
 

142 

(31%); knowledge, training and support (19%); materials and resources (6%); and class 

size (1%). Other teachers described suggestions for what is working in their current data-

use practices and the benefits of these practices, descriptions of their preferences on 

assessment/instruction practices, and general comments. 

 Teachers were also asked about their perceived utility of data resulting from state, 

district, and frequent progress monitoring assessments to instructional decision-making at 

Tier 1. Table 4.16 displays the frequency counts, percentages, means, and standard 

deviations for this item. Teachers reported agreement that data from all three assessments 

are useful in their daily instructional planning within Tier 1, although the majority of 

teachers (92%) reported that they agree or strongly agree that data from frequent 

progress monitoring are useful in their daily instructional planning. In fact, teachers’ 

perceived utility of data resulting from frequent progress monitoring (Mean = 3.32, SD = 

0.65) was higher than data resulting from both district benchmark assessments and annual 

state assessments. 

Table 4.16 

Utility of Data from Major Assessment Types to Instructional Decision-Making at Tier 1 

 

Assessments  Strongly 

Disagree 

f (%) 

Disagree 

f (%) 

Agree 

f (%) 

Strongly 

Agree 

f (%) 

 

 

Mean 

 

 

SD 

Annual State 
a
  16  

(10.06) 

46 

(28.93) 

86 

(54.09) 

11  

(6.92) 

2.58 0.76 

District Benchmark 
b
  2  

(1.25) 

21 

(13.13) 

113 

(70.63) 

24  

(15.00) 

2.99 0.58 
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Frequent Progress 

Monitoring 

2  

(1.23) 

11  

(6.79) 

82 

(50.62) 

67  

(41.36) 

3.32 0.65 

Note. n = 162.  
a 
n = 159. 

b 
n = 160. 

 

 In an open-ended item, teachers were asked to describe the most significant 

barrier that prevents them from using student progress data formatively to plan 

instruction for all students within Tier 1. Of the 92 teachers that provided a response for 

this item, fifteen teachers responded N/A or none, while others cited multiple barriers. 

The result was a total of 86 individual response items. The frequency counts and 

percentages of open-ended responses have been organized by overarching categories and 

sub-categories, which are detailed in Appendix H (Table H.8). The majority of teachers 

(72%) reported the most significant barrier to their using data from student progress 

monitoring formatively within Tier 1 as time. Other barriers described by teachers were 

related to student and parent factors (8%); district and school factors (7%); and their 

own knowledge, training, and support (7%).  

 Factors, Barriers, and Supports at Tier 2. In the Tier 2 section of the survey, 

teachers were asked about the frequency of assessment and review required within their 

school’s RTI Models. All frequency counts and percentages for each required assessment 

and review frequency are detailed in Appendix H (Table H.9). Teachers’ reported 

assessment and data review requirements varied across all frequencies. It appears that in 

most teachers’ schools the frequency required within Tier 2 for both assessing and 

reviewing data of students’ performance and progress is somewhere between monthly and 

weekly (20-25%). 
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 In an open-ended item, teachers were asked to provide their most important 

suggestion for supporting their ability to use data formatively to plan supplemental 

instruction and interventions within Tier 2. As in Tier 1, interpretation of the question 

item resulted in varied responses, although this survey item was intended to elicit 

responses that would describe what teachers need in order to feel more supported in their 

classroom level data-use practices. Because eight teachers replied N/A or None, there 

were a total of 23 individual response items. The frequency counts and percentages of 

open-ended responses provided by 30 teachers for this item, organized by overarching 

categories and sub-categories, are detailed in Appendix H (Table H.10). Most teachers 

(56%) provided descriptive responses related to their needs, which included time (30%); 

knowledge, training and support (22%); and needing more interventionists (4%). Other 

teacher responses described suggestions for what is working in their current data-use 

practices and the benefits of these practices, preferences, as well as general comments. 

 Teachers were also asked about their perceived utility of data resulting from state, 

district, and frequent progress monitoring assessments to their instructional decision-

making within Tier 2. Table 4.17 displays the frequency counts, percentages, means, and 

standard deviations for this item. Similar to Tier 1 results, teachers reported agreement 

that data from all three assessments are useful, although almost all of teachers (99%) 

reported that they agree or strongly agree that data from frequent progress monitoring are 

useful in their planning of supplemental instruction and interventions within Tier 2. 

Likewise, teachers’ perceived utility of data resulting from frequent progress monitoring 

(Mean = 3.49, SD = 0.52) was higher than data from both district benchmark assessments 

and annual state assessments. 
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Table 4.17 

Utility of Data from Major Assessment Types to Instructional Decision-Making at Tier 2  

 

Assessments  Strongly 

Disagree 

f (%) 

Disagree 

f (%) 

Agree 

f (%) 

Strongly 

Agree 

f (%) 

 

 

Mean 

 

 

SD 

Annual State  12  

(14.81) 

22 

(27.16) 

35 

(43.21) 

12  

(14.81) 

2.58 0.91 

District Benchmark  2  

(2.47) 

8  

(9.88) 

51 

(62.96) 

20  

(24.69) 

3.10 0.66 

Frequent Progress 

Monitoring 

0  

(0.00) 

1  

(1.23) 

39 

(48.15) 

41  

(50.62) 

3.49 0.52 

Note. n = 81.  

 In an open-ended item, teachers were asked to describe the most significant 

barrier that prevents them from using student progress data formatively to plan 

supplemental instruction for students within Tier 2. Of the 38 teachers that provided a 

response for this item, eight teachers responded N/A or none, while others provided 

multiple barriers. The result was a total of 36 individual response items, for which the 

frequency counts and percentages of open-ended responses have been organized by 

overarching categories as detailed in Appendix H (Table H.11). Similar to results in Tier 

1, the majority of teachers (64%) reported time as the most significant barrier to their 

using data from student progress monitoring formatively to plan supplemental instruction 

and interventions for students within Tier 2. Other barriers described by teachers were 

related to district and school factors (22%) and student factors (8%).  
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 Research Question #5. The fifth research question investigated in this study was: 

What is the relationship between teachers’ reported DBIDM practices within Tier 1 of 

RTI, and their perceptions of the impact of these practices on student learning, 

importance of and preparedness for progress monitoring, and school-based supports? 

Twenty-six variables resulting from seven survey items in the RTI Model and Tier 1 

sections of the survey were used to create nine variables. These nine variables were used 

in order to investigate this research question.  

 A logistic regression model was fit to the data and used to investigate the impact 

of four dichotomous predictor variables on a dichotomous outcome variable (teachers’ 

DBIDM within Tier 1 that includes both measurement and evaluation as recommended 

best practice). Predictor variables included teachers’ perceived importance of progress 

monitoring, teachers’ perceived preparation for aspects of progress monitoring, teachers’ 

currently available school-level supports, and teachers’ perceived impact of their 

measurement and evaluation practices on student outcomes. The model was used to 

estimate the probability of the non-event (i.e., teachers’ reporting DBIDM practices that 

are not in accordance with recommended best practice for measurement and evaluation at 

Tier 1, DBIDM at Tier 1 = 0). Data used in the logistic regression model including the 

percent of yes and no responses for the dichotomous outcome and four predictor 

variables; and frequency counts, percentages, means and standard deviations for the two 

control variables are detailed in Appendix H (Tables H.14 and H.15) respectively. 

 Table 4.18 summarizes the results from three inferential statistics tests (likelihood 

ratio, score, and Wald test) used to examine the fit of the data in the logistic model as 
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well as one goodness-of-fit test (H-L statistic) used to examine the fit of the model 

against actual outcomes. 

Table 4.18 

Inferential Statistics Results for Logistic Regression Model 

Test χ
2
 df p 

Overall model fit    

Likelihood Ratio 13.0146 6 0.0428 

Score 12.8786 6 0.0450 

Wald 12.0414 6 0.0611 

Goodness-of-fit test    

Hosmer &Lemeshow 7.4509 8 0.4889 

  

 Results from these tests revealed that the collective influence of the variables was 

statistically significant. The null hypothesis for the overall model, H0: all βs = 0, was 

rejected. This implied that at least one predictor’s regression coefficient ≠ 0 and that the 

logistic regression equation predicted the probability of the non-event better than the 

mean of the dependent variable y, χ
2
 (6) = 13.0146, p = 0.0428. The results of the 

Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness-of-fit test, χ
2
 (8) = 7.4509, p = 0.4889, suggested that the 

model fit the data well, therefore the null hypothesis, H0: model fit, was plausible. 

 Chi-square tests were run to examine the statistical significance of individual 

regression coefficients, H0: βT1important = 0, H0: βprep = 0, H0: βimpact = 0, H0: βsupport = 0, H0: 

βrti_approach = 0, H0: βdata_rules = 0. These results revealed that only one of the predictors, 

preparation, was statistically significant at the .05 alpha level, χ
2 
(1) = 5.8256, p = 0.0158, 
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therefore the null hypothesis, βprep = 0, was rejected. This implied that there was a linear 

relationship between teachers’ perceived preparedness for aspects of progress monitoring 

and the non-event of practicing DBIDM that includes measuring and evaluating in 

accordance with recommended best practice at Tier 1. An additional predictor, impact, 

was statistically significant at the .10 alpha level, χ
2 

(1) = 2.7960, p = 0.0045. This 

implied that there was also a linear relationship between teachers’ perceived impact on 

student learning outcomes and the non-event of practicing DBIDM that includes 

measuring and evaluating in accordance with recommended best practice at Tier 1. The 

null hypothesis seemed plausible for the remaining predictors and control variables, 

implying there was not a linear relationship between the variables.  

 The results, which are summarized in Table 4.19, demonstrated that: 

Predicted logit of (T1dbidm) = 0.7178 + (- 0.2046)*T1important + (- 0.8950)*prep + (- 

0.6223)*impact + (- 0.1368)*support + (0.0329)*rti_approach + (-0.0255)*data_rules. 

Table 4.19 

Logistic Regression Analysis of Teachers’ Reported DBIDM Practice within Tier 1 

 

Predictor β SE β Wald’s 

χ
2
 

p Odds 

Ratio 

(e
β
) 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval 

DBIDM at Tier 1 0.7178 0.6143 1.3655 0.2426    

Importance of PM -0.2046 0.4752 0.1853 0.6668 0.815 0.321 2.069 

Preparation for PM -0.8950* 0.3708 5.8256 0.0158 0.409 0.198 0.845 

Impact on Student 

Learning 

-0.6223** 0.3722 2.7960 0.0945 0.537 0.259 1.113 
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Available School-

level Supports 

-0.1368 0.3752 0.1329 0.7155 0.872 0.418 1.820 

RTI Approach 0.0329 0.1983 0.0276 0.8680 1.033 0.701 1.524 

Data Decision Rules -0.0255 0.0357 0.5089 0.4756 0.975 0.909 1.045 

 Note. n = 152. PM = progress monitoring 

*p < .05. **p < .10. 

 

 According to the model, the log odds of non-DBIDM practice (i.e., DBIDM 

practice that does not include both measuring and evaluating according to recommended 

best practice within Tier 1) were negatively related to teachers’ perceived preparedness 

for aspects of progress monitoring (p < .05). This means that for teachers who perceive 

high preparation for progress monitoring, there is a 59% decrease in the odds of reporting 

DBIDM practices that do not include measuring and evaluating as recommended best 

practice within Tier 1, while controlling for all other variables. This also means that for 

teachers who perceive low preparation for progress monitoring, there is a 145% increase 

in the odds of reporting DBIDM practices at Tier 1 that do not include measuring and 

evaluating as recommended practice. On average, nearly half (49%) of teachers in the 

analyzed sample who reported low preparation (feeling not at all or only slightly 

prepared) for at least one aspect of progress monitoring reported DBIDM practices that 

do not include measurement and evaluation as recommended best practice within Tier 1 

of RTI. While just over one-fourth (26%) of teachers who reported high preparation 

(feeling moderately or extremely prepared) for all aspects of progress monitoring 

reported DBIDM practices that do not include measurement and evaluation as 

recommended best practice within Tier 1 of RTI. 



 

150 

 There was also a negative relationship between the log odds of non-DBIDM 

practices and teachers’ perceived impact on student learning outcomes (p < .10). 

Therefore, for teachers who perceive high impact on student learning outcomes, there is a 

46% decrease in the odds of reporting DBIDM practices at Tier 1 that do not include 

measuring and evaluating as recommended practice. This also means that for teachers 

who perceive low impact on student learning outcomes, the odds increase by 86% for 

reporting DBIDM practices that do not include measuring and evaluating as 

recommended best practice within Tier 1, while controlling for all other variables. Forty-

four percent of teachers in the analyzed sample reported low impact (feeling no, slight, to 

moderate impact) for at least one student learning outcome reported DBIDM practices 

that do not include measurement and evaluation as recommended best practice within 

Tier 1 of RTI. In comparison, one-fourth (26%) of teachers reporting high impact (feeling 

extreme impact) for all student learning outcomes, reported DBIDM practices that do not 

include measurement and evaluation as recommended best practice within Tier 1 of RTI. 

Summary of Results 

 The current study described the practices and perceptions reported by K-3 general 

education teachers in 35 primary and elementary schools across 4 districts in the state of 

South Carolina. Teachers included in this sample represented a range in years of teaching 

experience and grade levels taught. Most teachers were certified in general education and 

held Master’s level degrees earned through a graduate-level teacher preparation program.  

 The findings of this study were that K-3 general education teachers’ reported 

measurement and evaluation practices varied greatly. They relied on informal and 

unsystematic measures of student progress more often than formative evaluation using 
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CBM, within Tiers 1 and 2 of RTI. CBM is being used for screening and benchmarking 

of all students within Tier 1. For frequent progress monitoring, however, CBM is not 

being used widely at Tier 1 and in alignment with all research-based recommendations at 

Tier 2. Teachers reported that their DBIDM practices have a high impact on the learning 

outcomes of students, but are less likely to reduce students’ referral for evaluation for 

special education. While teachers see the value in and feel prepared for progress 

monitoring, preparation is lower for selecting appropriate progress monitoring measures. 

Teachers reported the availability of various school-level supports, however, reported 

overwhelmingly that time was a major barrier and support need within both tiers of RTI. 

