Attending STEM conferences on my own time
Principal advised me
I researched
Through a training that referenced the sight
curious college grad and NGSS web site
Research myself
ASCD national conference
a teachers' science academy
other PD
Castle Complex Curr. Project
Studying and analyzing myself
my own research
by volunteering to participate in the NGSS workgroup
On my own research
online
RSS feeds DOE
Lauren Kaupp's Communications
My own research
I did my own research
Teach For America
multiple responses: state office pd, prof assoc and science friends
While in the state office as a STEM Resource Teacher
googled it
Using them before coming to HI
online
Professional Development courses where I paid
self-research
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Figure 9.b
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0%

Leilehua-Mililani-Waialua
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Figure 9.c
Informally at my school
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17% 17%
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0%
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Figure 9.d
Informally at my school
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Other
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40%
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29%
22%
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14% 14% 14% 14%

21%
16%

14%
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5%
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0% 0%
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0%
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0% 0% 0%
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Kau-Keaau-Pahoa
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Figure 9.e
Informally at my school
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Other

50%

33%

31%
25%

25% 25% 25%

25% 25%
21%

17%

14%

13%
8% 8% 8% 8%

8% 8%
0%

Baldwin-Kekaulike-Maui

Analysis

7% 7%

6%
0% 0% 0%

Hana- Lahainaluna- Lanai- Molokai

0% 0%

0%

Kapaa-Kauai-Waimea

0% 0%

0%

Charter School

Teachers familiar with the NGSS reported that they learned about them in a variety of ways with substantial
differences between complex areas.
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Figure 9.f
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16%
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11%
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4%
0%

Complex area
professional
development

State office
professional
development

12%
6%8%7%

12%
9%
5%

Professional Higher education
association
course
(science teacher
association,
HSTA)

12%
6%

Other

Among teachers who were familiar with the NGSS, there is a noteworthy relationship between their years of
experience and some of the ways they learned about NGSS. In general, teachers with more experience were
more likely to have learned about the NGSS through means other than the options provided. Less
experienced teachers most often learned about the NGSS through higher education courses or informally at
their schools.
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Figure 9.g
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28%
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School
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3%

7%
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development

5% 7%

16%
10%

8%

Professional Higher education
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course
(science teacher
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HSTA)

Other

There is also a noteworthy relationship between teachers‟ highest earned degree and how teachers familiar
with the NGSS learned about the standards. In general, teachers with a degree higher than a master‟s
degree were more likely to have learned about the NGSS through either a professional association or a state
office professional development experience. Teachers with a bachelor‟s degree or a master‟s degree more
often learned about the NGSS informally at their school.
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Q10. How much should teachers of subjects other than science know about the NGSS?
Figure 10.a

Not Informed
at All
6%
Fully
Informed
20%

%

Somewhat
Informed
29%

Informed
46%

Analysis

The majority of teachers indicated that teachers of subjects other than
science should be at least somewhat informed about the NGSS.
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Figure 10.b
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30%
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FarringtonKaiser- Kalani

KaimukiMcKinleyRoosevelt

35%
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27%
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33%
29%

5%
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4%
Castle- Kahuku
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Figure 10.c
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HonokaaKealakeheKohalaKonawaena

BaldwinKekaulike- Maui
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Analysis

2%
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Across complex areas, respondents generally noted that teachers of subjects other than science should be
at least somewhat informed about the NGSS.
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Q11. How comfortable are you with the Next Generation Science Standards in terms of
your ability to teach NGSS-aligned science content?
Figure 11.a

4- Very
Comfortable
7%

1- Uncomfortable
47%

3Comfortable
17%

%

2- Somewhat
Comfortable
29%

Analysis

Approximately a third of science and elementary teachers reported
being somewhat comfortable teaching NGSS-aligned science content,
and a quarter reported being either comfortable or very comfortable
teaching it. However, nearly half of science teachers reported being
uncomfortable with their ability to teach NGSS-aligned science content.
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Figure 11.b
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Figure 11.c
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29%

