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Abstract

K-12 education continues to evolve to ensure equity and access for all students. Response
to Intervention and Instruction (RTI?) is a data-driven framework designed to deliver
individualized academic interventions, monitor student progress, and adjust instruction as needed
to facilitate growth. This explanatory-sequential mixed-methods study examines RTI?
implementation in Rutherford County Schools (RCS), focusing on intervention staffing,
curriculum, scheduling, and variations across schools. Key research questions explore the
structure of Tier II and Tier III interventions, the impact of implementation variation on student
progression, and the effects of resource investments, particularly the allocation of two
interventionists per school. Findings indicate that interventionists play a critical role in student
growth, and staffing models, financial resource allocation, and school-level variations
significantly influence RTI* effectiveness. While RCS follows a standardized framework,
differences in scheduling, data-driven decision-making, and instructional adjustments impact
student outcomes. RCS has demonstrated notable student growth, earning a five-out-of-five
rating in 2024 from the Tennessee Department of Education. This study underscores the
importance of consistent, data-informed intervention practices and resource optimization in

improving student achievement.

Keywords: Response to Intervention (RTI?), academic interventions, data-driven instruction,
student achievement, intervention staffing, resource allocation, Tier II, Tier III, mixed-methods

research, Rutherford County Schools (RCS).
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Executive Summary
K-12 education has continued to evolve and change to provide equity and access to all
students. Among the systemic approaches to academic intervention, Response to Intervention
and Instruction, hereafter referred to as RTI? is an approach that combines data-driven decision-
making and academic intervention. In 2014, the Tennessee Department of Education (TDOE)
developed a multi-tiered framework that sought to impact the instruction and intervention of all
students under its purview, as well as assist in identifying students with specific learning

disabilities.
Like all school districts in the State of Tennessee, Rutherford County Schools (RCS) has

dutifully responded to this mandate by implementing RTI? in each of its fifty-two schools. The
focus of this explanatory study is on the implementation, impact, and student-level academic
results of their approach to implementing RTI? . Specifically, this study examines intervention
staffing, curriculum, scheduling, and the variations of implementation within a defined
population of the fifty-two schools that make up the Rutherford County Schools System.
Research Questions and Methodology
These three questions serve as a guide to answering the critical question proposed by this
study:
1. What does the implementation of RTI? Tier II and Tier III, including the investment in
two interventionists per school, look like in Rutherford County’s K-12 schools?
2. What is the relationship between RTI? implementation variation and student progression
through tiers in Rutherford County’s K-12 schools?
3. What is the overall impact of the investment in the number of interventionists and other
resource investments on student learning through the Rutherford County Schools RTI?

model?



This study employs a mixed-methods research design, integrating qualitative and
quantitative data to examine key educational dynamics. To further focus the intention of our
study, we organize our efforts around five ‘bins’ that appear in research in response to

intervention and instruction as well as in the learning environment in K-12 schools.

Role of Interventionists

This bin focuses on the number of interventionists in each school and how they impact
student learning and outcomes in the RTI> model. The district has budgeted for a defined number
of interventionists, two, in each school. Schools also have the ability to provide more
interventionists; this will be examined at length later in the study.
Staffing Models

Staffing models involve the role of the interventionists but also heavily involve creating
the proper ratios for student growth based on the tiered model. The models focus on
interventionists but can also include general classroom teachers providing Tier I and Tier 11
mstruction, educational assistants, and, at times, instructional coaches.
Financial Resource Allocation

This bin focuses on allocation at the district level and, at times, the building level, which
can impact RTI? implementation in each building. On the surface, it may appear that the only
allocation is human capital; however, it also involves curriculum, universal screening, and
process monitoring. All of these factors play a role in the effective implementation of the
framework.
Variation in Implementation

The State of Tennessee mandates specific elements to be included in RTI?
implementation. Rutherford County Schools also has implementation handbooks that outline
their approach in accordance with TDOE which schools follow and are evaluated on their fidelity
of implementation.

Student Achievement OQutcomes
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Student growth and achievement are the manifestation of RTI2 implementation efforts.
This is the impetus for the planning, process, and data driven decision making outlined in RTI2.
When implemented effectively, RTI* has been able to positively impact reading and math
achievement and growth, while also aiding in the process of identifying specific learning
disabilities, while at the same time, reducing overidentification of these learning disabilities.