In addition, study findings demonstrated a statistically significant relationship between 

K-3 general education teachers’ reported DBIDM practices within Tier 1 and 

preparedness for all aspects or steps of progress monitoring, as well as perceived impact 

on student learning outcomes.
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CHAPTER 5 

Discussion 

 Data obtained from a web-based survey, completed by K-3 general education 

teachers within primary/elementary schools implementing RTI, were analyzed for this 

study. The purposes of this study were to (a) investigate the current DBIDM practices of 

general education teachers within their school’s RTI model at Tiers 1 and 2, and (b) 

determine the relationship between teachers’ reported perceptions of influential data-use 

factors, barriers, supports, and their reported DBIDM practice at Tier 1. In order to best 

prepare teachers for and support the use of DBIDM in the classroom, particularly within 

RTI, it is important to begin with an understanding of current teacher practice and how it 

currently aligns with evidence-based best practices described in the literature. There is 

evidence in the literature to support that when special education teachers have the 

appropriate training and support to apply the evidence-based protocol and procedures for 

DBIDM, their instruction is likely to be more effective. However, the same level of 

evidence does not exist for general education teachers and DBIDM within RTI.  

 The DBIDM practices of general education teachers have the potential to affect 

the learning outcomes of all students, including those with disabilities that are included in

the general education setting. Within RTI specifically, general education teachers are 

responsible for instruction that should be adequate for at least 80% - 95% of students.

This makes general education teachers’ formative evaluation using CBM essential to both 

student learning outcomes and successful RTI implementation. In previous studies, the 
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types of data available to and their use by general education teachers have only been 

described indirectly (Kerr et al., 2006; Marsh et al., 2006; Roehrig et al., 2008; Vernon-

Feagans et al., 2012). To date, no studies have investigated (a) if general education 

teachers are using data from instructionally relevant assessment measures formatively; 

(b) how general education teachers’ perceive their DBIDM in relation to experience, 

knowledge, training, and supports; and (c) how general education teachers’ perceptions 

of components that contribute to effective data-use impact their DBIDM practices in the 

classroom, all particularly within RTI models. For these reasons, the current study 

focused primarily on (a) the cycle of collecting, analyzing, and responding to data at the 

classroom level; (b) perceptions of influential data-use factors, barrier and supports 

related to these practices; and (c) the relationship between data-use factors and teachers’ 

DBIDM practice as reported by general education teachers currently providing 

instruction within Tiers 1 and 2 of the RTI model implemented in their school.  

 The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the research findings of this study. The 

chapter begins with a discussion of the findings. Then the limitations of the study, 

implications for practice, and directions for future research are discussed.  

Discussion of the Findings 

  Research Question #1: How do teachers report using data formatively to 

make classroom-level instructional decisions for students at Tiers 1 and 2 of their 

school's Response to Intervention (RTI) model? Several of the findings addressing this 

research question signify inconsistent and possibly unreliable use of data to make 

formative instructional decisions. The data also reveal that progress monitoring within an 

RTI system may not be serving the purposes for which it was intended. 
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 CBM is being used at regular intervals for screening and benchmark progress 

monitoring of all students within Tier 1. Most teachers reported the use of CBM at least 

2-4 times per year to monitor student progress class-wide, which aligns with research-

based recommendations for measurement frequency within Tier 1 (Fuchs et al. 1989b; 

Johnson et al., 2006). The data do suggest, however, that while most teachers are 

collecting data of some type, there is a lack of uniformity in teachers’ classroom-level 

DBDIM practices at both Tier 1 and Tier 2. Not only do K-3 general education teachers’ 

measurement and evaluation practices vary greatly, teachers rely more often on informal 

and unsystematic measures of student progress, rather than formative evaluation using 

CBM to make instructional decisions within Tiers 1 and 2 of RTI. Many of the sources 

teachers reported using were often not curriculum-based measures, and, therefore, not 

only less reliable and objective than CBM, but also likely less useful to teachers’ 

DBIDM. For instance, most teachers reported that they record anecdotal notes for use 

during instructional planning, which provide qualitative rather than quantitative 

descriptions of student performance. In addition, teachers reported wide variation in 

graphing with only one-fourth of teachers graphing consistently. Teachers reported most 

often that they feel graphing is not necessary or is too time consuming. Teachers, 

therefore, are more likely using judgment for making instructional adjustments, which 

limits their effectiveness in improving students’ achievement (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986). 

 Another finding that has implications for the way progress monitoring is applied 

is, although teachers reported using data to determine students’ responsiveness to and 

evaluate the effectiveness of instruction and intervention, slightly less than one-third of 

teachers reported responding to students’ progress monitoring data within Tier 2 by 
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discontinuing/decreasing the intensity of current instruction (i.e., moving back to Tier 1). 

In fact, fewer teachers at Tier 2 than at Tier 1 reported weekly CBM use and graphing. 

This does not align with research-based recommendations for frequent progress 

monitoring at Tier 2 (Johnson et al., 2006; Stecker et al., 2008). This may imply that 

students are likely not being provided with appropriate instruction that is being adjusted 

according to their progress within Tier 2, that their performance is not being measured 

appropriately, or that teachers are not responding to the data collected. Therefore, 

students may be remaining in Tier 2 for longer than necessary without skills being 

remediated for a return to Tier 1. Moreover, this may illustrate that teachers are not 

providing instruction that appropriately remediates students learning difficulties, which 

may increase referrals for special education services within Tier 3.  

 The data support that some of the persistent issues surrounding best practices 

within RTI such as effective data use and decision-making practices and procedures 

(Fuchs & Vaughn, 2012) still indeed exist. CBM is not being used widely at Tier 1 and is 

not in alignment with research-based recommendations in Tier 2. The findings related to 

frequency, measurement tools, and responsiveness to data certainly support suggestions 

in the literature that there is a need for focus on ongoing progress monitoring and making 

this a feasible, and routine professional practice within RTI (Fuchs & Vaughn, 2012).   

 Research Question #2: What are teachers’ perceptions of the impact their 

DBIDM practices have on student learning? In general, teachers reported with relative 

consistency how their DBIDM practices affected student learning. Results indicated that 

K-3 general education teachers believe that they have a relatively high level of impact on 

students’ learning outcomes as a result of their DBIDM practices, including frequent 
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progress monitoring. Still, teachers reported they have little effect on reducing students’ 

potential referral for special education and related services. This may be a result of 

teachers’ varied and unsystematic measurement, recording, graphing, and evaluation 

practices that do not consistently align with research-based recommendations for 

formative evaluation using CBM (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986). When teachers do not have data 

from instructionally relevant assessment measures, students’ progress or growth within 

the curriculum as a result of teachers’ instruction is not documented. This lack of 

information may impede meaningful changes in instruction that increase students’ rate of 

progress. Teachers, therefore, may not be connecting assessment and instruction, even 

within the systematic structure of RTI.  

 The perception that DBIDM practices do not influence movement out of Tier 2 

has implications for identification and response decisions within Tiers 1 and 2. These 

decisions, absent a valid foundation of student response data, may include over-

identification of students moving into Tier 2 supports, and infrequent decisions to 

decrease the intensity of instruction moving students back into Tier 1. Again, this may 

suggest that students are either remaining in Tier 2 or being referred to Tier 3 for special 

education consideration inappropriately. This is concerning in terms of the effectiveness 

and perceived purpose of RTI as a framework for preventing and remediating 

underachievement versus a referral model. Teachers, and other school personnel, need to 

understand that the purpose of the systematic nature of RTI is designed to improve their 

instructional practice.  This helps to ensure that students’ academic difficulties are not 

due to a lack of appropriate instruction and that student progress is documented at regular 

intervals (U.S. Department of Education, 2006).  
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 Research Question #3: What are teachers’ perceptions of the importance of 

and their preparation for progress monitoring as a part of DBIDM? K-3 general 

education teachers reported that direct, frequent progress monitoring is highly important 

within Tiers 1 and 2. Most teachers suggested that progress monitoring is extremely 

important to their ability to use data formatively, at the class-wide and individuals levels, 

to plan and implement effective instruction and interventions. Reported levels of 

importance of progress monitoring were, however, slightly lower on average at Tier 2 

than at Tier 1, which is concerning as this is increasingly important at Tier 2. Similar to 

findings of Cooke et al. (1991), while most teachers believe collecting objective data 

frequently is important, teachers most often reported the use of informal, unsystematic 

measures that are insensitive to growth in their classrooms. Teachers seem to think that 

they are monitoring student progress in ways that guide their instruction, as reported in 

this study, by their frequent use of daily observations, a variety of formative assessment 

strategies, and curriculum-based assessments that accompany instructional programs used 

in their classrooms and schools. Teachers may perhaps find these assessments more 

accessible and more closely aligned with their daily instruction than standardized CBM 

measures. This illustrates that teachers may either be confused about the key indicators of 

growth and basic skills they should be measuring (Deno, 1992), or not recognize what 

important skill outcomes to measure, thereby not understanding what both the 

assessments they are using and CBM truly measure. 

 Results also indicated that most K-3 general education teachers feel prepared for 

the steps of progress monitoring outlined in the literature by Stecker et al. (2008). Still, 

teachers feel their readiness in selecting appropriate progress measures is lower than for 
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other aspects of progress monitoring. In fact, one-third of the teachers reported slight to 

no preparation, or that this does not apply to their current teaching role. This may be a 

factor in teachers’ largely reported use of informal and unsystematic measures. Because 

progress monitoring is central to teachers’ DBIDM practices, their lack of preparedness 

in this step might explain practices reported within this study. It may also be that teachers 

do not feel they have a say in which measures are used to monitor student progress 

because certain assessments are required within their school and/or district. Many schools 

that use an RTI or similar MTSS process, determine progress monitoring measures so 

that school-wide data can be collected. Not having a voice in the measures selected, may 

contribute to difficulties in connecting data to instruction, but should not affect the degree 

of preparation. Indeed, one would expect a school-based program would be accompanied 

by school-wide training. 

 These findings suggest that professional development related to CBM should 

include a clear emphasis on progress monitoring as a research-validated method of 

assessment. Professional development likely needs to address the importance of 

measuring students’ progress on key indicators of basic skills within the curriculum, and 

reliable and valid measures to obtain this data. Teachers may also require training 

specifically in the CBM and CBM-like general outcome measures required within the 

school and district, specifically including how these might be used for more frequent 

progress monitoring. Trainings should also include supported opportunities to put this 

learning into practice in their classroom, with feedback. Because, as reported earlier, 

teachers within Tier 2 seem to value progress monitoring less, and report less weekly 

progress monitoring and graphing, training and support may need to focus on preparing 



 

159 

general education teachers for providing such specialized instruction at this level. Schools 

and districts may need to examine the assessment systems within implemented RTI 

models to ensure included measures are (a) time efficient, (b) appropriate for ongoing 

progress monitoring, and (c) provide teachers with data that is useful to their instruction. 

This examination might also include making sure that there are appropriate measures 

available within each school, to allow teachers to select measures based on the 

documented learning needs of their students.  

 Research Question #4: What are teachers’ perceptions of factors, barriers, 

and school-based supports for their use of DBIDM practices? Participants reported 

that they had access to a range of school-based supports for DBIDM practices. More than 

half of teachers reported the current availability of school-level supports for their DBIDM 

practices such as (a) staff supports for analyzing and responding to student data at the 

classroom level (e.g., coaches, interventionists), (b) data review and instructional 

planning with colleagues (i.e., including grade level teachers, interventionists, special 

education teachers, and/or other support personnel), and (c) professional development in 

using student data for classroom level instructional decision-making. In fact, few teachers 

reported the use of computerized software, which is in contrast to the earlier special 

education studies, in which computerized CBM data management software was used and 

technical assistance was provided through training and follow-up supports from research 

staff (Fuchs et al., 1989a, 1989b, 1990). The training, support, and collaborative data 

review reported by teachers implies that there is a culture of support for data-use (Jacobs 

et al. 2009) within schools included in the study, which should lead to teachers’ 

consistent data-use practice. According to the findings of this study, while reported by 
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only a small number of teachers, in some schools where staff supports are available, 

coaches and interventionists may take the place of rather than support teachers’ DBIDM. 

Teachers may still be left unsure of what to do to help struggling learners in their 

classrooms. Moreover, when one person is providing instruction and someone else is 

measuring and evaluating progress, there is greater potential for a disconnect in the 

DBIDM process, as well as concerns in terms of fidelity.  

 In spite of feeling generally prepared and supported, some resistance to progress 

monitoring was found, as teachers cited time as the major barrier to DBIDM at both Tiers 

1 and 2. It seems, from teachers’ responses, that they feel so much time is spent on 

assessment that there is little time for instruction. These findings are similar to those of 

earlier general and special education studies in which teachers felt that district 

assessments (Kerr et al., 2006) and CBM (Yell et al., 1992) took time away from 

instruction, and limited their use of various data types (Cooke et al., 1991). As previously 

discussed, findings from this study demonstrated that the assessments being used most 

often for frequent progress monitoring are not CBM. Consequently, the assessments 

being used most frequently may not be easy to administer, appropriate for repeated 

measurement, or time efficient. These assessments may not provide teachers with the 

information necessary for their objective decision-making during instructional planning 

(Deno, 1992). 

 Teachers have consistently suggested that time is a barrier to their ability to use 

data formatively in the research literature—a finding repeated here 25 years later (Cooke 

et al., 1991). Clearly, this data suggests that efforts to address this barrier have not yet 

affected widespread change in teacher practice or perception. A continued lack of focus 
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on frequent progress monitoring, which includes the use of time-efficient CBM for 

formative evaluation, may in fact be hindering teachers from effectively connecting 

assessment and instruction in meaningful ways. Schools should examine school-wide 

assessment systems to confirm that the types and frequency of measurement expected 

within each tier of RTI are aligned with research-based recommendations for frequent 

progress monitoring. In addition, schools should monitor the fidelity of these 

requirements to be sure measurement is occurring as intended and is feasible for routine 

practice. It could be that this barrier reflects the numerous demands on teachers’ time 

with so many initiatives for school-reform. It may be, in fact, that teachers’ being 

required to do anything on a regular basis could readily be viewed as taking more time 

away from their instruction. 

 Research Question #5: What is the relationship between teachers’ reported 

DBIDM practices within Tier 1 of RTI, and their perceptions of the impact of these 

practices on student learning, importance of and preparedness for progress 

monitoring, and school-based supports? Results indicated that there is a statistically 

significant relationship between K-3 general education teachers’ DBIDM practices within 

Tier 1 and both their preparation for progress monitoring and perceived impact on student 

learning outcomes. When teachers report being highly prepared for all aspects or steps of 

progress monitoring, they are more likely to report DBIDM practices that are aligned 

with research-based practice. Likewise, when teachers feel they are able to highly affect 

all student outcomes, their DBIDM practices are also more likely to align with best 

practice. These findings are not surprising, but do provide evidence of the unique 

contribution these two factors have on teachers’ DBIDM practices while controlling for 
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other factors. This illustrates the importance of teachers being highly prepared for all 

aspects of progress monitoring and being able to truly see their affect on all student 

learning outcomes, in order to increase the likelihood of their measurement and 

evaluation in alignment with recommended best practice (Johnson et al., 2006; Stecker et 

al., 2008). It is also possible that seeing the effectiveness of good DBIDM practice on 

student outcomes, serves to maintain teachers’ efforts. Focus, therefore, needs to be 

placed on improving teachers’ understanding of the purpose and utility of CBM, as well 

as practice in connecting assessment and instruction through formative evaluation using 

CBM.  