33%

56%

47%

40%
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19%
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Kau- KeaauPahoa
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45%
33%
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Kapaa- KauaiWaimea

38%

Charter School

Science and elementary teachers‟ comfort levels with the NGSS varied depending on the complex area.
Compared to other complex areas, more teachers in the Nanakuli-Waianae complex area reported being at
least somewhat comfortable with the NGSS.
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Q12. If the HI State Board of Education adopted the Next Generation Science Standards,
my work in teaching science would be impacted…
Figure 12.a
1- Not
Significantly
5%

4- Very
Significantly
36%

%

2- Somewhat
Significantly
21%

3- Significantly
38%

Analysis

The majority of science and elementary teachers noted that they would
be impacted significantly or very significantly if the Hawaii State Board
of Education adopted the NGSS.
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Figure 12.b
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Figure 12.c
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Across complex areas, nearly all of the science and elementary teachers reported that they would be
impacted if the Hawaii State Board of Education adopted the NGSS. Their responses regarding the
significance of the potential impacts varied by complex area, with the greatest perceived potential impact
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reported by teachers in the Castle-Kahuku complex area, indicating that they would be significantly or very
significantly impacted.
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Q13. After new standards are selected, how much time should elapse before full
implementation? For the purpose of this question, full implementation is defined as
all teachers in all schools using standards-aligned curriculum and assessing
students on those new standards.
Figure 13.a

6-12 months
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More than
2 years
36%

1 year
17%

%
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41%

Analysis

Over three-quarters of teachers indicated that at least two years should
elapse between selection and full implementation of new standards.
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Figure 13.b
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Figure 13.c
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Within each complex area, the majority of teachers indicated that at least two years should elapse before the
full implementation of new standards.
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Q14. How valuable are the following resources to you when preparing to teach new
standards?
Figure 14.a
Highly valuable
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developing lessons
and curriculum maps

Teachers generally reported that all five of the available resources are
valuable in their preparation to teach new standards.
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Figure 14.b
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Figure 14.c
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Figure 14.d
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Figure 14.e
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Figure 14.f
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Figure 14.g
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Figure 14.h
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Figure 14.i
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Figure 14.j
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Figure 14.k
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Figure 14.l
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Figure 14.m
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Figure 14.n
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Figure 14.o
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Figure 14.p
Highly valuable

Somewhat valuable

Valuable

Not valuable at all

Kapaa-Kauai-Waimea

28%
54%

55%

55%

60%

23%

26%

23%

25%

18%

23%

12%

14%

9%

15%

8%

8%

11%

6%

26%

Crosswalks with old Pre-written lessons
Pre-written
standards
aligned to standards curriculum maps and
and curriculum
assessments

Videos of master
teachers

Support for
developing lessons
and curriculum maps

80
www.hopestreetgroup.org

Figure 14.q
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Across all complex areas besides Hilo-Waiakea and Kapaa-KauaiWaimea, teachers noted that support for developing lessons and
curriculum maps is the most valuable resource in their preparation to
teach new standards. Teachers in Hilo-Waiakea and Kapaa-KauaiWaimea generally reported that either pre-written curriculum maps and
assessments or videos of master teachers, or both, are most useful.
Crosswalks with old standards or videos of master teachers tend to be
the least valuable resources throughout the complex areas.