Introduction

Rutherford County School District (RCS), located in Murfreesboro, Tennessee, is the
fourth largest and fastest-growing district in the state. Over the past decade, the district has
experienced a 20% increase in enrollment, now serving more than 51,000 students across 52
schools. Along with rapid growth, RCS has undergone significant demographic shifts, including
a dramatic rise in the enrollment of English Learners (EL) from 2,400 to 8,373 students, now
comprising 16.4% of the total student population. The district has a poverty rate of 10.3%, which
is slightly lower than the 11.5% poverty rate in Murfreesboro, though RCS serves a higher
proportion of English Learners than the state as a whole (Rutherford County Schools, n.d.).
Murfreesboro, with a median household income of $70,287 and a poverty rate of 11.5%,
contrasts slightly with RCS in terms of poverty levels. However, RCS serves a higher percentage
of English Learner (EL) students than the county as a whole, highlighting the growing diversity
of the district’s student population and the challenges associated with meeting their needs. RCS
is committed to providing equitable educational opportunities, reflected in the fact that 54% of
households in Rutherford County are headed by married couples, and 92.4% of residents have at
least a high school diploma, with 39% holding a Bachelor’s degree or higher (Census Reporter,
n.d.).

To address the diverse needs of its students, RCS has adopted the Tennessee Department
of Education’s Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI?) framework. RTI? is designed to
provide multi-tiered support to students who struggle with learning, through high-quality
instruction at Tier I, small-group interventions at Tier II, and intensive interventions at Tier III.

The first “I” in the framework stands for “Instruction.” The foundation of RTI? is Tier I, high-
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quality, core instruction. The second “I”” stands for “Intervention.” Based on data collection and
progress recorded from standardized Universal Screeners, some students demonstrate an
additional need for individualized or small-group instruction and receive extra help. The addition
of Tier II instruction is provided for students who fall below the 25" percentile in basic math and
reading skills. Additionally, students who fall below the 10 percentile in basic math and reading
skills receive Tier III support in addition to Tier I (Rutherford County Schools, n.d.).

The district has made significant investments in RTI?, including Miring two
interventionists per school for English Language Arts (ELA) and Math, ensuring a favorable
student-to-teacher ratio of no more than 12:1. Over the last 10 years, RCS has experienced a 20%
increase in enrollment, and with this growth, the district is seeking to understand whether its
financial allocation, staff allocation, and RTI? approach are having a positive impact on student
achievement and all stakeholders in the RCS community. However, while the framework is
intended to support all students, high school students present unique challenges, as they must
prioritize credit-bearing courses for graduation, limiting the time available for interventions.
Despite these efforts, RCS has not comprehensively assessed the impact of RTI? on student
achievement, particularly in terms of standardized test scores, progression through RTI? tiers,
and improvements in reading and math proficiency.

The purpose of this capstone project is to evaluate the implementation of RTI? in RCS,
focusing on the structure, components, and staffing at Tier II and Tier III, and examining the
relationship between the variation in implementation and student learning outcomes.
Additionally, the project seeks to explore patterns and practices related to student transitions
between RTI? tiers, particularly moving from lower to higher tiers and vice versa, and to
investigate whether there are potential concerns about overidentification for special education
services. This evaluation will examine RTI? implementation across all levels of the district,
focusing on the structural components and processes related to professional development,
curriculum, materials, interventionist allocation, scheduling, principal autonomy, and the use of

data to drive decision making.
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We begin by providing an overview of RCS’s demographic and educational context,
followed by a detailed examination of RTI?’s implementation across elementary, middle, and
high schools, with a focus on staffing, the autonomy of principals in hiring additional
interventionists, specifically in Title I designated schools, allocating educational assistants to
intervention, and variations in practices. Since RTI? impacts multiple stakeholders, including
students, parents, teachers, principals, and district administrators, this study will examine how its
implementation influences each group. Students, as the primary stakeholders, are directly
affected by RTI?’s success in improving reading and math skills. Parents make decisions about
their children’s education and potential special education diagnoses based on their confidence in
RTI?’s effectiveness. Teachers must adapt Tier I instruction while also ensuring differentiation
for Tier II and Tier III students. Meanwhile, administrators determine how financial and human
resources are allocated to execute the district’s RTI*> mission.