Limitations of the Study  

 Some limitations of this study are related to the relatively small sample 

population, which was restricted to teachers within principal-approved schools in four 

participating school districts. Consequently, the findings may not reflect the practices and 

perceptions characteristic of K-3 general education teachers in the remaining schools in 

these four districts, across other districts in the state, or in other states across the nation.  

 Other limitations are related to examining only general education teachers’ 

practices and perceptions at both tiers across the same teacher sample. While guidance 

for RTI implementation suggests that general education teachers are responsible for 

instruction at each of these tiers, models can vary between schools and districts in terms 

of who provides instruction and intervention within Tier 2 of RTI (Johnson et al., 2006). 

For example, reading coaches or instructional assistants may provide Tier 2 interventions. 

A smaller number of K-3 general education teachers in the sample reported practices and 

perceptions in the Tier 2 survey section. This small sample size led to the inability to 
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investigate and determine a relationship between practice and perceptions of K-3 general 

education teachers within Tier 2. As a result, the same relationship between practice and 

perceptions found in this study, within Tier 1, may or may not be reflected within Tier 2.  

 In addition, there is the chance that responses from teachers other than K-3 

general education teachers were included in the analyzed sample. Best efforts were made 

to provide the survey link only to general education teachers in grades K-3 by using 

principal-provided teacher name and email lists. In addition, opt out items were included 

in the demographics section of the survey as a final checkpoint to filter completed 

responses. However, only a portion of teachers in the completed sample provided a 

response to items in the demographics section.  Findings, therefore, may reflect practices 

and perceptions of those other than K-3 general education teachers. Future research may 

aim not only to include a larger sample size but also to include all of the various 

individuals that may be a part of a school’s RTI team. 

Implications for the Field  

 According to the present study, teachers are using some of the data-use practices 

discussed by Jacobs et al. (2009), as they seem to be attending to multiple data sources, 

focusing on student needs, and recognizing the importance of frequent progress 

monitoring. However, teachers are still working towards the complex stage of changing 

practice.  Accordingly, these findings have implications at the teacher level for training 

and supported practice to build their knowledge and experience; and at the school level 

for focusing on frequent progress monitoring and monitoring fidelity within RTI.  

 The findings of this study suggest a continued need for developing teachers’ 

knowledge and training in both the purpose and utility of CBM (Cooke et al., 1991; Yell 
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et al, 1992). Within teacher preparation programs, formative evaluation using CBM 

should specifically be a part of learning objectives and evaluation of skills in professional 

practice within all content-related courses and methodology courses. CBM 

implementation (administration, scoring, charting, graphing, goal setting, applying data-

decision rules, and responding to student data) could be interwoven in existing 

coursework, or a stand-alone course could be designed to focus on DBIDM across 

content areas. This focus is important for both general and special education disciplines, 

and even more so for prospective general education teachers’ preparation for their role 

within RTI. Collaboration between faculties in both disciplines may be key to effectively 

developing this focus within and across teacher preparation programs.  

 Professional development provided within schools should be ongoing, and 

followed by opportunities for teachers to apply what is learned to practice, with support 

and feedback (Fuchs et al., 1991, 1992; Yell et al., 1992). Staff supports, available across 

many schools, can be used to support teachers’ growth in practice by providing focused 

trainings, observing teachers’ practice with using CBM for progress monitoring, and 

providing feedback to meet teachers at their current level of development with DBIDM 

practices (Jacobs et al., 2009). More focused trainings and using school-based staff to 

provide ongoing, supported experiences with formative evaluation using CBM may not 

only help to build experience, but also address teachers’ concern about time. Teachers 

need to experience first-hand how connecting assessment and instruction allows them to 

(a) focus on what needs to be taught; (b) frequently and objectively measure how their 

instruction is effecting student learning; and (c) determine the instructional features that 

improve students’ learning, while removing the features that do not (Sealander et al., 
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2012). As teachers begin to implement this systematic measurement and evaluation, they 

will be better able to determine where students currently are on skills within the 

curriculum, then provide instruction that meets students’ at their current level of 

performance. By concentrating instructional time on teaching skills that address students’ 

documented learning needs, teachers should find that this not only allows the necessary 

time to both teach and assess, it increases the efficiency of instruction.  

 Time, however, has been reported as such a persistent barrier for teachers’ 

connection between assessment and instruction, it is likely that their knowledge and 

training alone will not simply ensure that all teachers begin using CBM for formative 

evaluation. Therefore, there are also practical implications of these findings at the school 

level. In order to address the learning needs of all students across the continuum of 

supports intended within RTI, findings of this study suggest the need for a focus on the 

importance of CBM—rather than informal, unsystematic measures—beyond screening 

and benchmarking (Fuchs & Vaughn, 2012; Hayes & Lillenstein, 2015). A school-wide 

focus on frequent progress monitoring using CBM may additionally guide teachers’ use 

of assessment measures that are, by design, more time efficient (Deno, 1992). Schools 

should also develop school-wide schedules and clear expectations for the frequency of 

measurement that adheres to research-based guidelines specific to each tier. Teachers 

can, therefore, focus their time on assessing the appropriate students at the appropriate 

intervals. Expectations may specify, for example, progress being monitored more 

frequently for a smaller number of students following screening and benchmarking 

within Tier 1; and students’ progress being monitored during and following an 

intervention within Tier 2.  
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 Also important at the school level, for overall effectiveness of implemented RTI 

models, is the fidelity of both instruction and assessment (Johnson et al., 2006). Fidelity 

of implementation should be monitored throughout all tiers and across all individuals 

involved in the process. Fidelity of progress monitoring will ensure that consistent 

materials, directions, timing, and scoring are being used (Johnson et. al., 2006; Stecker et 

al., 2008). In terms of instruction, fidelity measures can confirm that instruction and 

interventions are not only research-based, but being provided as designed and for the 

specified amount of time (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Johnson et al., 2006). According to the 

findings of this study, examining fidelity may be critical in terms of providing 

appropriate instruction, appropriately monitoring progress, and using the data to make 

accurate and timely decisions for moving students into and out of Tier 2. Fidelity of 

implementation at Tier 2 is essential to overall effectiveness of the RTI model because 

appropriateness of instructional supports and decision-making at this level can potentially 

dictate a students’ return to the general education classroom or identification for special 

education and related services (Compton, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2006). By monitoring fidelity, 

schools can determine if the procedures within RTI are being implemented as intended, 

feasible for routine practice school-wide, and effective in addressing students’ learning 

needs.  

 To accomplish each of these practical goals, it may be important to build 

university-school partnerships, or ongoing statewide partnerships in order to work with 

districts, schools, and teachers to develop DBIDM protocols that fit the needs of their 

schools. A protocol can be used by teachers, in conjunction with consultative supports 

provided by school-based coaches, to guide their DBIDM. This type of partnership might 
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also aid in further research focused on school-wide decision-making processes within 

implemented RTI models including (a) identifying students as at-risk (i.e., entering Tier 

2), and (b) having SLD or making eligibility determinations (i.e., entering Tier 3). In 

addition, it may be important that further research examines how teachers’ time can be 

maximized by using CBM for DBIDM within Tiers 1 and 2, as well as the effect on 

student learning outcomes. 

Directions for Future Research  

 RTI models vary from school to school and even district to district, in terms of the 

composition of the school’s RTI team, and the roles team members may play in the 

DBIDM process. Only half of the general education teachers included in the sample for 

this study reported providing instruction and interventions at Tier 2, some of whom 

reported that interventionists or RTI teams are responsible for data use (i.e., collecting, 

analyzing, and responding to student progress data) at Tier 2. In addition, the findings of 

this study suggest that decision-making may not be based on appropriate student data, 

thereby possibly causing students to be not only over-identified for Tier 2, but to remain 

in Tier 2 for too long. For these reasons, future research may need to focus on practices 

and perceptions of all individuals who make up the school’s RTI or data review team 

such as administrators, interventionists, coaches, special education teachers, school 

counselors, psychologists, and other school personnel. It may be important that future 

research focus on the roles of each of these individuals within the school’s RTI model 

and school-wide DBIDM. This focus can be used to examine (a) who is involved and 

what their responsibilities are within each tier in regards to instruction, data-use, and 

facilitating the RTI process; and (b) how these roles might affect general education 
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teachers’ classroom level DBIDM practices, as well as student learning outcomes. 

Related research may also investigate how schools can build a collaborative model 

amongst these individuals to empower all members in the decision-making process. 

Building such models may aid schools in developing, monitoring and maintaining an 

effective RTI model that includes (a) a fluid process of collecting, analyzing, and 

responding to data of student progress; (b) effective decision-making; and (c) fidelity of 

assessment and instruction. 

 There is also a need in the field to build the evidence base for effective DBIDM as 

part of ongoing progress monitoring within RTI (Fuchs & Vaughn, 2012; Hamilton et al., 

2009). Future research should aim to connect clearly the evidence base for formative 

evaluation using CBM to the effects on student and teacher outcomes within RTI or 

similar MTSS models. To build this evidence, research should focus on evaluating 

different implementation models supported by schools or districts to provide schools with 

definitive suggestions for more effective implementation. Finally, the findings of this 

study point to more and better teacher preparation in DBIDM practice. Therefore, 

research must focus on investigating the effectiveness of various types of training, both 

within teacher preparation programs and schools, in producing improved DBIDM that 

includes the use of CBM for formative evaluation for frequent progress monitoring.  

Summary 

 In summary, results of this study indicate overall that a gap exists between the 

research and K-3 general education teachers’ DBIDM practices within tiered academic 

instruction and interventions. Teachers rely more often on informal, unsystematic 

measures to monitor student progress, which has been noted consistently in the research 
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literature as typical practice and is still demonstrated in these findings 39 years later 

(Deno & Mirkin, 1977). While instructional decisions may be made based on data, the 

data is more often measuring mastery within a sequence of skills rather than measuring 

growth (Deno, 1992), which proves to be both time consuming for teachers and may not 

provide them with information most useful for instructional planning. This is a concern at 

all tiers in terms of appropriate instruction, as well as identification of students as at-risk 

and/or in need of special education services. 

 Teachers’ DBIDM practices reflect their knowledge and experience.  Therefore, 

as indicated in previous research (Cooke et al., 1991; Jacobs et al., 2009; Yell et al., 

1992), as well as the findings of the current study, there is a need to further develop 

teachers’ knowledge and experience in connecting assessment and instruction. DBIDM 

practices within each tier of RTI should include formative evaluation using CBM for 

screening and benchmarking of all students, and frequent progress monitoring of students 

identified as potentially at-risk and/or in need of supplemental instruction and 

interventions. In addition, DBIDM practices should include charting and graphing of 

students’ results on progress measures; and regular review of the data during which 

standard data-decision rules are applied in order to make instructional decisions (Deno, 

1992; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Johnson et al., 2006; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006).  Teachers 

included in the study sample did not consistently demonstrate these practices being a 

seamless part of their daily routine at the classroom-level. These findings provide 

direction for continued efforts in supporting the widespread and sustained use of DBIDM 

that promotes improved student outcomes and successful RTI implementation.
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RQ 1: How do teachers report using data 

formatively to make classroom-level 

instructional decisions for students at Tiers 1 

and 2 of their school's Response to 

Intervention (RTI) model? 

Focus: Teachers’ DBIDM practice (13 

items) 

6 and 23  

Data use: frequency results are used 

from 3 major school based 

assessments at T1 and T2 
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 7 (open-ended) and 9 Collection: 

Assessments used and frequency of 

measurement 

 

Ball & Gettinger, 2009; Cooke et al., 1991; 

Deno, 1985, 2003; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; 

Foegen, Jiban, & Deno, 2007; Johnson et al., 

2006; Kerr et al., 2006; Fuchs et al., 1992; 

Marsh et al., 2006; Stecker, Lembke et al., 



 

 

1
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2008; Wayman, Wallace, Wiley, Ticha, & 

Espin; 2007; Wixson & Valencia, 2011; Yell, 

Deno, & Marston, 1992 

 8 and 24  

Data use/response: how data is 

used/for what purpose at T1 and T2 

 

Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Hosp & Ardoin, 2008; 

Jacobs, Gregory, Hoppey, & Yendol-Hoppey, 

2009; Kerr et al., 2006; Sealander, Johnson, 

Lockwood, & Medina, 2012; Stecker, 

Lembke, & Foegen, 2008 

 10  

Recording: formats 

Cooke et al., 1991  

 

 11 and 12  

Graphing: frequency and reasons 

Deno & Mirkin, 1977; Cooke et al., 1991; 

Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986  

 13  

Data review: frequency of review 

of data 

Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Johnson et al., 2006; 

McMaster et al., 2002; Fuchs et al., 1990, 

1991; Stecker et al., 2008 
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 25, 26, and 27  

Data use: steps at Tier 2 for 

collection, analysis, and response 

 

Deno & Mirkin, 1977; Hayes & Lillenstein, 

2015; Hosp & Hosp, 2003; Johnson et al., 

2006; Fuchs, Deno, & Mirkin, 1984; Fuchs & 

Fuchs, 1986; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Fuchs, 

Fuchs, Bishop, & Hamlett 1992; Fuchs, 

Fuchs, & Hamlett, 1989a, 1989b, 1991; 

McMaster et al., 2002; NCII, 2014; NCRTI, 

2010; Stecker et al., 2008; Stecker, Lembke et 

al., 2008  

RQ 2: What are teachers’ perceptions of the 

impact their DBIDM practices have on student 

learning? 

Focus: Perceived impact on Student 

Outcomes (1 item) 

14  

Impact areas for student outcomes 

Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Hayes & Lillenstein, 

2015; Hosp & Ardoin, 2008; Johnson et al., 

2006; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986; NCII, 2014; 

NCRTI, 2010; Sealander et al., 2012; Stecker 

et al., 2008; Stecker, Lembke et al., 2008 

RQ 3: What are teachers’ perceptions of the 3 and 20  Cooke et al., 1991  



 

 

1
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importance of and their preparation for 

progress monitoring as a part of DBIDM? 

Focus: Perceived importance and 

preparedness for PM (3 items) 

Importance of PM for DBIDM 

 

 

 16  

Preparedness for aspects of PM for 

DBIDM 

Stecker, Lembke et al., 2008 

 

RQ 4: What are teachers’ perceptions of 

factors, barriers, and school-based supports for 

their use of DBIDM practices? 