81
www.hopestreetgroup.org

Q15. Which of the following aspects of implementing new standards would be most
challenging for you?
Figure 15.a
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Over a third of teachers indicated that finding and developing curricular
materials is the most challenging aspect of implementing new
standards. Few teachers reported that crosswalking between old and
new standards is the most challenging aspect.
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Figure 15.b
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Figure 15.c
Building my understanding about new standards
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Figure 15.d
Building my understanding about new standards
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Figure 15.e
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Across complex areas, teachers most often indicated that finding and developing curricular materials is the
most challenging aspect of implementing new standards. The only exception was in the Castle-Kahuku
complex area in which teachers noted that adjusting lesson plans and classroom practice is the most
challenging. Crosswalking between old and new standards was consistently the least-often reported
challenge.
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Q16. Which method of professional development do you prefer? You may select more
than one of the following.
Figure 16.a
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Teachers shared a variety of preferences for professional development
methods but most often noted that they prefer a school or complex
professional development day, a face-to-face experience, for teachers
to deliver the professional development, or all three. Teachers least
often reported a preference for delivery by the state office.
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Figure 16.b
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Figure 16.c
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Figure 16.d
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Figure 16.e
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Teachers‟ preferences for professional development methods depended on the complex area. In general, the
three most-highly reported preferences were: a) a school or complex professional development day, b) a
face-to-face experience, or c) teacher-delivered professional development. A hybrid method combining faceto-face and online components was the next most-frequently reported preference in most complex areas.
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Appendix B
Focus Group Data
The fall focus groups included the following six open-ended questions:
1. How could HIDOE best roll out new standards to help teachers become familiar
with them and teach them effectively? Please discuss what teachers would need
for implementation, the preferred delivery of professional development and
timing.
2. Based on those ideas, what are the most critical or important components that
should be prioritized if there are limited funds?
3. How would the adoption of new science standards impact your instructional
practice even if you do not teach science? How would they impact you if you do
teach science? How long do you think it will take to become comfortable teaching
the new standards?
4. What kinds of resources/tools are most effective in supporting the implementation
of new standards?
5. What is the best role for the state office, complex area, and schools to each play
in supporting teacher’s implementation of the new standards?
6. What are the most important criteria to consider when developing state
assessments for the Next Generation Science Standards?
HSG collected responses from focus groups and SurveyGizmo (referred to throughout this
portion of the report as “survey answers”). HSG then sent the results to Magnolia Consulting for
analysis. After receiving the focus group data, Magnolia Consulting cleaned and prepared them
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).6 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). 7
Magnolia Consulting staff regularly met to review codes, to discuss emerging codes, and to
establish interrater agreement on recurring themes.
For this report, HSG presents categorized, recurring themes in tables with associated text
describing each theme. An analysis of survey data is located in Tables 1-6.

6
7

nd

Miles, M. B. & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative Data Analysis (2 ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
th
Patton, M. C. (2015). Qualitative Research and Evaluation Methods (4 ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
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Question 1: How could HIDOE best roll out new standards to help teachers become
familiar with them and teach them effectively? Please discuss what teachers would need
for implementation, the preferred delivery of professional development and timing.
Table 1

New Standards Implementation
PROVIDE EXAMPLES OF MATERIALS (N = 89)
Most teachers requested different types of examples around
standards implementation, such as example lesson plans,
curricula, assessments, rubrics, course maps, flipbooks,
textbooks, technological resources, supplies, and lesson videos.
Teachers reported that practical examples help them to
implement new standards.
“Having multiple examples of what lessons and student
work could look like that are aligned to the standards.”
“Need information and resources broken down in teacher
friendly language and accessible on one data base.
Need a curriculum map—one that is based on best
practice. And the resources to back all of this up.”
TIME FOR IMPLEMENTATION (N = 49)
Teachers requested time for full implementation, asking that
HIDOE consider the amount of teacher time required to
implement new standards. When teachers referenced specific
timeframes, most stated that at least a year would be needed
for implementation.
“We need time to look at how they are formatted and
time to reflect on how we can teach them in our
classrooms, grade levels and schools.”
“Timeline - should be at least a year before they're required
to be doing NGSS in the classroom.”
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES (N = 34)
Teachers asked for different professional development
opportunities, such as trainings and workshops that count
toward professional development credits. Although teachers
have different opinions on the delivery method of professional
development opportunities, there was agreement that training
would be necessary. Many teachers also added that there
should be some form of continued support for teachers after the
initial training.
“Standards PD, what does it (standards) look like?”
“How about offering us credit for the PD?”
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New Standards Implementation
GRADE-LEVEL ROLLOUT (N = 29)
Many teachers noted that rolling out the new standards by
grade level would be helpful. As part of grade-level rollout,
teachers requested grade-specific professional development.
“Gradual release to the different grade levels.”
“Phase in implementation. Start with elementary,
move to middle school, and then high school.”
LESSON MODELING OPPORTUNITIES (N = 26)
Teachers also requested lesson modeling and model teachers
who could serve as resources for other teachers.
“Master Teacher who have practiced them before and
are able to guide them throughout the first year of
implementation.”
“Demonstration and modeling by master teachers that
will help us see what this change looks like, or what the
„implementation‟ of the standards actually looks like.”
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Question 2: Based on those ideas, what are the most critical or important components
that should be prioritized if there are limited funds?
Table 2