The second section explores the relationship between these variations and student
learning outcomes, seeking to identify key differences in implementation across schools and how
these impact student achievement. The third section analyzes student transitions between RTI?
tiers, considering how these movements may influence overidentification for special education.
Finally, the paper concludes with actionable recommendations for enhancing RTI?
implementation in RCS, aimed at improving student outcomes and ensuring the appropriate
identification of students for specialized services. In the short term, effective RTI? execution
should lead to improved progress monitoring data and test scores, while in the long term, the
interventions focused on building skills will hopefully build students ability to absorb standard
based instruction ability and achieve proficiency and mastery in a tier I classroom.
Organizational Context

Rutherford County Schools (RCS) has experienced tremendous growth over the past
decade, with a 20% increase in student enrollment. The district now serves more than 51,000
students across 52 schools, making it the fourth-largest district in Tennessee (Rutherford County

Schools, n.d.). This rapid expansion has been accompanied by notable demographic changes,



13

including a sharp rise in the number of English Learners (Els), growing from 2,400 to more than
8,300 students, now accounting for 16.4% of the student population. While RCS’s poverty rate
of 10.3% is slightly lower than Murfreesboro’s 11.5%, the district serves a higher percentage of
English Learners than the county overall, presenting distinct instructional and resource
challenges (Census Reporter, n.d.).

Community demographics also shape the educational environment: 92.4% of residents
hold at least a high school diploma, and 39% have earned a bachelor’s degree or higher (Census
Reporter, n.d.). These educational attainment levels contribute to community expectations for
high levels of student achievement and school performance.

The primary stakeholders in this evaluation are students, parents, teachers, principals, and
district administrators. Students are at the center of the district’s RTI? framework, which is
designed to improve reading and math proficiency and transition students out of intensive
interventions and back into Tier I, standards-based instruction. Parents are also significantly
impacted, as they navigate educational decisions, including potential special education referrals,
based on their confidence in the effectiveness of RTI? support. Teachers, while delivering Tier |
instruction to all students, must also differentiate their approaches to meet the needs of Tier II
and Tier III students. Principals and district-level administrators manage staffing, scheduling,
and resource allocations, making critical decisions that influence RTI? implementation outcomes.

In line with Bryson and Patton’s (2015) definition, stakeholders are individuals, groups,
or organizations that can affect or are affected by an evaluation process and its findings. Given
RCS’s continued growth, increasing diversity, and resource demands, it is essential to understand
how RTI? implementation impacts the district’s ability to meet the academic needs of all students
and maintain long-term student achievement goals.

Problem of Practice

Rutherford County Schools (RCS) is looking to investigate the impact of its approach to

Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI?) on three key areas: student placement, the

identification of students needing intervention (including their movement from intervention into
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Tier I or referral for a special education evaluation), and academic outcomes. This research
project focuses on K-12 student progression through RTI? tiers, differentiating practices in
successful schools, and the impact of resource investments.
Project Focus

This study aims to evaluate the impact of the current RTI?> model and practices in RCS on
student learning outcomes. The evaluation specifically investigates whether students are
progressing through RTI? tiers (including movement from intervention into Tier I or referral for
special education evaluation), identifies what successful schools and teachers are doing
differently, and assesses the overall impact of resource investments, including the hiring of
interventionists.
Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework for this study was developed from the literature and organized
into five key bins: the role of interventionists, staffing models, financial resource allocation,
variation in implementation, and RTI? and student achievement. These categories helped shape
our interview questions and guided our data analysis throughout the study.
Each bin focuses on a specific aspect of RTI* implementation.
Role of interventionists examines who delivers interventions and what support they provide.
Staffing models consider how intervention is scheduled and structured in schools, including how
interventionists are assigned.
Financial resource allocation looks at how funding supports RTI?, especially through
investments in hiring and training staff.
Variation in implementation captures differences across schools, such as how often students
receive interventions, how long those sessions are, and how support is adjusted based on student
needs.
RTI? and student achievement examines how all these components connect to student
outcomes, including growth and movement across tiers.

Application in Rutherford County Schools
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This section applies the conceptual framework specifically to Rutherford County
Schools. The framework aligned what was learned from the literature with how RTI? is actually
structured and operationalized in RCS, examining key components like staffing, resource
allocation, and intervention delivery.

For example, the district model includes at least two interventionists in every school, but
additional staffing often depends on available resources like Title I funds and is influenced by
principal autonomy. Interventionists can be certified teachers, trained educational assistants, or
specialists with reading certifications, allowing flexibility in how supports are delivered.

Variation in implementation was also observed. While every school is expected to follow
the district and state RTI?> handbook, the data from this study found that schools sometimes
modify the frequency, duration, or intensity of interventions based on staffing, scheduling, or
specific student needs.