Focus: Perceived factors, barriers, and 

supports at the school level (11 items) 

1  

School RTI model: approach 

 

Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Johnson, Mellard, 

Fuchs, & McKnight, 2006; Fuchs & Fuchs, 

2006; NCRTI, 2014 

 

 2  

School RTI model: decision rules 

Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Hoover & Love, 2011; 

Hosp & Hosp, 2003; Johnson et al., 2006; 

Fuchs, 2003; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986; 
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McMaster, Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton, 2002; 

NCRTI, 2010; Stecker, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2008  

 4 and 21  

Data use/school-level factor: 

required frequency of PM at T1 and 

T2 

Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Johnson et al., 2006; 

McMaster et al., 2002; Stecker et al., 2008 

 

 5 and 22   

Data use factor: utility of 3 major 

assessment types at T1 and T2 

Kerr et al., 2006; Marsh et al., 2006; Wixson 

& Valencia, 2011 

 

 15  

Data use/school-level supports: 

Available supports 

 

Ball & Gettinger, 2009; Cooke et al., 1991; 

Jacobs et al., 2009; Fuchs et al., 1992; Fuchs 

et al., 1991; Roehrig, Duggar, Moats, Glover, 

& Mincey, 2008; Vernon-Feagans, Kainz, 

Amendum, Ginsberg, & Wood, 2012; Yell et 

al., 1992 



 

 

1
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 17 and 28  

Data use: Barriers at T1 and T2 

(open-ended) 

 

Cooke et al., 1991; Jacobs et al., 2009; Kerr et 

al., 2006; Mandinach, Honey, & Light, 2006; 

Marsh et al., 2006; Vernon-Feagans et al., 

2012; Yell et al., 1992 

 18 and 29 

 Data use: support needs at T1 and 

T2 

 

Ball & Gettinger, 2009; Cooke et al., 1991; 

Jacobs et al., 2009; Fuchs et al., 1991, 1992; 

Roehrig et al., 2008; Vernon-Feagans et al., 

2012; Yell et al., 1992 

RQ5:  What is the relationship between 

teachers’ reported DBIDM practices within 

Tier 1 of RTI, and their perceptions of the 

impact of these practices on student learning, 

importance of and preparedness for progress 

monitoring, and school-based supports? 

Focus: Impact of data-use factors on 

9  

2 variables: CBM (paper/pencil and 

computer format);  

Frequency: 2-4 times per year or 

more frequently 

(same as above) 

8  

3 variables: Targeting Skills, 

(same as above) 



 

 

1
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DBIDM practices at Tier 1 (Existing 

variables from 7 items used to create 

logistic regression model) 

Evaluating Effectiveness, Adjusting 

Instruction 

3 

All variables: Importance of PM for 

class decisions, Importance of PM 

for individual decisions 

(same as above) 

16 

All variables: Selecting PM 

measures, Administering PM 

measures, Determining needs from 

PM data, Selecting interventions, 

Implementing interventions, 

Evaluating the effectiveness 

(same as above) 

14 

All variables: Mastery of skills, 

(same as above) 



 

 

1
8
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Maintenance of mastered skills, 

Meeting needs, Improving 

achievement, Improving 

engagement, Improving motivation, 

Knowledge of goals/progress, 

Reducing referrals 

 2 

All variables: Identification rules, 

Instructional adjustment rules, 

Movement between tiers rules, SLD 

identification rules 

(same as above) 

 1 

Only variable: RTI approach 

(same as above) 
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APPENDIX B 

Questionnaire Items for Web-Based Survey 

 

Introduction 

Study Title: Classroom Teachers’ Formative Data Use for Instructional Decision-Making 

Within Tiered Academic Interventions 

 

Dear Teachers, 

 

My name is Michelle Murphy and I am a Doctoral Student in the Educational Studies 

Department at the University of South Carolina. I am conducting this survey to 

investigate data-based instructional decision-making (DBIDM) practices at the classroom 

level among teachers in elementary schools implementing a Response to Intervention 

(RTI) model to address students’ academic needs.  

 

I am interested in learning more about how you use data in your classroom to inform both 

class wide and individual instructional decisions at Tiers 1 and 2 within your school’s 

RTI model. The information you provide for this survey will be used to describe: a) how 

teachers report collecting and using data formatively to provide effective tiered academic 

instruction and interventions (i.e., DBIDM); and b) teachers’ perceptions of their DBIDM 

practices in terms of experience, knowledge, training, support and effect on student 

learning outcomes. By participating, you will have the opportunity to reflect on your data 

use practices as well as share your thoughts and ideas. Your contribution can aid in 

developing an understanding of teachers’ data use practices and inform future research 

and efforts aimed at providing ongoing support for such practices. Your participation in 

this survey will be confidential and is voluntary. 

 

The survey should take 15 minutes to complete. The 30-item questionnaire is made up of 

three sections and includes Likert-type (e.g., strongly disagree to strongly agree), close-

ended, and open-ended items related to data collection and use. The first section includes 

two items specific to your school’s RTI model. The second section includes 16 items 

specific to DBIDM practices at Tier 1. The third section includes 11 items specific to Tier 

2 (There is an opt out question in the event you do not also provide Tier 2 instruction). 

One final item provides space for sharing any additional information related to data 

collection and use at either/both tier(s). Please provide a response for each item. 
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As you complete the survey, you will be asked to provide some demographic information 

that will allow me to organize and group responses, based on these variables, so that I can 

describe any patterns. General summaries of the overall findings will be reported to 

districts after the study is completed, making it important that I know how many teachers 

are responding from each school/district. This information, as with all survey responses, 

will remain confidential.  Please provide a response for each item. 

 

Thank you in advance for your willingness to participate in this study.  

 

Michelle Murphy, M.Ed., NBCT 

(919) 915-1696 

murphy62@email.sc.edu 

 

Faculty Advisor: Kathleen Marshall, Ph.D. 

kathleen@mailbox.sc.edu 

 

 

By selecting "Next" below, you are providing your consent to participate in the 

study. 
 

Questionnaire – RTI Model Section 

This section of the survey pertains to your school’s RTI model. 

 

1. Which of the following best describes the approach used within your school’s RTI 

model? 

(Multiple Choice/1 answer) 

Standard Treatment Protocol (i.e., interventions and instructional programs are prescribed 

for Tier 2 by the school or district - all students receive the same intervention or 

curriculum) 

Problem Solving (i.e., instruction and interventions tailored individually to meet students’ 

targeted needs - teachers select intervention from a range of options) 

Hybrid – a combination of Standard Treatment Protocol and Problem Solving 

Don’t know 

Other (please specify) 

 

2. Which of the following best describes the standard data decision rules used within your 

school’s RTI model? 

(Matrix of Choices/1 answer per row: No standard rules, Level (cut score/benchmark), 

Gap Analysis (size of discrepancy), Growth (rate of progress/slope), Level and Growth 

(dual discrepancy), Don’t Know) 
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 a. Identifying “at-risk” students 

  

 b. Making adjustments to instruction/intervention 

 

 c. Determining movement between tiers 

 

 d. Identifying students with Specific Learning Disabilities/Making eligibility 

 decisions 

 

Questionnaire – Tier 1 Section 

This section of the survey pertains to practices within Tier 1 of RTI. 

 

3. How important is direct, frequent assessment and monitoring of student progress to 

your classroom instructional decision-making (i.e., using data from assessments to plan 

effective instruction for all learners)?  

(Rating Scale: Not at all important, Slightly important, Moderately important, Extremely 

important) 

 

 a. Class-wide instructional decisions at Tier 1 

 

 b. Individual instructional decisions at Tier 1 

 

4. How often are you REQUIRED as part of your school’s RTI model to assess student 

performance/progress within Tier 1?  

(Matrix of Choices/1 answer per row: Never, Annually, 2-4 times a year, Monthly, Bi-

weekly, Weekly, 2-3 times a week, Daily, Don’t know) 

  

 a. All students in your classroom 

 

 b. Students identified as potentially “at-risk” through universal screening 

 

5. How much do you agree with the following within Tier 1?  

(Rating Scale: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 

 

 a. Data from annual state assessments are useful in my daily instructional 

 planning. 

 

 b. Data from district benchmark assessments are useful in my daily instructional  

 planning. 
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 c. Data from frequent progress monitoring are useful in my daily instructional 

 planning.  

 

6. How often do you use the results from each of the following assessments in your 

classroom to plan effective instruction for all students within Tier 1? 

(Matrix of Choices/1 answer per row: Never, Sometimes, Often, Almost Always) 

 

 a. I use data from annual state assessments in my daily instructional planning. 

 

 b. I use data from district benchmark assessments in my daily instructional 

 planning. 

 

 c. I use data from frequent progress monitoring in my daily instructional planning.  

 

7. What formative assessments do you use in your classroom to inform your daily 

instructional planning within Tier 1? List assessments below, being sure to include 

specific names when possible.  

(COMMENT/ESSAY BOX FOR RESPONSE) 

 

8. In what ways do you use data from assessments of student performance to plan 

effective instruction within Tier 1? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY) 

(Multiple Choice/Multiple Answers) 

 

  Selecting appropriate curricula 

  Differentiating instruction 

 Identifying instructional groups (e.g., flexible student grouping by skill needs) 

 Focusing instruction on targeted skill areas/objectives of demonstrated need 

 Promoting maintenance of mastered skills 

 Providing students with feedback on progress/reinforcement for academic   

  behaviors 

  Evaluating the effectiveness of my instruction 

 Adjusting instructional practices (e.g., maintain elements that are effective,  

  remove those that are not) 

 Other (please specify):______________ 

 

9. For each type of assessment below (a-j), provide a response pertaining to how often 

you typically administer the measure to monitor student progress within Tier 1. If you do 

not use the assessment to monitor student progress, select Never. 
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(Matrix of Choices/1 answer per row: Never, Annually, 2-4 times a year, Monthly, Bi-

weekly, Weekly, 2-3 times a week, Daily) 

  

 a. Teacher-made tests 

 b. Tests from adopted textbooks 

 c. Written classwork assignments 

 d. Homework assignments 

 e. Class projects 

 f. Observation 

 g. Curriculum-based measures (paper/pencil) 

 h. Curriculum-based measures (computerized) 

 i. Benchmark test 

 j. Annual State Assessment 

 Other (please specify other types of assessments you use and how    

  often):________ 

 

10. How do you record data from the assessment of student progress for use during your 

instructional planning? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY) 

(Multiple Choice/Multiple Answer) 

 

 Letter grades 

 Number grades 

 Anecdotal notes 

 Percent correct 

 Percent completed 

 Raw score 

 Data is recorded using computerized software 

 Other (please specify) 

  

11. How often do you graph student performance/progress?   

(Multiple Choice/1 answer – 1 column) 

 

Never 

Occasionally, when I remember 

Sometimes, when I am required to or prior to a team/parent meeting 

Consistently, following each measure/assessment and scoring 

Computerized data software automatically graphs each measure/assessment when 

completed 

  



 

193 

12. If you do not always graph student progress, please indicate the reason(s) you opt not 

to graph data from the assessment measures. (MARK ALL THAT APPLY) 

(Multiple Choice/Multiple Answers) 

 

 It is not necessary to graph student progress 

 Graphing is too time consuming  

 Graphed results are too difficult to interpret 

 I am unsure of how to graph student progress 

 Other (please specify):___________ 

 

13. How often do you review student progress data for your instructional planning?  

(Matrix of Choices/1 answer per row: Never, Annually, 2-4 times a year, Monthly, Bi-

weekly, Weekly, 2-3 times a week, Daily) 

 

 a. On your own 

 

 b. With colleagues (e.g., grade-level, data team, curriculum specialists, special 

 educators) 

  

14. What impact does your use of frequent assessment and monitoring of student progress 

have on student outcomes?   

(Rating Scale: No impact, Slight impact, Moderate impact, Extreme impact) 

 

 a. Students’ mastery of targeted skills in reading and math  

 

 b. Students’ maintenance of mastered skills in reading and math 

 

 c. Students’ academic needs being met through differentiated instruction/targeted 

 interventions 

 

 d. Students’ improved achievement in overall reading and math  

 

 e. Students’ engagement in instruction/interventions 

 

 f. Students’ motivation towards academic tasks 

 

 g. Students’ knowledge of their goals and progress towards meeting them 

 

 h. Reduction in students’ potential referral to/identification as needing special 

 education and related services 
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 Other (please specify): 

 

15. Which of the following describes school-level supports that are currently available to 

you? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY) 

(Multiple Choice/Multiple Answers) 

 

 Professional development in using student data for classroom-level instructional  

  decision-making 

 Staff supports for analyzing and responding to student data at the classroom level  

  (e.g., coaches, interventionists) 

 Computerized supports (data software without instructional recommendations)  

 Computerized supports (data software WITH instructional recommendations) 

 Access to materials for collecting, analyzing, and responding to student data 

 Data review and instructional planning with grade level teachers, interventionists,  

  special education teachers, and/or other support personnel 

 Administrative leadership, including organized supports and expectations for  

  school-wide data use  

 Other (please specify):___________________ 

 

16. How prepared are you for each of the following aspects of progress monitoring?  

(Rating Scale: Does not apply to my current role/teaching position, Not prepared, 

Slightly prepared, Moderately prepared, Extremely prepared) 

  

 a. Selecting appropriate progress-monitoring measures  

 b. Administering appropriate progress-monitoring measures 

 c. Determining academic needs based on data of student performance 

 d. Selecting interventions and instructional strategies to address academic needs 

 e. Implementing interventions and instructional strategies to address academic  

  needs 

 f. Evaluating the effectiveness of instruction and interventions 

  

17. Describe the most significant barrier (if any) that prevents you from using student 

progress data formatively to plan effective instruction for all students within Tier 1.  

(COMMENT/ESSAY BOX FOR RESPONSE) 

 

18. Please share your most important suggestion (if any) for supporting your ability to 

use data formatively to plan effective instruction within Tier 1.  

(COMMENT/ESSAY BOX FOR RESPONSE) 
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Questionnaire – Tier 2 Section 

Please answer this item to direct your completion of the remaining survey items. 

 

19. In which content area(s) do you provide Tier 2 academic interventions? 

(Multiple Choice/1 answer; Skip Logic to Tier 2 section as item 18 or [if first choice 

selected, opt out of section 2] to final survey question as item 18) 

 

 I do not provide Tier 2 academic interventions 

 Reading 

 Math 

 Both Reading and Math 

 Other (please specify):______________ 

 

This section of the survey pertains to practices within Tier 2 of RTI. 