Standards Implementation Priorities
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT (N = 36)
Many teachers stated that professional development would be
the most important resource when implementing new
standards.
“Engaging, high-quality peer lead professional
developments that occurs after the standards and models
are finalized.”
“Good, solid PD that makes sense.”
IMPLEMENTATION MATERIALS (N = 26)
Teachers requested various implementation materials, such as
classroom supplies, online resources, technological resources,
and textbooks to teach new standards effectively.
“If funds are limited and materials aren't available, why are
we having this conversation? We need updated materials.
New textbooks. More technology. Science depends on
this. We have to bring back the excitement in science.”
“We need to have equal access to materials and
supports across all schools, Every successful business
has what they need; each school needs to have the all
the tools and supports for teaching science.”
SUFFICIENT TIME FOR IMPLEMENTATION (N = 15)
Teachers requested ample time for implementation to ensure they
are comfortable with the new standards before any student
assessment begins.
“Time to learn it and time to implement it and time to
discuss it.”
“Limited time! We need time to learn about the standards,
time to collaborate with our teachers to create lesson/units,
time to gather materials, time to observe other teachers
who teach science well, and time to teach them to our
students before our students are tested on them and we
are evaluated on how our students do.”
CURRICULUM (N = 12)
Some teachers requested a curriculum prior to implementing new
standards.
“Teachers need curriculum ahead of time.”
“We should have a curriculum to follow prior to rolling out
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Standards Implementation Priorities
the standards, especially if we are being held accountable.”
Question 3: How would the adoption of new science standards impact your instructional
practice even if you do not teach science? How would they impact you if you do teach
science? How long do you think it will take to become comfortable teaching the new
standards?
Table 3

Adopting New Science Standards
CROSS-DISCIPLINARY IMPACT (N = 40)
Teachers who teach science and teachers who do not teach
science recognized that the Next Generation Science Standards
(NGSS) require teachers to work across disciplines. Teachers are
aware of the overlap between subjects and noted that the critical
thinking skills promoted by the NGSS are also relevant to other
subjects. However, some teachers who do not teach science
expressed concern that it might be difficult to incorporate science
into their subjects.
“There should be integration of science with other subjects
so that students can learn. Integrate science with language
arts, math, etc. It is more effective to integrate subjects.”
“Next generation wants focus and coherence and thinking
change. Connections that can be made with all content
areas. The similar piece is the thinking.”
AT LEAST ONE YEAR FOR IMPLEMENTATION (N = 33)
Teachers reported that it would take at least one year to learn and
feel comfortable teaching the new standards, emphasizing the
importance of delaying student testing until teachers fully
understand the new standards.
“First year is a trial year. The second year you will feel a
little more confident teaching it. Third year testing could
begin.”
“We need a few years to read the standards, talk to grade
levels about the standards, talk to other grade levels and
on a school level before teaching them comfortably. We
need time to create units and lessons during our work
hours”
DEPENDENT ON DIFFERENCE BETWEEN CURRENT STANDARDS AND
NGSS (N = 11)
Teachers commented that the success of adopting new standards
would depend greatly on the alignment between the existing and
new science standards.
“Depends how different the standards are from what our
current standards are.”
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Adopting New Science Standards
“It depends on how closely the standards relate to other
CCSS. If they relate closely, teachers may need less time
to become comfortable teaching them.”
Question 4: What kinds of resources/tools should HIDOE provide for teachers to support
the implementation of new standards?
Table 4