This framework helps illuminate not just the structures that exist in RCS but also the
areas where local decisions and available resources shape how RTI? practices unfold daily in the
As shown in Figure 1, Response to Intervention Conceptual Framework, these dynamics are
visually represented.schools. Note. All figures referenced in this study are located in the Figures
section at the end of this document.

Literature Review
Introduction

Response to Intervention (RTI) is a model used by schools and districts to support and
identify students who may be at risk for special education referral or placement. RTI models help
assist at-risk students and determine eligibility for special education services by: (1) using
screening tools to identify academic or behavioral risks, (2) providing a tiered system of
intervention and support, (3) implementing evidence-based programs and individualized
interventions, and (4) monitoring student progress in response to instruction and intervention
(Porter, 2019).

According to the Tennessee Department of Education (2014), Response to Instruction
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and Intervention (RTI?) is Tennessee’s multi-tiered framework designed to ensure that all
students receive timely, targeted support aligned with their individual learning needs.
Implemented across schools statewide, RTI? is centered on early identification of academic
difficulties and the delivery of evidence-based interventions, especially in literacy and math. This
literature review examines the foundational elements of effective RTI? implementation, focusing
on the role of interventionists, staffing structures, financial resources, variations in practice, and
links to student achievement.

Role of Interventionists

Interventionists serve a critical function in Tennessee’s RTI?> model, particularly in Tiers
IT and III, where students require additional support beyond core instruction. According to the
Tennessee Department of Education (2014), these professionals are responsible for delivering
targeted, research-based interventions and collaborating with educators to ensure fidelity to the
intervention process.

Several studies support this central role. Allen and Loven (2022) found that reading
interventionists typically work with struggling students in small-group settings while also taking
on data analysis and coordination roles. Their study emphasized the importance of collaboration
but noted barriers including workload intensity and insufficient training. Similarly, Howell,
Patton, and Deiotte (2008) documented the experiences of a rural first-grade team implementing
RTI? highlighting the need for role clarity, leadership support, and access to appropriate
instructional tools. Teachers delivering Tier II and III instruction reported challenges with data
use and resource gaps, despite their strong commitment to intervention.

March et al. (2020) examined RTI? coaches, whose work closely mirrors that of
interventionists, particularly in building systems and relationships. Their findings underscored
the significance of trust and professional collaboration in successful implementation. The study
echoes Bryk and Schneider’s (2004) research on relational trust as a foundation for school
improvement, reinforcing the need for strong interpersonal dynamics between interventionists

and instructional staff.
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Staffing Models

Effective RTI? implementation depends on strategic staffing that allows for timely,
targeted interventions. Guidance from the National Research Center on Learning Disabilities
emphasizes small-group instruction (ratios of 1:3 to 1:5) delivered for at least 30 minutes daily
over an 8—12 week period (Johnson et al., 2006). Weekly progress monitoring on both the
targeted skill and broader academic areas is also essential to inform tier placement.

Schools have flexibility in determining who delivers interventions, whether certified
teachers, specialists, or trained paraprofessionals, which can be both a strength and a source of
inconsistency. Johnson et al. (2006) note that interventionists may work within or outside the
general education setting, highlighting the need for districts to ensure role clarity, sufficient
training, and alignment with Tier I instruction. Without clearly defined staffing models and
support, schools risk undermining the effectiveness of RTI? practices.

Financial Resource Allocation

RTI? is resource-intensive and requires sustained investment in personnel, training,
progress monitoring tools, and intervention curriculum and materials. The U.S. Department of
Education defines RTI? as a comprehensive framework that relies on ongoing data-based
decision-making to prevent and address learning difficulties (Fuchs, 2010). However, its
successful execution depends on district-level leadership and strategic resource allocation.

O’Conner and Freeman (2010) argue that inconsistent district support structures, such as
data systems, staffing policies, and competing initiatives often hinder RTI? sustainability. Their
findings stress the importance of aligning resource decisions with RTI? principles to avoid
disconnects between vision and implementation. Bean and Lillenstein (2012) add that
collaboration time and professional development must be built into the system to equip staff with
the tools needed for effective intervention.

Districts that fail to provide targeted investments may see diminished returns on RTI?
efforts. Effective models require intentional funding and leadership coherence to translate RTI?

policy into improved instructional practice and student support.
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Variation in Implementation

Despite state and district-level RTI* frameworks, substantial variation in implementation
exists. Berkeley et al. (2020) describe how states differ in operationalizing multi-tiered systems
of support, even when core elements, such evidence-based instruction, data-based decision-
making, and early intervention are in place. These inconsistencies can drift to district and school
levels, where contextual factors like leadership, staffing, and scheduling create divergent
experiences. Implementation science provides a helpful lens for understanding this variation. The
stages—exploration, installation, initial implementation, full operation, innovation, and
sustainability reveal that high-quality implementation takes time and intentional effort (Berkeley
et al., 2020).