20. How important is direct, frequent assessment and monitoring of student progress to 

your individual instructional decision-making (i.e., using data from assessments to plan 

effective supplemental instruction/interventions for learners) within Tier 2? 

(Rating Scale: Not at all important, Slightly important, Moderately important, Extremely 

important) 

 

21. How often are you REQUIRED as part of your school’s RTI model to assess and 

review student performance/progress within Tier 2? 

(Matrix of Choices/1 answer per row: Never, Annually, 2-4 times a year, Monthly, Bi-

weekly, Weekly, 2-3 times a week, Daily, Don’t know) 

 

 a. Assess student performance/progress 

 

 b. Review progress monitoring data 

 

22. How much do you agree with the following within Tier 2?  

(Rating Scale: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) 

 

 a. Data from annual state assessments are useful in my planning of Tier 2 

 interventions and instruction. 

 

 b. Data from district benchmark assessments are useful in my planning of Tier 2 

 interventions and instruction. 

 

 c. Data from frequent progress monitoring are useful in my planning of Tier 2 

 interventions and instruction. 
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23. How often do you use the results from each of the following assessments in your 

classroom to plan effective supplemental instruction/interventions for students within 

Tier 2? 

(Matrix of Choices/1 answer per row: Never, Sometimes, Often, Almost Always) 

 

 a. I use data from annual state assessments in my planning of Tier 2 interventions 

 and instruction. 

 

 b. I use data from district benchmark assessments in my planning of Tier 2 

 interventions and instruction. 

 

 c. I use data from frequent progress monitoring in my planning of Tier 2 

 interventions and instruction. 

 

24. In what ways do you use data from assessments of student performance/progress to 

plan effective Tier 2 interventions and instruction? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY) 

(Multiple Choice/Multiple Answers) 

 

 Selecting appropriate progress monitoring measures 

  Determining students’ academic needs 

 Identifying instructional groups (e.g., flexible student grouping by skill needs) 

  Selecting interventions and instructional strategies to meet students’ needs 

  Determining students’ responsiveness to interventions and instruction  

  Determining when changes to interventions and instruction are needed 

 Providing students with feedback on progress/reinforcement for academic   

  behaviors 

  Evaluating the effectiveness of chosen interventions 

 Other (please specify):____________ 

 

25. Which of the following steps is/are part of your DBIDM practice when measuring 

student performance/progress within Tier 2? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY) 

(Multiple Choice/Multiple Answers) 

 

 Administering and scoring CBM measures (by hand) 

 Using computerized data software to administer and score CBM measures  

 Measuring progress using CBM frequently (at least once a week) 

 Use of progress monitoring data to set goals  

 Use of progress monitoring data to target skills/focus areas 

 Graphing of student performance after each measurement 
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 Other (please specify): 

 

26. Which of the following steps is/are part of your DBIDM practice when evaluating 

student performance/progress within Tier 2? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY) 

(Multiple Choice/Multiple Answers) 

 

 On my own, reviewing graphed student performance/progress monitoring data  

  frequently (at least once a week)  

 With colleagues, reviewing graphed student performance/progress monitoring  

  data frequently (at least once a week)  

 Applying standard data decision rules (according to my school's RTI model) to  

  determine the effectiveness of current instruction 

 Applying standard data decision rules (according to my school’s RTI model) to  

  determine when and if adjustments are needed 

 Using computerized data software that automatically applies standard decision  

  rules 

 Other (please specify): 

 

27. Which of the following steps is/are part of your DBIDM practice when responding to 

student performance/progress within Tier 2? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY) 

(Multiple Choice/Multiple Answers) 

 

 Continuing current instruction  

 Adjusting instruction by making changes to one feature at a time, e.g. 

 instructional procedures, instructional materials, frequency of instruction, duration 

 of instruction, instructional grouping, targeted content/skills, motivational 

 strategies 

 Discontinuing current instruction (moving back to less intensive Tier 1) 

 Increasing the intensity of support after no response to multiple attempts to adjust 

 instruction (moving on to more intensive Tier 3) 

 Monitoring progress continuously, i.e. before, during, and after any 

 decision/response to continue, adjust, discontinue, or increase supplemental 

 instruction and interventions  

 Following instructional recommendations provided by staff supports (e.g., 

 coach/interventionist) 

 Following instructional recommendations provided by computerized support (e.g., 

 data software that includes advice for instruction) 

 

28. Describe the most significant barrier (if any) that prevents you from using student 

progress data to plan effective interventions and instruction for students in Tier 2.  
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(COMMENT/ESSAY BOX FOR RESPONSE) 

 

29. Please share your most important suggestion (if any) for supporting your ability to 

use data formatively to plan effective interventions and instruction within Tier 2.  

(COMMENT/ESSAY BOX FOR RESPONSE) 

 

 

Additional Information (Final Questionnaire Item) 

20/30. Please use the space below to share any additional information that you would like 

to contribute on this topic that wasn’t covered in the survey items. 

(COMMENT/ESSAY BOX FOR RESPONSE) 

 

Demographic Information 

Please provide a response to each item. 

 

1.  Which best describes the highest degree you have received? 

(Multiple Choice/1 answer) 

 Bachelors 

 Masters 

 Doctorate 

 Other (please specify):___________ 

 

2. Which best describes your area of certification/licensure? 

(Multiple Choice/1 answer) 

 I am not certified/licensed. 

 General Education  

 Special Education 

 Dual Licensure – General and Special Education 

 Reading Curriculum Specialist 

 Math Curriculum Specialist 

 Other (please specify): _________________ 

 

3. Which best describes your method of certification/licensure? 

(Multiple Choice/1 answer) 

 I am not certified/licensed. 

 4-year Undergraduate teacher preparation program 

 Graduate/Masters teacher preparation program 

 Alternative Certification/Licensure (e.g., PACE, TFA, etc.) 

 Other (please specify):_______________ 
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4. Which best describes your current role/teaching position? 

(Multiple Choice/1 answer) 

 General Education Teacher 

 Special Education Teacher 

 Reading Interventionist/Specialist  

 Math Interventionist/Specialist  

 Other (please specify):_________ 

 

5. How long have you been a teacher? 

(Multiple Choice/1 answer) 

 I am a first year teacher (0 years) 

 1-5 years 

 6-10 years 

 11-15 years 

 16-20 years 

 21+ years  

 

6. Which grade level do you teach?  

(Multiple Choice/1 answer) 

 K 

 1 

 2 

 3 

 Other (please specify):__________ 

 

7. Specify your district: (Drop down menu of participating districts; Skip Logic to 

corresponding list of schools in Q8) 

 

8. Specify your school within (district name): (Drop down menu of schools in district)
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APPENDIX C 

Contact 1: Initial Contact Email 

 

Subject Line: Teacher Survey Participation Request 

 

Dear [Insert Teacher’s Name], 

  

 I am writing to ask for your help with a teacher data-use survey. You are part of a sample 

of general education teachers in elementary schools across your district that are 

implementing a Response to Intervention (RTI) model to address students’ academic 

needs. The goal of this survey is to investigate data-based instructional decision-making 

(DBIDM) practices at the classroom level. I am especially interested in understanding: a) 

how you are collecting and using data to provide effective tiered academic instruction 

and interventions (i.e., DBIDM); and b) your perceptions of such DBIDM practices in 

relation to your experience, knowledge, training, support, and the effect on student 

learning outcomes. 

  

The questionnaire is short, only 30-items, and should take no more than 15 minutes to 

complete. To begin the survey, simply click on the link below: 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/FQMRCNG 

  

This survey is confidential. Your participation is voluntary, and there is no penalty for not 

participating. Your district has approved, but is neither sponsoring nor conducting this 

study. The results of this study will be presented as my dissertation in partial fulfillment 

of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Special Education at the 

University of South Carolina. 

  

I will be happy to answer any questions you have about the study, and can be contacted at 

(919) 915-1696 or by email (murphy62@email.sc.edu). 

  

Thank you for your consideration, and I truly appreciate you helping me with this survey. 

  

With kind regards, 

  

Michelle
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Michelle Murphy, MAEd., NBCT 

140 Wardlaw Building 

College of Education 

University of South Carolina 

Columbia, SC 29208 

(919) 915-1696 

murphy62@email.sc.edu 

  

Faculty Advisor: Kathleen J. Marshall, Ph.D. 

kathleen@mailbox.sc.edu
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APPENDIX D 

Contact 2: Reminder 1 Email 

 

Subject Line: Share Your Ideas - Teacher Survey Participation Request 

 

Dear [Insert Teacher’s Name], 

 

On Tuesday, I sent an email to you asking for your participation on a brief teacher data-

use survey. I am hopeful that you will take this opportunity to reflect on your data-use 

practices. I look forward to including your thoughts and ideas in my understanding of 

data-use for instructional decisions at the classroom level.  

 

The survey is available at: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/FQMRCNG 

 

If you haven’t already done so, please consider taking 15 minutes or less to follow the 

survey link above. The first page will provide you with more details about the survey 

study. At the bottom of the page, there is a statement asking for your participation. If you 

agree, click the “Next” button to begin the questionnaire. 

 

Thank you to those that have already responded! I am unable to see who has completed 

the survey, because all responses are recorded anonymously. If you have already 

completed the survey, please disregard this reminder. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (919) 915-1696 or by email 

(murphy62@email.sc.edu). 

  

Thank you once again for your consideration and helping me with this survey. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Michelle 

 

 

Michelle Murphy, MAEd., NBCT 

140 Wardlaw Building
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College of Education 

University of South Carolina 

Columbia, SC 29208 

(919) 915-1696 

murphy62@email.sc.edu 

  

Faculty Advisor: Kathleen J. Marshall, Ph.D. 

kathleen@mailbox.sc.edu
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APPENDIX E 

Contact 3: Reminder 2 Email 

 

Subject Line: How Do You Use Data? - Teacher Survey Participation Request 

 

Dear [Insert Teacher’s Name], 

 

Last week, I sent you an email asking that you complete a survey about your data-use 

practices in the classroom. If you have already done so, thank you very much. I truly 

appreciate your input and help! I am unable to see who has completed the survey because 

all responses are recorded anonymously. So, if you have completed the survey, please 

disregard this reminder. 

 

If you have not yet answered the questionnaire, I encourage you to do so. It should take 

15 minutes or less. Simply click on the link below, and then click the “Next” button if 

you agree to participate and begin answering the survey items. 

 

Link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/FQMRCNG 

 

The information you share through this survey is not only important as part of my 

dissertation, but also to informing and providing direction for future efforts that 

encourage data-based instructional decision making (DBIDM) in the classroom including 

within schools, districts, the state, and teacher education programs. It will also provide 

further direction for my future research related to making DBIDM a seamless part of 

planning daily instruction that meets students’ diverse academic needs. If you have any 

questions, please contact me at (919) 915-1696 or by email (murphy62@email.sc.edu). 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Many thanks, 

 

Michelle  

 

 

Michelle Murphy, MAEd., NBCT
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140 Wardlaw Building 

College of Education 

University of South Carolina 

Columbia, SC 29208 

(919) 915-1696 

murphy62@email.sc.edu 

  

Faculty Advisor: Kathleen J. Marshall, Ph.D. 

kathleen@mailbox.sc.edu
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APPENDIX F 

Contact 4: Final Reminder Email 

 

Subject Line: Last Chance to Share Your Ideas on Data-Use - Teacher Survey 

Participation Request 

 

Dear [Insert Teacher’s Name], 

 

I recently contacted you asking for your help with a teacher data-use survey. I am writing 

one final time because I want to be sure that your thoughts and ideas are included in my 

description of how teachers report collecting and using data to provide effective tiered 

academic instruction and interventions (i.e., DBIDM); and perceptions of such DBIDM 

practices in relation to experience, knowledge, training, support, and effects on student 

learning outcomes. My understanding and accurately describing these practices and 

perceptions is dependent upon hearing from as many K-3 general education teachers as 

possible. I need your help to ensure my results are as detailed as possible. If you have 

already completed the survey, thank you! 

 

To complete the survey, click on the link below and click the “Next” button to begin 

answering the questionnaire: 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/FQMRCNG 

 

Responses to the survey are confidential and your participation is voluntary. Data 

collection for this survey is drawing to a close, and the survey will no longer be available 

after Tuesday, November 24
th

, 2015. If you have any questions about the survey or study, 

please contact me at (919) 915-1696 or by email (murphy62@email.sc.edu).  

 

Thank you for your time, and best wishes for an enjoyable Thanksgiving Holiday to 

come! 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Michelle 
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Michelle Murphy, MAEd., NBCT 

140 Wardlaw Building 

College of Education 

University of South Carolina 

Columbia, SC 29208 

(919) 915-1696 

murphy62@email.sc.edu 

  

Faculty Advisor: Kathleen J. Marshall, Ph.D. 

kathleen@mailbox.sc.edu
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APPENDIX G 

Tables to Accompany Chapter 3
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Table G.1 

List of Variables Analyzed in Research Question 1 

Survey 

Item 

Variable(s) Values (Type) 

 

Value Descriptions 

Q9  

  

teachertest 

texttest 

classwork 

homework 

project  

observation 

cbm_pp 

cbm_c 

benchmark 

statetest 

1-8 

(Frequency) 

 

1 = never 

2  = annually 

3  = 2-4 times a year 

4  = monthly 

5  = bi-weekly 

6  = weekly 

7  = 2-3 times a week 

8  = daily 

Q10  lettergr 

numbergr 

anecdotal 

percentcorr 

percentcomp 

rawscore 

computer 

1 and 0 

(Mark all the apply) 

1 = yes (data use selected) 

0 = no (data use not 

selected) 
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Q11  

 

  

  

graph_freq 1-5 

(Frequency) 

1 = never 

2 = occasionally, when I 

remember 

3 = sometimes, when I am 

required to… 

4 = consistently, 

following each 

measurement… 

5 = computerized data 

software automatically 

graphs each… 

Q12 

 

noneed 

notime 

toohard 

unsure 

1 and 0 

(Mark all that apply) 

1 = yes (data use selected) 

0 = no (data use not 

selected) 

Q25  

 

adminscorecbm 

comptoadminscorecbm 

weeklycbm 

usedata_goals 

usedata_skills 

graphperf 

1 and 0 

(Mark all that apply) 

1 = yes (data use selected) 

0 = no (data use not 

selected) 
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Q13  

 

 

   

datarev_freqown 

datarev_freqteam 

1-8 

(Frequency) 

1 never 

2 annually 

3 2-4 times a year 

4 monthly 

5 bi-weekly 

6 weekly 

7 2-3 times a week 

8 daily 

Q6  

 

useT1_state 

useT1_district 

useT1_fpm 

1-4 

(Likert-

type/Frequency) 