Resources for Standards Implementation
NGSS CLASSROOM MATERIALS (N = 26)
Teachers requested materials such as textbooks, classroom
supplies, technology, FOSS kits, and flipbooks to support
standards implementation. Teachers also stressed the importance
of having adequate funding for these materials.
“Make sure teachers in science are in the right classrooms.
The classrooms need to support science teaching, such as
lab equipment, tables, a sink, etc. Need both desks and
lab stations with electricity and water. And, if you don‟t
have that, then the school needs to allocate resources to
get this”
“Textbooks and materials to do science. Not just read
about it.”
ONLINE RESOURCES (N = 20)
Teachers specifically requested online resources, such as videos
modeling instruction. Teachers also noted that an easilyaccessible online bank of implementation materials, resources,
and assessments would be helpful.
“An online library of videos, resources that directly align
with the standards.”
“Online database that teachers upload to (a good
worksheet, etc.).”
CURRICULUM (N = 14)
Teachers reported that receiving a curriculum would be helpful.
“State approved curriculum.”
“If the DOE want us to create a curriculum, create
curriculum maps, collaborate for Science and teach it, the
DOE needs to know that we have limited time. It would be
nice to have a curriculum made for teachers. We need more
time.”
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Resources for Standards Implementation
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT (N = 13)
Teachers noted that adequate professional development would be
important for the successful implementation of the new standards.
“The resources have to be connected with an appropriate
type of training. The training needs to be relevant and
useable. It always goes back to needing more time. You
should leave with a good foundation, especially if it is your
specialty.”
ADEQUATE TIME FOR TEACHERS TO IMPLEMENT (N = 13)
Teachers requested time to learn and implement the standards.
Additionally, teachers want time to revise their teaching practices
and collaborate with fellow teachers on the new material.
“Give me time to develop the curriculum with other
teachers, try things out, come back together and assess
what is working.”
“Don't change to a new set of science standards again 2
years from now. give us time to implement and time after
to actually do it and get better at teaching it and see how
we do”
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Question 5: What roles should the state office, complex area, and schools play in
supporting teacher’s implementation of the new standards?
Table 5

Support for Standards Implementation
COACHING AND MODELING (N = 38)
Teachers frequently requested support from lead teachers,
trainers, and other mentors, such as a science coach. Teachers
often reiterated the importance of accessibility, requesting inclassroom and online support, modeling, and observation from
these individuals.
“Dedicated curriculum coach whose job it is to be a
specialist in the curriculum and fulfill that role.”
“Provide experts accessible to teachers.”
VARIOUS RESOURCES (N = 37)
Teachers requested that Hawaii state officials, complex areas,
and schools contribute various resources to support new
standards implementation. Some of the more commonly
referenced resource requests included a) funding for professional
development and science materials, b) sharing effective
implementation practices through a support desk or resource
library, and c) the creation of a science or curriculum coach
position in each school.
“Support in different forms needs to be provided by state to
complexes and schools.”
“Know what is working and not working and share models
with other schools, according to differentiation of each
region.”
RELATED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT (N = 21)
Many teachers requested needs-based professional development
by complex area and grade level, with opportunities for follow-up
support.
“Complex and state to provide follow up professional
development.”
“Schools should [invite] EVERY teacher to training. Should
not just be CC's and Principals at trainings. Schools need
to provide time for vertical and horizontal articulations,
visitations, and feedback.”
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Support for Standards Implementation
ADMINISTRATIVE TASKS AND ACCOUNTABILITY (N = 21)
Teachers asked for clear, consistent and timely information and
support from HIDOE, complex areas, and schools on NGSS
implementation. Some teachers also requested that everyone be
held accountable to teaching the same NGSS science standards.
“Clear, organized information that comes out and does not
change during the implementation.”
“Everyone needs to be on the same page so that different
information doesn‟t come from the different sources.”
TIME FOR COLLABORATION (N = 16)
Teachers requested time to collaborate with other teachers on
standards implementation.
“Give teachers one less period to teach as they adopt the
standards and use fewer resources outside of the school this way teachers can collaborate with other teachers.”
“Give department time. Give stipends if needed for us to sit
and work together. There is no way for us to get the work
done while teaching students.”
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Question 6: What are the most important criteria to consider when developing an
assessment system for the Next Generation Science Standards?
Table 6