District-wide survey data from Thomas et al. (2020) show that perceptions of RTI?
success and self-efficacy vary across grade levels. Elementary teachers reported higher
confidence and greater success than secondary teachers, reflecting challenges in adapting RTI>
practices to more complex schedules and content areas. Savitz, Allen, and Brown (2022)
similarly highlight the lack of clear guidelines at the secondary level and limited training for
content-area teachers tasked with delivering interventions. These findings underscore the need
for differentiated support and clearer expectations across school levels.

RTI? and Student Achievement Outcomes

When implemented with fidelity, RTI? is linked to positive student outcomes. O’Conner
et al. (2005) found that students receiving high-quality Tier II and Tier III instruction
demonstrated improved reading skills. Similarly, Grapin (2018) reported that strong RTI?
practices are associated with a reduction in special education referrals, suggesting its preventive
power when executed effectively.

However, the impact of RTI? on achievement is not guaranteed. Variability in how roles
are defined, how staff are trained, and how systems are supported can limit the potential of the
model. Thomas et al. (2020) found that contextual factors such as school climate, leadership, and

available resources play a significant role in whether RTI? improves student learning. This
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supports the idea that the model’s effectiveness depends not just on what is implemented, but
how.
Research Design

The study employed a mixed-methods aproach, integrating qualitative and quantitative
strategies to provide a comprehensive understanding of key educational dynamics. Specifically,
our design follows the explanatory-sequential approach, in which we will gather “both
qualitative (open-ended) and quantitative (closed-ended) data, integrate the two and then draw
interpretations based on both sets of data to understand” our research questions (Merriam &
Tisdale, p. 45)

The quantitative component focuses first on Rutherford County Schools’ individual
student level benchmark data. The benchmark data includes universal screener data specific to
Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI?), allowing for an analysis of student progress
within the intervention framework. The team did review school-based TVAAS scores by subject
and subgroup to examine growth levels.

The qualitative component follows, “with the purpose of explaining the results or a
particular part of the findings in more depth” (Merriam & Tisdale, p. 47). This phase includes
semi-structured interviews with administrators and educators, verbatim transcription, thematic
coding, and document analysis of district and school demographics, frameworks, policies,
procedures, RTI? implementation plans, and intervention records. These methods allow for an in-
depth examination of events, interactions, relationships, roles, activities, norms, and conditions
within the RTI? framework. By asking why and how these factors influence student progress and
intervention effectiveness, we identify meaningful patterns and themes across different school
contexts.

The quantitative analysis compliments these findings by employing descriptive statistics
to analyze student achievement trends, intervention outcomes and resource allocation patterns.
Additionally, ANOVA is used to examine variations in student growth against different RTI?

models and intervention strategies, further identifying trends and relationships within the data.
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This mixed-methods approach ensures a rigorous and well-rounded analysis of our
research questions, capturing both the nuanced insights of educators and data-driven trends in
student learning outcomes.

Data Collection Tools and Recruitment Materials

The district selected 15 schools, including elementary, middle, and high schools, from
various feeder systems across the district. The data collected includes student rosters (by unique
student identification numbers), staffing ratios, intervention teacher level of effectiveness scores,
student demographic data (reflecting changing demographics and rapid growth), screener data,
the RTI?> manual, TCAP data, TVAAS data, special education referral data, and progress
monitoring data. Additionally, key informant interviews, intervention aRTI? facts, and
documents are evaluated to gather further insights. Analysis focuses on intervention rosters,
staffing ratios, placement, movement to and from tiers, and identification for special education
from intervention.

RCS selected EasyCBM as their universal screener for the district at the inception of the
state-mandated RTI? process in 2014. The district transitioned to the universal screener
AimsWeb Plus at the start of the 2024-2025 school year. RCS’s district leader over intervention
employed the practice of requiring one school leader per school to submit intervention data at the
end of the year. The spreadsheet provided from each school included: school, student name,
grade, percent fall proficiency for easyCBM, percent winter proficiency for EasyCBM, percent
spring proficiency for easyCBM, percent winter proficiency for EasyCBM, designations for
special education, dyslexia plan, and/or English learner, current Tier for ELA, movement status
by end of the year (i.e.,Tier III to Tier II), and TCAP proficiency score. Due to the transition to
AimsWeb Plus, any subscription to EasyCbm and former data ended.