1 = never 

2 = sometimes 

3 = often 

4 = almost always 

Q23  

 

useT2_state 

useT2_district 

useT2_fpm 

1-4 

(Likert-

type/Frequency) 

1 = never 

2 = sometimes 

3 = often 

4 = almost always 

Q8  

 

curricula 

diffinstr 

flexgrp 

targetskill 

maintskill 

stfeedback 

evaleffect 

1 and 0 

(Mark all that apply) 

1 = yes (data use selected) 

0 = no (data use not 

selected) 



 

212 

adjinstr 

Q24  idpmmeasure 

idacadneed 

idgroups 

idinterv 

idresponse 

idchangeneed 

providefb 

evalinterv 

1 and 0 

(Mark all that apply) 

1 = yes (data use selected) 

0 = no (data use not 

selected) 

Q26  revdatagraph_own 

revdatagraph_team 

applyrules_effectid 

applyrules_adjustid 

usecomp_applyrules 

1 and 0 

(Mark all that apply) 

1 = yes (data use selected) 

0 = no (data use not 

selected) 

Q27 continstr 

adjinstr_b 

decintense 

incintense 

contpmbda 

instrrec_staff 

instrrec_comp 

1 and 0 

(Mark all that apply) 

1 = yes (data use selected) 

0 = no (data use not 

selected) 
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Table G.2 

List of Variables Analyzed in Research Question 2 

Survey Item Variables Values (Type) Value Descriptions 

Q14 mastery 

maintain 

needsmet 

achieve 

engage 

motivate 

goalprog 

lessrefer 

1-5 

(Likert-type) 

1 = no impact 

2 = slight impact 

3 = neutral 

4 = moderate impact 

5 = extreme impact 
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Table G.3 

List of Variables Analyzed in Research Question 3 

Survey 

Item 

Variable(s) Values (Type) Value Description(s) 

Q3 impT1_pmclass 

impT1_pmindividual 

 

1-4 

(Likert-type) 

 

1 = not at all important 

2 = slightly important 

3 = moderately important 

4 = extremely important 

Q20 impT2_pm  

   

1-4 

(Likert-type) 

  

  

1 = not at all important 

2 = slightly important 

3 = moderately important 

4 = extremely important 

Q16 selectpmmeas 

adminpmmeas 

detneedspmdata 

selectinterpm 

implementinterpm 

evalinterpm 

0-4 

(Likert-type) 

0 = does not apply to my 

role  

1 = not prepared  

2 = slightly prepared  

3 = moderately prepared  

4 = extremely prepared  
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Table G.4 

List of Variables Analyzed in Research Question 4 

Survey 

Item 

Variable(s) Value (Type) Value Descriptions 

Q1 rti_approach  

  

  

0-4 

(Approach types) 

 

0 = don’t know  

1 = standard treatment 

protocol 

2 = problem solving 

3 = hybrid 

4 = other  

Q2 id_rule  

instr_rule 

move_rule 

SLD_rule 

 

0-5 

(Rule type) 

   

  

0 = don’t know  

1 = no rules 

2 = level 

3 = gap analysis 

4 = growth 

5 = level and growth 

Q4 reqT1_pmall 

reqT1_pmatrisk

  

0-8 

(Frequency) 

0 = don’t know  

1 = never 

2 = annually 

3 = 2-4 times a year 

4 = monthly 

5 = bi-weekly 

6 = weekly 
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7 = 2-3 times a week 

8 = daily 

Q21 reqT2_pmassess 

reqT2_pmreview 

0-8 

(Frequency) 

0 = don’t know  

1 = never 

2 = annually 

3 = 2-4 times a year 

4 = monthly 

5 = bi-weekly 

6 = weekly 

7 = 2-3 times a week 

8 = daily 

Q15 pdsupp 

staffsupp 

compsupp_norec 

compsupp_instrrec 

accessmatsupp 

datarevteamsupp 

adminleadsupp 

1 and 0  

(Mark all that apply) 

 

1 = yes (data use 

selected) 

0 = no (data use not 

selected)  

Q5 utilityT1_state 

utilityT1_district 

utilityT1_fpm 

1-4 

(Likert-type/Agreement) 

1 = strongly disagree 

2 = disagree 

3 = agree 

4 = strongly agree 

Q22 utilityT2_state 1-4 1 = strongly disagree 
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utilityT2_district 

utilityT2_fpm 

(Likert-type/Agreement) 

  

2 = disagree 

3 = agree 

4 = strongly agree 
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Table G.5 

List of Variables Analyzed in Research Question 5 

Survey 

Item 

Initial Variable(s) Used Initial Values 

- with 

Description 

New 

Variable  

New Values - with 

Description 

Q9 cbm_pp 

cbm_c 

1-8;  

1 = never 

2 = annually 

3 = 2-4 times 

a year 

4 = monthly 

5 = bi-

weekly 

6 = weekly 

7 = 2-3 times 

a week 

8 = daily 

T1measure 1 and 0; 

If either or both 

variables = 3, 4, 5, 

6, 7, or 8, then   

T1measure = 1 

(yes);  

If both variables 

=1 or 2, then 

T1measure = 0 

(no) 

Q8 targetskill 

evaleffect 

adjinstr 

 

1 and 0 

1 = yes (data 

use selected) 

0 = no (data 

use not 

selected) 

T1datause 1 and 0 

If all variables = 1, 

then T1datause = 1 

(yes); 

If one or more of 

the variables = 0, 
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  then T1datause = 0 

(no) 

Outcome/Dependent Variable (DV) 

Created 

variables 

from Q8 

and 9 

T1measure  

T1datause  

  

 

1 and 0 

1= yes 

0 = no 

T1dbidm  

 

1 and 0 

If both T1measure 

and T1datause = 1, 

then T1dbidm = 1 

(yes); 

If either 

T1measure or 

T1datause = 0, 

then T1dbidm = 1 

(yes) 

Predictor/Independent Variables (IV) 

Q3 impT1_pmclass 

impT1_pmindividual 

  

  

1-4 

1 = not at all 

important 

2 = slightly 

important 

3 = 

moderately 

important 

4 = 

T1important  1 and 0 

If all variables = 4, 

then T1important 

= 1 (yes, high 

importance); 

If at least one 

variable = 1, 2, or 

3, then 

T1important = 0 
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extremely 

important 

(no, low 

importance)  

Q16 selectpmmeas 

adminpmmeas 

detneedspmdata 

selectinterpm 

implementinterpm 

evalinterpm 

 

0-4 

0 = does not 

apply to my 

role  

1 = not 

prepared  

2 = slightly 

prepared  

3 = 

moderately 

prepared  

4 = 

extremely 

prepared  

prep 1 and 0 

If all variables = 3 

or 4, then prep = 1 

(yes, high 

preparation); 

If at least one of 

the variables = 0, 

1, or 2, then prep = 

0 (no, low 

preparation) 

Q14 mastery 

maintain 

needsmet 

achieve 

engage 

motivate 

goalprog 

1-5 

1 = no 

impact 

2 = slight 

impact 

3 = neutral 

4 = moderate 

impact 1 and 0 

If all variables = 4 

or 5, then impact = 

1 (yes, high 

impact); 

If at least one 

variable = 1, 2, or 
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lessrefer impact 

5 = extreme 

impact 

3, then impact = 0 

(no, low impact) 

Covariate/Control Variables 

Q2 (sum of: id_rule, 

instr_rule, move_rule, 

SLD_rule) 

 

0-5 

0 don’t know  

1 no rules 

2 level 

3 gap 

analysis 

4 growth 

5 level and 

growth 

 

data_rules sums of 0-20 

Q1 rti_approach  

  

0-4 

0 = don’t 

know  

1 = standard 

treatment 

protocol 

2 = problem 

solving 

3 = hybrid 

N/A N/A 
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4 = other  
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APPENDIX H 

Tables to Accompany Chapter 4
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Table H.1 

Demographic Information for Participating K-3 General Education Teachers  

Characteristic Frequency 

(f) 

Percentage 

(%) 

Highest Degree Earned    

Bachelors/Bachelors+  48 34.04 

Masters/Masters+  87 61.70 

Doctorate  2 1.42 

Other  4 2.84 

Area of Certification/Licensure    

Not certified/licensed 1 0.71 

General Education 130 92.20 

Dual Certification/Licensure 4 2.84 

Reading Curriculum Specialist 3 2.13 

Other 3 2.13 

Method of Certification *   

4-year Undergraduate teacher preparation 

program  

60 42.86 

Graduate/Masters teacher preparation program 76 54.29 

Alternative Certification/Licensure 4 2.86 

Years of Teaching Experience    

0 (first year) 7 4.96 

1-5 24 17.02 
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6-10 31 21.99 

11-15 21 14.89 

16-20 26 18.44 

21+ 32 22.70 

Grade Level Taught    

K 43 30.50 

1 35 24.82 

2 37 26.24 

3 24 17.02 

K-3 Combination 2 1.42 

District 
a
   

A 14 10.00 

B 47 33.57 

C 17 12.14 

D 62 44.29 

Note. n=141.  
a 
n=140. 
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Table H.2 

Frequency of Administering Various Assessments at Tier 1 

Assessment 

Name 

Never 

f 

(%) 

Annually 

f 

(%) 

2-4 x per year 

f 

(%) 

Monthly 

f 

(%) 

Bi-weekly 

f 

(%) 

1 x  

per 

Week 

f 

(%) 

2-3 x per week 

f 

(%) 

Daily 

f 

(%) 

Teacher-Made  

Tests 
c
 

24  

(14.91) 

2  

(1.24) 

18  

(11.18) 

20  

(12.42) 

18  

(11.18) 

63  

(39.13) 

14  

(8.70) 

2   

(1.24) 

Textbook Tests 54  

(34.18) 

2  

(1.27) 

17 

 (10.76) 

26  

(16.46) 

21  

(13.29) 

34  

(21.52) 

4   

(2.53) 

0   

(0.00) 

Classwork 
d
 6  

(3.70) 

1 

(0.62) 

0  

(0.00) 

13  

(8.02) 

7  

(4.32) 

51  

(31.48) 

32  

(19.75) 

52  

(32.10) 

Homework 
a
 55 

 (34.59) 

1 

(0.63) 

0  

(0.00) 

5  

(3.14) 

2  

(1.26) 

42  

(26.42) 

15  

(9.43) 

39  

(24.53) 
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Projects 
a
 33 

 (20.75) 

7  

(4.40) 

38  

(23.90) 

52  

(32.70) 

8  

(5.03) 

14  

(8.81) 

4  

(2.52) 

3  

(1.89) 

Observations 

 

0   

(0.00) 

2  

(1.27) 

0   

(0.00) 

1   

(0.63) 

1   

(0.63) 

13  

(8.23) 

12  

(7.59) 

129  

(81.65) 

CBM  

paper/pencil 
b
 

10  

(6.25) 

3  

(1.88) 

17  

(10.63) 

27  

(16.88) 

19  

(11.88) 

45  

(28.13) 

22  

(13.75) 

17  

(10.63) 

CBM computerized 
b 

20  

(12.50) 

9 

(5.63) 

65  

(40.63) 

16  

(10.00) 

10  

(6.25) 

19  

(11.88) 

12  

(7.50) 

9 

(5.63) 

Benchmark Tests 
d 

6 

(3.70) 

4  

(2.47) 

104  

(64.20) 

38  

(23.46) 

4   

(2.47) 

4   

(2.47) 

1   

(0.62) 

1   

(0.62) 

Annual State Tests 
c 

41  

(25.47) 

49  

(30.43) 

64  

(39.75) 

3   

(1.86) 

1   

(0.62) 

1  

(0.62) 

1   

(0.62) 

1   

(0.62) 

Note. n = 158.  
a 
n = 159. 

b 
n = 160. 

c 
n = 161. 

d 
n = 162.



 

228 

Table H.3 

Open-Ended Responses for Frequency of Administering Various Assessments at Tier 1  

 

Assessment Type/Name Frequency of Reported 

Use 

f 

 

% 

Measures of Academic Progress 

(MAP) 

2 – 4 times per year 3 23.07 

Dominie (Reading) 2 – 4 times per year 

Monthly (4-6 weeks) 

1 

1 

7.69 

7.69 

Progress Monitoring Monthly 2 15.38 

Running Records Weekly 2 15.38 

Beacon Assessments  1 7.69 

Online – Moby Max and Khan 

Academy 

 1 7.69 

Grade level assessments across 

curriculum 

 1 7.69 

Ipad tasks  1 7.69 

Note. n = 13. 
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Table H.4 

Open-Ended Responses for Formative Assessments Used for Instructional Planning at 

Tier 1 

 

Formative Assessment Type/Name f % 

Formative Assessment Strategies 115 27.12 

Observation 24  

Anecdotal Notes/Checklists 17  

Exit Slips 14  

Conference/Oral interview 10  

Running Records 11  

Dry-erase/Whiteboard checks 9  

Question and Answer/Cold calls/Bloom’s Taxonomy 7  

Response Logs/Journal Entries/Quick Writes 5  

Graphic Organizers/Thinking Maps 3  

Self-assessment 2  

Think, Pair, Share/Partner Share 2  

Fist to Five/Hold up Fingers to Show Your Understanding of 

Learning Objective 

2  

Informal Assessments 2  

Stand up, Sit down/Thumbs up, Thumbs down 2  

Post it, Check it, Cheer it (Marzano) 1  

Four Corners 1  

Task Cards 1  
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Rotation Sheets 1  

Checkpoints 1  

Classroom-based Assessments and Activities 76 17.92 

Quizzes and Tests 15  

Teacher-made Tests 14  

Writing prompts/Rubrics (x 2 based on Lucy Calkins) 7  

Textbook Tests (Chapter/Unit) 7  

MyMath (McGraw-Hill) Check My Progress 5  

Classwork 5  

Student work samples/Interactive Data Notebooks 5  

Workbook/Worksheet/“Think” sheets 3  

Homework 2  

Center Time/Small group 2  

Leveled Passages/Cold Reads 2  

Read Works (Leveled Passage and Question Sets) 1  

Projects 1  

Authentic Classroom Assessments 1  

Guided Reading 1  

Buddy/Independent Reading 1  

Word Lists 1  

Math Facts/Timed Fact Test 1  

Phonics 1  

SmartBoard Activities 1  
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Screening, Benchmark, and Formative Progress Monitoring Tools 70 16.51 

Dynamic Indicators of Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS)/Dibels Oral 

Reading Fluency (DORF; Reading) 

37  

Dominie Reading Assessment (Reading *state required in Reading 

First schools) 