Impacts of Adopting New Science Standards
MULTIPLE WAYS TO DEMONSTRATE KNOWLEDGE (N = 31)
Teachers stated that NGSS assessments should allow for students
to demonstrate their knowledge beyond simple memorization of
content. Specifically, assessments should examine scientific
literacy and have a greater focus on performance, application, and
problem solving skills.
“Multiple ways to demonstrate mastery”
“Not paper and pencil, not based on reading and writing
which might hinder a great deal of students; A variety of
modes so that students can show their true learning.”
PREPARATION (N = 29)
Teachers requested support in preparing for a new assessment
system through additional information on assessment structure
and format (e.g., areas of focus, type of assessment) and the
provision of various resources (e.g., NGSS aligned lessons and
practice tests).
“Is the assessment going to be a performance task?”
“If it is a lab type assessment, practice tests.”
STUDENT-FOCUSED (N = 24)
Teachers noted that NGSS assessments should support students
and teachers. For students, assessments should a) be aligned to
curriculum content and student needs (e.g., English Learners,
students in Special Education), b) provide information on student
learning, and c) be written in a culturally sensitive format.
“Will the assessment truly test science benchmark and not
reading or math”
“Standards cannot be universal--You can‟t expect the same
product from different kids.”
FREQUENCY AND LENGTH (N = 21)
Teachers mentioned the frequency and testing duration of NGSS
assessments as important criteria for consideration.
“Time it will take students to test.”
“Think about how much students are being tested over one
school year.”
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Impacts of Adopting New Science Standards
STANDARDIZATION AND ALIGNMENT (N = 18)
Several teachers commented that NGSS assessments should be
standardized across grades and aligned with curriculum.
“Test must be related to resources and curriculum
provided.”
“Assessment questions need to be aligned with modules
that are being addressed. They should be tied directly to
modules.”
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Appendix C
Survey and Focus Group Questions
The following is the Hawaii Fall 2015 survey and focus group questions.
HI Fall 2015 Survey
Hope Street Group, as an independent nonprofit, is facilitating the collection of data from
teachers in Hawaii to inform a number of decisions the Hawaii 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) Which of the following best describes your workplace? Select all that apply.*
[ ] Elementary School
[ ] Middle School
[ ] High School
[ ] Complex area or state position
[ ] Other: _________________________________________________
2) Which of the following best describes your current teaching position?*
[ ] All subjects (Elementary teachers)
[ ] English/Language Arts
[ ] Mathematics
[ ] Science
[ ] Social Studies
[ ] Special Education
[ ] Curriculum coordinator / Resource teacher
[ ] Elective (Computer, Music, Librarian, PE, Fine/Performing/Visual Arts, Career and Technical
education)
[ ] Other: _________________________________________________
3) When were you introduced to Common Core State Standards?*
( ) Prior to School Year 2012-13
( ) School Year 2012-13
( ) School Year 2013-14
( ) School Year 2014-15
( ) School Year 2015-16
4) To what extent do you think Common Core, when fully implemented, benefits students?*
( ) 4- To a great extent
( ) 3- To some extent
( ) 2- To little extent
( ) 1- To no extent
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5) To what extent are you implementing Common Core fully in your classroom? (For purpose of
this question, implementation is defined as using standards-aligned curriculum and assessing
students on the new standards).*
( ) 4- To a great extent
( ) 3- To some extent
( ) 2- To little extent
( ) 1- To no extent
6) To what extent do you think your colleagues are implementing Common Core fully in their
classrooms?*
( ) 4- To a great extent
( ) 3- To some extent
( ) 2- To little extent
( ) 1- To no extent
7) The time that teachers had to prepare between Common Core adoption in 2011 and full
implementation in 2014 was:*
( ) More than sufficient
( ) Adequate
( ) Not enough
( ) Inadequate
8) How familiar are you with the Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS)? *
( ) 4-very familiar
( ) 3-familiar
( ) 2-somewhat familiar
( ) 1-unfamiliar
9) How did you learn about NGSS?
*
( ) informally at my school
( ) informally through colleagues not at my school
( ) school professional development
( ) complex area professional development
( ) state office professional development
( ) professional association (science teacher association, HSTA,...)
( ) higher education course
( ) other: _________________________________________________
10) How much should teachers of subjects other than science know about NGSS?*
( ) Fully informed
( ) Informed
( ) Somewhat informed
( ) Not informed at all
11) How comfortable are you with the Next Generation Science Standards in terms of your
ability to teach NGSS-aligned science content?*
( ) 4-very comfortable
( ) 3-comfortable
( ) 2-somewhat comfortable
( ) 1-uncomfortable
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12) If the HI State Board of Education adopted the Next Generation Science Standards, my
work in teaching science would be impacted…*
( ) 4- very significantly
( ) 3- significantly
( ) 2- somewhat significantly
( ) 1- not significantly
13) After new standards are selected, how much time should elapse before full implementation?
For the purpose of this question, full implementation is defined as all teachers in all schools
using standards-aligned curriculum and assessing students on those new standards.*
( ) 6-12 months
( ) 1 year
( ) 2 years
( ) More than 2 years
14) How valuable are the following resources to you when preparing to teach new standards?*
Highly
valuable

Valuable

Somewhat
valuable

Not
valuable
at all

Crosswalks with old standards

()

()

()

()

Pre-written lessons aligned to
standards and curriculum

()

()

()

()

Pre-written curriculum maps and
assessments

()

()

()

()

Videos of master teachers

()

()

()

()

Support for developing lessons and
curriculum maps

()

()

()

()

15) Which of the following aspects of implementing new standards would be most challenging
for you? *
( ) Building my understanding about new standards
( ) Crosswalking between old and new standards
( ) Finding and developing curricular materials
( ) Adjusting lesson plans and classroom practice
( ) Preparing for new state assessments
16) Which method of professional development do you prefer? You may select more than one
of the following. *
[ ] Webinars
[ ] Face-to-face
[ ] Online Learning Community
[ ] Hybrid (face-to-face and online component)
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[ ] School or Complex PD day
[ ] Large conference/summit
[ ] Delivered by Teachers
[ ] Delivered by Complex/District Staff
[ ] Delivered by State Office
[ ] Delivered by Other (provider)
17) What is your gender?*
( ) Male
( ) Female
18) What is your age range?*
( ) Younger than 30
( ) 30-49
( ) 50-54
( ) 55 or older
19) What is the highest degree you earned?*
( ) Bachelor‟s Degree
( ) Master‟s Degree
( ) Higher than a Master‟s Degree
20) How many years have you been teaching?*
( ) Less than 4 years
( ) 4-9 years
( ) 10-14 years
( ) 15 years or more
21) Do you work in a charter school?*
( ) YES
( ) NO
22) Please indicate complex area you work in. *
( ) Farrington-Kaiser-Kalani
( ) Kaimuki-McKinley-Roosevelt
( ) Aiea-Moanalua-Radford
( ) Leilehua-Mililani-Waialua
( ) Campbell-Kapolei
( ) Pearl City-Waipahu
( ) Nanakuli-Waianae
( ) Castle-Kahuku
( ) Kailua-Kalaheo
( ) Hilo-Waiakea
( ) Kau-Keaau-Pahoa
( ) Honokaa-Kealakehe-Kohala-Konawaena
( ) Baldwin-Kekaulike-Maui
( ) Hana-Lahainaluna-Lanai-Molokai
( ) Kapaa-Kauai-Waimea
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Thank you for completing this survey. Your input is valued. If you have questions about the
State Teacher Fellowship, please contact: kelly@hopestreetgroup.org. If you would like to be
contacted about how you can contribute to the work of the State Teacher Fellowship,
visit: http://hsg.270strategies.com/pln-signup.htm.