16  

AIMSweb (Reading and Math) 7  

EasyCBM (Reading and Math) 4  

CCSS Assessment Suite (Success Checks/Quick Checks; Reading 

and Math) 

3  

Letter/Sound Knowledge 2  

Amplify/Beacon Assessments (mCLASS; Reading and Math) 1  

Benchmark Assessments 69 16.27 

Measures of Academic Progress (MAP; Reading and Math) 27  

District Benchmark Assessments 27  

Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark Assessments (Reading) 14  

Benchmark Assessments  1  

Curricula/Instructional Programs 37 8.73 

Imagine It! (Reading) 17  

Everyday Math/EM Homelinks (Math) 7  

Words Their Way (Word Study/Spelling) 4  

Wilson Fundations (Reading) 2  

SRA (Reading) 2  

Montessori Works/Curriculum 2  
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ReadWell (Reading) 1  

Primary Units of Study (Writing) 1  

Language and Literacy Intervention (LLI) 1  

Screening/Diagnostic (Pre-Post Assessments 24 5.66 

DRA/DRA2 (Reading *state required in Kindergarten) 22  

My Individual Growth and Development Indicators (IGDIs, *state 

required in Kindergarten) 

1  

CORE Phonics (Reading) 1  

General Content/Curriculum Assessments 16 3.77 

Content/Curriculum Skills Assessments (weekly or bi-weekly) 12  

Grade-Level Common Assessments 3  

Data from School-wide Assessments 1  

Online Skill-Based Practice 7 1.65 

Games/ Apps (skill-based) 4  

First in Math 2  

Study Island 1  

Computer Assisted Instruction with Measurement 5 1.18 

Reading A-Z/RAZ Kids (leveled reading) 2  

E-Spark (ipad Curriculum, pre-post quizzes by standard) 2  

Imagine Learning (Reading software, Lexile growth measures) 1  

Aptitude/Achievement Tests 3 0.71 

Cognitive Ability Testing (CogAT; *state required in Grade 2) 2  

Iowa Assessments (IA; *state required in Grade 2) 1  
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Teacher Evaluation/Student Growth Measure 1 0.24 

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) 1  

Other (unclear)   

Dialed and Benchmarks 1 0.24 

Note. n = 424. 
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Table H.5 

Open-Ended Responses for Reasons for Not Always Graphing at Tier 1  

 

Reason for Not Always Graphing 

 Descriptive Response(s) 

f 

 

% 

Alternatives to Graphing 6 19.53 

 Students keep DATA notebooks. During conferences, 

we graph Dominie scores, Spelling/Sentence dictation 

scores (phonemes and words correct), and we also use 

Glow and Grow sheets to track student progress in 

reading and math. Students also track writing growth 

using the writing rubrics for Lucy Calkins. 

  

 I use other ways to score and record assessments and 

to group my students. 

  

 I use charts and tables to track data, I just don’t put it 

in a graph. 

  

 I feel I can explain grades better to parents by 

showing them each grade separately. 

  

 I keep a portfolio of student work to show parents of 

progress or the team. 

  

 I prefer to keep each student’s data on separate sheets 

and look at it individually. 

  

Graphing is Not Necessary 5 16.13 

 There is no reason.    
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 The graph itself isn’t necessary to use the data for 

instruction. 

  

 I can see clearly without graphing if skills are going 

up or down and if reinforcement of skills is needed. 

  

 While graphing is a useful tool for some teachers, I 

have never found it helpful. 

  

 It is not necessary for everything I assess.   

Never Have/Unsure of How to Graph 3 9.67 

 Just never have done. First year teaching primary 

grade. 

  

 Never thought of graphing progress, only where 

students currently are. 

  

 Unaware of the process   

Graphed by Others 3 9.67 

 It is done for me.   

 Someone else does it for us.   

 I use graphs provided by EasyCBM and MAP.   

Time Spent Planning Versus Graphing 2 6.45 

 It is far more important to spend my time to plan and 

work with the children than to collect data. 

  

 I prefer to use my time studying and planning for 

specific objectives students’ needs to learn based on 

assessments. 
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Only Graph Sometimes 2 6.45 

 I only use and share graphs when discussing student 

MAP scores with parents. 

  

 At our school, we are only graphing the data for 

students who are having an RTI process completed on 

them (being tested for a possible learning disability). 

  

Graphing is Difficult 2 6.45 

 I’m a K teacher. Difficult to graph when there are no 

numeric grades. All my kids get are S, P, & N scores. 

  

 There are too many different areas that we test to 

graph each are for each child. 

  

Graphing is Redundant  2 6.45 

 Reports are run from the data and can be easily read. 

Graphing the data is duplicating what has already 

been done for us. 

  

 Some of the data that I receive from the assessment 

measure is redundant. 

  

Graphing is Not Necessary and Time Consuming 1 3.23 

 I know where my students are, so graphing is not 

necessary and it’s time consuming. If it’s not 

purposeful, I have no need to do this. 

  

No Time to Graph 1 3.23 

 Other than assessments graphed by the computer, I do   
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not take time to graph. There is simply no time. 

Materials 1 3.23 

 Uses too much ink.   

Additional Comments (no specific reason for not graphing 

provided) 

  

 As a district, we look at data and analyze often. It may 

not be in graph form, but we look at intensive, 

strategic, and benchmark. 

1 3.23 

 These results can show discrepancies. 1 3.23 

 A visual is extremely helpful. 1 3.23 

Note. n = 31. 
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Table H.6 

Frequency of Assessment Required at Tier 1  

Required  

at Tier 1 

Don’t Know 

f (%) 

Never 

f (%) 

Annually 

f (%) 

2-4 x per 

Year 

f (%) 

Monthly 

f (%) 

Bi-

Weekly 

f (%) 

Weekly 

f (%) 

2-3 x per 

Week 

f (%) 

Daily 

f (%) 

Assess All Students 

in Classroom 

15  

(9.38) 

2 

(1.25) 

3  

(1.88) 

57  

(35.63) 

25 

(15.63) 

15  

(9.38) 

28 

(17.50) 

7  

(4.38) 

8 

(5.00) 

Assess Students 

Identified as 

Potentially At-Risk 
a
 

13  

(8.18) 

2 

(1.26) 

3  

(1.89) 

16  

(10.06) 

23 

(14.47) 

43 

(27.04) 

32 

(20.13) 

17  

(10.69) 

10 

(6.29) 

Note. n = 160.  
a 
n = 159. 
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Table H.7 

Frequency of Assessment and Review Required at Tier 2  

Required  

 at Tier 2 

Don’t 

Know 

f (%) 

Never 

f (%) 

Annually 

f (%) 

2-4 x per 

Year 

f (%) 

Monthly 

f (%) 

Bi-

weekly 

f (%) 

1 x per 

Week 

f (%) 

2-3 x per 

Week 

f (%) 

Daily 

f (%) 

Assess Student  

Progress 

3  

(3.75) 

1 

(1.25) 

1  

(1.25) 

4  

(5.00) 

16 

(20.00) 

18 

(22.50) 

20  

(25.00) 

8  

(10.00) 

9 

(11.25) 

Review Progress 

Monitoring Data 

3  

(3.75) 

1 

(1.25) 

2  

(2.50) 

6  

(7.50) 

16 

(20.00) 

19 

(23.75) 

17  

(21.25) 

10  

(12.50) 

6  

(7.50) 

Note. n = 80. 
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Table H.8 

Open-Ended Responses for Teachers’ Suggestions for Supporting Formative Data Use 

for Instructional Decision-Making at Tier 1  

 

Support Category 

Sub-category 

 Descriptive Response(s) 

f % 

Needs   

Time 

 Instructional planning time that give teachers time to 

analyze AND plan, not just to analyze/need for more 

planning time during the day/quit taking planning away (x 

5) 

 Time (as a single-word response - x 4) 

 Uninterrupted time (x 4) 

 Planning time with the team for vertical meetings to allow 

for cohesiveness between grades. 

 One extra planning period per week for data analysis! 

 I’d like more time to work on finding/sharing/creating tools, 

games, etc. to use as interventions. 

 Time to allow [teachers] to use data, plan, and set goals for 

the students. 

 Time says it all…we work 7 days a week trying to meet the 

needs of all of our students…there must be a way to have 

22 30.98 
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someone coordinate our data and make a plan for us to 

follow. 

 Teachers need time to look through data, discuss with peers 

and determine the best ways to use that data in the 

classroom. And not just their personal time. TIME within 

the school day/year. 

 More time on Professional Learning days to have time to do 

this rather than sit in meetings. 

 Instructional time MUST be maximized. Administrators 

need to use care when scheduling additional activities 

outside of the classroom, and schedules should be studied 

and looked at carefully to ensure students have the 

maximum amount of time inside the classroom. Teachers 

cannot teacher a solid reading, writing, or math lesson, 

where everyone’s needs are met in 30 minutes. Instructional 

time needs to be protected. 

 Having time to use results from data to effectively plan 

lessons to target and support the independent needs. 

Knowledge, Training, and Support 

 Collaboration with instructional coaches, colleagues, and 

school psychologists (x 7) 

 Provide guidance and support to all teachers!! Most of us 

need that support. 

13 18.31 
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 Help with finding resources to use once you figure out 

where students need help. 

 Support from administrators 

 I feel like the most important suggestion for supporting my 

ability to use data formatively would be to have someone 

model data collection and walk through the discussion of 

what they would do with the data and what for each student. 

This is time consuming, but a real life experience with my 

class as a model would be helpful. 

 Allow teachers to observe pull out groups. 

 Proper professional development for literacy coaches, 

Response to Intervention Team and staff 

Materials/Resources 

 We need materials 

 Providing already ready tools and resources for teachers and 

students 

 If/Then continuum for reading/writing/math; I already use 

one for writing and it helps so much to use as a tool to know 

where to take your kids next. 

 I would like a set curriculum or assessment to use to 

progress monitor Tier 1 students. 

4 5.63 

Class Size 

 Class size needs to be manageable for teachers. 

1 1.41 
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Suggestions/Benefits   

Suggestions from “What Works” in Their Data Use Practice 

 Be consistent in pulling students to small group to work on 

struggling area/keeping a checklist and communicating 

instructional needs to the curriculum coach or admin. 

 Groups are constantly changing due to progress monitoring 

results. 

 Use all strategies given to you by your grade level team, 

your grade level coach, and administration.  

 Learn different strategies and techniques to assess your 

students because every child learns differently. It is a 

teacher’s job to continue a child’s education and find the 

best way an individual child learns.  

 Be adaptable and open to new assessments, or strategies to 

work with students both formally and informally. 

 Look at the overall picture of each child’s score and set 

goals for them to move forward to the next grade. 

 I would say, be organized. If my data weren’t organized, it 

would be more difficult to see it and plan with it. 

 Tier 1 student need to be looked at as a whole student. How 

they perform in each area, not just one content [area]. 

 Analyze it [data] frequently, and keep up with monitoring 

the students’ progress. Celebrate the success of the student 

16 22.54 
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even when they are small. 

 Daily one-on-one or small group work with Tier 1 students. 

 Monitor student progress 

 I am constantly in contact with the lead interventionists, 

math, literacy, and technology coaches to help with planning 

my instruction for all my students (not just tier 1 students). 

This has been my best opportunity for planning that I have 

found to be most productive. 

 It is important to look at the data and make sure that we are 

best meeting the needs of the students, even if it means 

using different material, other than what is supplied. We 

need to make sure all students are growing and learning. 

 Plan, plan, plan! Be prepared before hand, have all materials 

you need ready for when you need them, and seek out help 

and suggestions when you are unsure! 

 Make the time and be consistent. 

 Use graphs to show trends for the entire class. 

Benefits of Their Current Data Use Practice 

 Parents see scores on weekly assessments and are more apt 

to help their child at home. 

 Supports the classroom teacher. 

 Using data formatively is so very important to the success of 

all students, not only those in Tier 1. The information you 

4 5.63 
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receive from formative assessments is needed in order to 

differentiate instruction to meet the needs of all learners in 

the classroom. 

Preferences/Comments   

Assessment/Instruction Preferences 

 Not having to go by the data so much. The test is not always 

a reflection of what a student is or is not capable of. 

 It would be helpful to consolidate the number of 

assessments we are required to give to ensure we are getting 

the important information and have time to use results. 

 Assessments should only be given if you are able to use the 

data to drive instruction. 

 There need to be more options in Tier 1 to be used to 

determine student needs. More teacher/student interaction 

need to be implemented (not just referring teacher but other 

teachers to interact with the student daily). 

 I wish I had more input and could use classroom 

assessments (summative and formative) and observations to 

bring to the table during RTI meetings. 

 I find the most informative data I use is daily observations 

of a students’ understanding of the concepts being taught 

and whether the student is able to apply the skill/s learned. 

 NO more state wide testing 

10 14.09 
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 I monitor progress all day long. Sometimes the informal 

observations are more telling than the longer assessments. 

My students sit in tables, so they don’t have much privacy. I 

am concerned about them looking at each other’s work at 

times. When we are all working together on whiteboards on 

the floor, however, they have to think quickly and don’t look 

around as much. Those informal times are integral in seeing 

what they truly know and what confusions they have. 

 In my grade level, one-on-one assessments and daily 

anecdotal notes are most important in determining the 

student’s progress and growth. 

 I miss our school’s math intervention program. I’m having a 

hard time reaching all the students’ individual needs for T1, 

2, and 3 in math. Our former pull-out program was serving 

students quickly and intensely, and moving them out of T2 

and T3. I need to be more than 1 person or give me students 

homogeneously grouped to teach! My ELA students in T1 

are pulled for small group instruction more often than other 

students, but areas to work on are changing constantly 

(much re-teaching, then pulled for reviewing occasionally). 

General Comments on Assessment/Instruction 

 A good teacher knows their children and should be able to 

progress monitor in whatever way they think is best for the 

1 1.41 
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child. 

Note. n = 71. 
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Table H.9 

Open-Ended Responses for Teachers’ Suggestion for Supporting Formative Data Use for 

Instructional Decision-Making at Tier 2  

 

Support Category 

Sub-category 

 Descriptive Response(s) 

f % 

Needs   

Time 

 Uninterrupted time to plan/time to consult with others 

during the school day (x 4) 

 Time (as a single-word response – x 3) 

7 30.43 

Knowledge, Training, and Support 

 Consulting with other grade level professionals (x 3) 

 Suggestions from the Student Assistant Team at my 

school. 

 Training 

 More staff development to support new teachers in using 

data. 

 Kids are tested in so many different ways, so as a teacher 

it is overwhelming to try to figure out what tests to 

analyze and what results we are supposed to use. 

5 21.74 

More Interventionists 

 We need more interventionists in our school to meet 

1 4.35 
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more students’ needs 

Suggestions/Benefits   

Suggestions for “What Works” in Their Data Use Practice 

 Determine students; needs and then plan specifically for 

each student. Use coaches and other personnel to help 

with decisions! 

 Differentiated instruction is extremely important. 

Addressing any concerns, and pushing students to move 

forward so they don’t get bored. Be open to different 

strategies, and tests to use to enhavne instruction. Be 

willing to change, and find a better option if something 

doesn’t work. 

 I would say having the data organized and prepared. 

 Make a list of skills students need to master according to 

the grade level standard. 

4 17.39 

Benefits of Their Current Data Use Practice 

 It allows for more focused instruction 

1 4.35 

Preferences/Comments   

Assessment/Instruction Preferences 

 I would like to see flexible grouping across classrooms. 

It would be nice to share students and have students do 

more “walk to read, etc. to maximize our instructional 

time. 

4 17.39 
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 Return math intervention program and complete reading 

intervention to my school or give me students on similar 

levels in my first grade classroom to teach. 

 We need to be testing and progress monitoring in a 

reasonable proportion to the amount of time spent 

teaching. 

 Add Tier 2 Math intervention 

General Comments on Assessment/Instruction 

 We are over assessing our students, and it is costing a 

bundle. We need to look at other countries and see what 

they are doing, such as Denmark…the smartest country 

in the world, and they do not test their students. We need 

to get back to the fundamentals. Frequent progress 

monitoring by classroom teachers is essential so 

instruction can be enhanced or adjusted to meet the 

needs of every student. 

1 4.35 

Note. n = 23. 
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Table H.10 

Open-Ended Responses for Barriers Preventing Formative Data Use for Instructional 

Decision-Making at Tier 1  

 

Barrier Category 

Sub-category 

 Descriptive Response(s) 

f % 

Time 

 Time (as a single-word response – x 23; also written as 

TIME, Time! and Time!!) 

 Planning time/Sufficient planning time (x 5) 

 Time during the instructional day/not enough (x 3) 

 Time in the classroom to administer assessments, and 

outside the classroom to analyze the data. 

 Finding the time to plan, implement, and assess Tier 1 

students is difficult. 

 Time to gather all the data and make sense of it so I can 

plan accordingly. 

 With 27 students, it is hard to individually plan. It is 

hard when you have taught something and you see 

students do not understand but you are going to run out 

of time to teach everything else if you spend more time 

on the original topic. 

 I teach first grade. I work 10-12 hours every day. Too 

62 72.09 
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much data collection is not possible by me unless I take 

time away from teaching the children. 

 With the district changing expectations and programs so 

frequently I don’t have enough time to “get my feet wet” 

and master what they are expecting me to do before 

there is a change. 

 Time to sit down and really review data on top of other 

responsibilities. 

 Not given enough time to review and collaborate with 

others. 

 There is not enough time during the school day! I teach 

mostly in small groups and there is never enough time to 

meet each child’s needs. 

 Time to grade everything and meet with the students one 

on one or in small group as often as I would like to. 

 Time! But I do it anyway. 

 Not enough time to do all of this all the time. I 

informally assess and monitor. I monitor and adjust 

instruction as needed based on observations and a few 

formal reading assessments throughout the year. 

 Elementary teachers struggle to find the time to teach 

students everything they need to learn in a grade level. 

 The most significant barrier I face in the classroom is 
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time. Our data is gathered through student interviews 

and observation so this data has to be analyzed by the 

teacher. Then instructional decisions can be made. 

 Time is always a barrier because it takes time to analyze 

and find ways to meet each student’s needs. 

 It is VERY time consuming to review the data and plan 

appropriately, however, I do it. 

 Class time and interruptions. 

 Time is the number one barrier for using data to analyze 

instruction and prepare differentiated materials based on 

those goals. 

 Time. Finding the time to “do it all” is a constant 

struggle. 

 Time – first graders have not built up an attention span 

for small group work throughout the day. 

 The amount of time available within a school day to 

prepare and plan accordingly. 

 Time and amount collected. 

 There are no barriers, however it is extremely time 

consuming and I am a veteran teacher of over 30 years 

experience. 

 We spend a great deal of time giving assessments to the 

point that we have limited instructional time. 
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 We are required to give a lot of testing, which has to be 

done one-on-one in Kindergarten. This takes up a lot of 

our time that we would have available for more small 

groups, to help individualize instruction. 

 In anything, time is the only barrier that would prevent 

me from using student progress data to plan instruction. 

There is so much data to analyze and only so many 

hours in the day. 

 I feel like because we are progress monitoring each 

week, that is one day a week that could be used for 

instruction. I feel like we are progress monitoring too 

much. 

 There isn’t a whole lot of time. 

 Takes up a lot of time. Spend more time assessing than 

actually teaching. 

 Scheduling time to work with the grade level team. 

 Time. There is never adequate time to analyze the data 

we have. 

Students/Parents   

Language Barriers 

 Language Barrier (x 2) 

 The language, they learn in Spanish, so it is very 

difficult for them. 

3 3.49 
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Gaps in Student Achievement 

 The gap between students. 

1 1.16 

Student Self-direction 

 Often students are not self-directed and expect constant 

help and scaffolding. Students need to learn to be 

autonomous using skills they have learned. They need 

problem solving skills as well as reading and math skills 

in order to be successful. 

1 1.16 

Student Attendance 

 Attendance of student 

1 1.16 

Support from Home 

 Support from home. 

1 1.16 

District/School    

Class Size/Number of Interventionists 

 Student/teacher ratio 

 We need more interventionists. 

2 2.33 

Instructional Program/Curricula 

 The curriculum we use does not allow for many days to 

re-teach material/concepts that need to be reviewed. 

 Pre-determined and specific learning programs for 

subjects such as phonics, reading and math. It can be 

frustrating to “have” to teach something when you know 

your kids already know that material but need more help 

2 2.33 
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with something else. 

Grading Reports 

 Not being allowed to give appropriate grading reports to 

parents. 

1 1.16 

RTI Process 

 We are not able to select these students. When we 

recommend any students, if the MAP percentiles don’t 

match up, they don’t get in. 

1 1.16 

Training, Knowledge, and Support   

Small Group Instruction/Management 

 It’s hard to work with a small group and have the rest of 

the class involved for 5-10 minutes in another activity at 

this time. 

 Trying to squeeze the various scores into four groups is 

difficult at times. 

 Too many small group instructions throughout the day 

prevent specific instruction for the lower students. 

3 3.49 

Administrative Support 

 Little to no support from top administration. 

1 1.16 

Practice and Feedback from Others 

 The most significant barrier that prevents me from using 

data formatively and feel like I am doing it “right” is 

lack of practice or feedback from others. There are a 

1 1.16 
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number of different instruments/materials to use for 

formative assessments, but it can be very overwhelming 

to choose the “right” tool. 

Standards/Curriculum 

 I don’t have any particular set of standards or curriculum 

that is to be used with Tier 1 students for progress 

monitoring. 

1 1.16 

Comments/Preferences   

General Comments on Assessment/Instruction 

 I went to college to be an educator, not a data analyst. 

 I feel that these lengthy requirements and all of the 

evaluation limit the actual instruction time for younger 

students and I am sure this is driving some of the 

younger teachers away from our field. They remark that 

“all we do is test, evaluate and collect data and we don’t 

have time for instruction”…this is discouraging to hear. 

 It is as though referrals are looked down on and if we do 

our jobs there should not be a need for a referral which 

is unrealistic. 

3 3.49 

Assessment/Instruction Preferences 

 Assessments should not be administered so much in 

Kindergarten. I get more information and better 

understanding from my individual assessment and 

1 1.16 
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instruction. The stat is requiring too many assessments 

and time taken away from instruction. Kindergarten 

students should not have to be assessed in this way. We 

need to let our children develop at their own pace. 

Additional Comment - Affirming Data Use and Benefit (no barrier 

included) 

 I use data to drive my instruction. Through observations 

and one-on-one assessments I monitor students’ progress 

and use it for instruction. Assessing the children is 

extremely necessary to inform my teaching. 

1 1.16 

Note. n = 86. 
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Table H.11 

Open-Ended Responses for Barriers Preventing Formative Data Use for Instructional 

Decision-Making at Tier 2  

 

Barrier Description f % 

Time 

 Time (as a single-word response – x 14; as written as 

TIME) 

 Teachers need more time to plan/not enough (x 2) 

 Not enough time/time in a day (x 2) 

 Time to work with them individually. 

 Time in the classroom. 

 Time to fully analyze and prepare for using data. 

 There are no barriers, however it is time consuming  

 Again time, one instructional day is missed each week 

because of weekly progress monitoring. 

23 63.89 

District/School Level   

RTI Model/Processes 

 We don’t get to select students for this intervention. It 

only depends on their percentile on MAP. They have to 

be in the 10
th

 percentile or less…so if a child is 

struggling but happens to accidentally score higher on 

MAP then they don’t get in. 

 We do not have Tier 2 intervention for Math 

4 11.11 
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 Number of students in the Tier program. 

 Number of students needing T2 small group instruction 

Number of Teachers/Interventionists 

 Not enough teachers. 

 If there are too many [students] and we only have 2 

teachers which is what our school has then a TON of 

kids that need tier 1 go into tier 2 which means they still 

have second grade level curricula which is not 

appropriate for them and where they are. 

2 5.55 

Resources 

 Not having the resources to implement the interventions 

needed for certain students. 

1 2.78 

Instructional Programs/Curricula 

 Rigorous and structured programs 

1 2.78 

Students   

Language Barriers 

 Language barriers 

 The language. 

2 5.55 

Student Attendance 

 Student attendance 

1 2.78 

Training/Knowledge 

 Knowledge or training 

1 2.78 

General Comments on Assessment/Instruction 1 2.78 
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 So many tests and “quick” check ups are taking away 

teaching time…the younger teachers are asking if the 

tests are driving the instruction or if the tests are all that 

seem to matter… 

Note. n = 36. 
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Table H.12 

Perceived Level of Impact for Frequent Assessment and Progress Monitoring on Student 

Outcomes 

   

Student Outcome No 

Impact 

f (%) 

Slight 

Impact 

f (%) 

Neutral 

f (%) 

Moderate 

Impact 

f (%) 

Extreme 

Impact 

f (%) 

 

 

Mean 

 

 

SD 

Mastery of Targeted 

Skills  

1  

(0.62) 

6  

(3.73) 

13  

(8.07) 

73  

(45.34) 

68  

(42.24) 

4.25 0.80 

Maintenance of 

Mastered Skills  

0  

(0.00) 

11 

(6.83) 

19 

(11.80) 

74  

(45.96) 

57  

(35.40) 

4.10 0.86 

Academic Needs 

Being Met  

2  

(1.24) 

5  

(3.11) 

7  

(4.35) 

74  

(45.96) 

73  

(45.34) 

4.31 0.80 

Improved 

Achievement Overall 

1  

(0.62) 

7  

(4.35) 

6  

(3.73) 

84  

(52.17) 

63 

(39.13) 

4.25 0.77 

Engagement  3  

(1.86) 

8  

(4.97) 

18 

(11.18) 

83  

(51.55) 

49  

(30.43) 

4.04 0.88 

Motivation
a
 6  

(3.75) 

11 

(6.88) 

22 

(13.75) 

75  

(46.88) 

46  

(28.75) 

3.90 1.01 

Knowledge of 

Goals/Progress 
b
 

5  

(3.14) 

8  

(5.03) 

23 

(14.47) 

72  

(45.28) 

51  

(32.08) 

3.98 0.97 

Reduction in 

Potential Referral 
a
 

9  

(5.63) 

15 

(9.38) 

33 

(20.63) 

72  

(45.00) 

31  

(19.38) 

3.63 1.07 

Note. n = 161.  
a 
n = 160. 

b 
n = 159. 
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Table H.13 

Perceived Level of Preparation for Aspects of Progress Monitoring  

Aspect of 

Progress 

Monitoring 

(PM)  

Does 

Not 

Apply
 

f (%) 

Not 

Prepared
 

f (%) 

Slightly 

Prepared
 

f (%) 

Moderately 

Prepared
 

f (%) 

Extremely 

Prepared
 

f (%) 

 

 

 

Mean 

 

 

 

SD 

Selecting  

Measures 

16 

(9.94) 

5  

(3.11) 

22 

(13.66) 

64  

(39.75) 

54  

(33.54) 

 

2.84 

 

1.21 

Administering 

Measures
a
 

6  

(3.75) 

6  

(3.75) 

17 

(10.63) 

62  

(38.75) 

69  

(43.13) 

 

3.14 

 

1.00 

Determining 

Needs  

1  

(0.62) 

1  

(0.62) 

12 

(7.45) 

71  

(44.10) 

76  

(47.20) 

 

3.37 

 

0.70 

Selecting  

Strategy/Int 

3  

(1.86) 

2  

(1.24) 

19 

(11.80) 

84  

(52.17) 

53  

(32.92) 

 

3.13 

 

0.80 

Implementing 

Strategy/Int 

1  

(0.62) 

1  

(0.62) 

10 

(6.21) 

87  

(54.04) 

62  

(38.51) 

 

3.29 

 

0.67 

Evaluate. 

Effectiveness 
a
 

4  

(2.50) 

2  

(1.25) 

16 

(10.00) 

81  

(50.63) 

57  

(35.63) 

 

3.16 

 

0.84 

Note. n = 161. Int = Intervention. 
a 
n = 160. 
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Table H.14 

Data for Dichotomous Outcome and Predictor Variables Used in Logistic Regression 

Model 

 

Variable % yes % no 

T1measure 96.05 3.95 

T1datause 32.24 67.76 

T1dbidm 34.21 65.79 

T1importance 16.45 83.55 

prep 34.87 65.13 

impact 46.71 53.29 

support 35.53 64.47 

Note. n = 152. 
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Table H.15 

Data for Control Variables Used in Logistic Regression Model 

Variable and Values f % Mean SD 

data_rules   1.9210 0.9457 

0 11 7.24   

4 3 1.97   

5 1 0.66   

6 5 3.29   

7 1 0.66   

8 19 12.50   

9 4 2.63   

10 13 8.55   

11 6 3.95   

12 2 1.32   

13 9 5.92   

14 16 10.53   

15 10 6.58   

16 11 7.24   

17 12 7.89   

18 5 3.29   

19 3 1.97   

20 21 13.32   

rti_approach   12.5000 5.5790 
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0 6 3.95   

1 53 34.87   

2 43 28.89   

3 47 30.92   

4 3 1.97   

Note. n = 152. 

 