108
www.hopestreetgroup.org

HI Fall 2015 Focus Group Questions
Hope Street Group, as an independent nonprofit, is facilitating the collection of data from
teachers in Hawaii to inform a number of decisions the Hawaii 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 .

A. How could HIDOE best rollout new standards to help teachers become familiar with them and
teach them effectively? Please discuss what teachers would need for implementation, the
preferred delivery of professional development and timing.*
B. Based on those ideas, what are the most critical or important components that should be
prioritized if there are limited funds?*
C. How would the adoption of new science standards impact your instructional practice even if
you do not teach science? How would they impact you if you do teach science? How long do
you think it will take to become comfortable teaching the new standards?*
D. What kinds of resources/tools are most effective in supporting the implementation of new
standards?*
E. What is the best role for the state office, complex area, and schools to each play in
supporting teacher‟s implementation of the new standards?*
F. What are the most important criteria to consider when developing state assessments
for the Next Generation Science Standards?

Thank you for completing this survey. Your input is valued. If you have questions about the
State Teacher Fellowship, please contact: kelly@hopestreetgroup.org. If you would like to be
contacted about how you can contribute to the work of the State Teacher Fellowship,
visit: http://hsg.270strategies.com/pln-signup.htm.
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Appendix D
Demographic Data
Q17. What is your gender?
Figure 17.a

Male
18%

%
Female
82%
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Q18. What is your age range?
Figure 18.a

55 or older
24%

50-54
15%

Younger
than 30
12%

%
30-49
49%
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Q19. What is the highest degree you earned?
Figure 19.a
Higher than a
Master’s
Degree
8%

%

Bachelor’s
Degree
37%

Master’s
Degree
55%
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Q20. How many years have you been teaching?
Figure 20.a

Less than 4
years
13%

15 years
or more
47%

%

4-9 years
20%

10-14 years
20%
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Q21. Do you work in a charter school?
Figure 21.a

Yes
4%

%
No
96%
Q22. Which complex area do you work in?
Figure 22.a
Complex Area

Percent

Count

Farrington-Kaiser-Kalani

7

88

Kaimuki-McKinley-Roosevelt

9

115

Aiea-Moanalua-Radford

10

125

Leilehua-Mililani-Waialua

9

111

Campbell-Kapolei

9

106

Pearl City-Waipahu

7

86

Nanakuli-Waianae

3

46
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Castle-Kahuku

4

51

Kailua-Kalaheo

4

49

Hilo-Waiakea

3

40

Kau-Keaau-Pahoa

4

50

Honokaa-Kealakehe-Kohala-Konawaena

8

102

Baldwin-Kekaulike-Maui

8

97

Hana-Lahainaluna-Lanai-Molokai

3

44

Kapaa-Kauai-Waimea

5

65

Total

1170
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Appendix E
Sample representativeness
In an effort to determine how representative the respondents to this survey were demographic
information was collected (questions 17-20). This demographic information was intended to be
compared to demographic data collected by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES); however, Hawaii‟s data are not available due reporting standards not being met for the
highest level of degree earned (see:
http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass/tables/sass1112_2013314_t1s_004.asp), and gender and age
(http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass/tables/sass1112_2013314_t1s_002.asp).
Therefore, no comparison was made on those demographics.
NCES did have data for years of teaching experience (see:
http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass/tables/sass1112_2013314_t1s_004.asp). That comparison is
below; however, the one comparison completed is insufficient information to determine if the
teachers who responded to the survey are a representative sample.
Years of Experience
Less than 4 years
4-9 years
10-14 years
More than 15 years

Survey Respondents
12
49
15
24

NCES
26.2
26.6
16.0
31.2

Given the limited data available, HSG is unable to determine if the respondents are
representative of the teaching population in Hawaii.
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Appendix F
Interpreting Survey Data
Minimizing Survey Error
Survey research is a commonly used research method to determine what people are thinking,
feeling or doing. i 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, coverage 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, coverage error exists. Because all of the teachers in teacher fellows‟
PLNs have provided an email address, coverage 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) or an item on the survey (item nonresponse); 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 nonrespondents. 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 nonrespondents, 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.
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