Project Questions
The following questions will guide this project based on the conceptual framework and

literature described.
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Project Question 1: What does RTI? implementation for Tier II and Tier III look like in
Rutherford County in elementary, middle, and high school?

This research question examines the structure and implementation of RTI? for Tier Il and
Tier III interventions across Rutherford County Schools (RCS) at the elementary, middle, and
high school levels. It will focus on the structure and components of RTI? practices, such as
student identification, curriculum, staffing ratios, data collection, and intervention time
allocation. The research will utilize a combination of structured interviews and existing data to
explore how students are identified and assigned to different tiers, with a specific emphasis on
the impact of employing two interventionists per school on student placement, identification, and
academic outcomes.

Project Question 2: What is the relationship between RTI? implementation variation and student
learning? This question explores how variations in RTI? implementation across different schools
and grade bands affect student progression through the tiers of intervention.

The goal is to identify best practices, including effective methods, components, and
staffing models, that contribute to successful student progression. Additionally, this research will
examine equity considerations in RTI? implementation and analyze existing data to identify any
covariates influencing student learning outcomes.

Project Question 3: What is the overall impact of the investment in interventionists (two per
school) and other resource investments on student learning through the RCS RTI? model,
comparing schools with strong outcomes to those with less strong outcomes?

This research question evaluates the broader impact of resource investments, such as the
hiring of two interventionists per school, on student learning outcomes within the RTI?
framework. It aims to compare schools that have shown strong academic outcomes to those with
less strong outcomes, assessing how these investments affect student achievement. The study
will conduct a comprehensive analysis of RTI? practices, resource allocation, and their direct
impact on student learning across K-12 schools.

Project Design
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Client and Site

Our client is Rutherford County Schools. The site includes 15 of the 51 schools in
Rutherford County, located in Murfreesboro, TN. Ten of the schools are elementary, three are
middle schools and two are high schools. The 15 schools were selected, across elementary,
middle, and high school levels by the Assistant Superintendent and District Director for RTI?.
The selected schools are representative of the different demographics in the district, specifically
schools with higher English Learner(EL) populations, sometimes three times higher than other
schools in the same district compared to lower EL populations. The schools reflect a contrast in
socioeconomic status, with some of the 15 schools having poverty levels at approximately 15%
(Census Reporter, n.d.), while others have poverty levels as high as 40% (Census Reporter, n.d.).
Interviews

We conducted 15 interviews at the following schools in Rutherford County with a variety
of district-selected, school-based academic interventionists, instructional coaches and assistant
principals. The fifteen schools selected to participate in qualitative interviews, across elementary,
middle and high school, are represented in Table 1 below.
Table 1

Schools Selected for RTI? Interviews in Rutherford County Schools

Elementary Schools Middle Schools High Schools
1. Blackman Elementary 1. Blackman Middle 1. LaVergne High
2. Cedar Grove Elementary 2. Christiana Middle 2. Siegel High
3. Christiana Elementary 3. Rock Springs Middle

4. John Coleman Elementary
5. Lascassas Elementary
6. Plainview Elementary

7. Smyrna Elementary
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8. Smyrna Primary School
9. Stewarts Creek Elementary

10. Walter Hill Elementary

The interviewees in each school were selected by the District RTI? Director, representing

elementary, middle, and high schools across the district. The interview questions (see Appendix

B) were provided to our research point of contact at RCS in advance, allowing interviewees to be

selected based on their key knowledge and experience to answer all interview questions. Math

and Reading Interventionists, Assistant Principals, and Instructional Coaches all responded to the

same set of interview questions, providing consistent insights into RTI? implementation. Across

roles, participants shared their experiences and described their responsibilities in supporting

student achievement and the RTI? framework.

The interviews were highly engaging, interactive, and provided rich, detailed examples of

RTI? implementation in Rutherford County Schools. We interviewed 15 people at 15 different

schools. Please refer to Table 2 below for a visual depiction of the interview protocol and its

connection to the conceptual framework.
Table 2

Interview Participants

Total Schools Participating in Interviews

15 (ten elementary, three middle, two high)

Total Interviews

24 ( individual, pair or small group per

school)
# Interventionists Interviewed 8
# Instructional Coaches Interviewed 9

# Assistant Principals Interviewed

3, (1 principal), 1 counselor (1) RTI?

coordinator (1)
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Interviews took place in settings reflective of the participants’ daily environments, such
as office spaces, collaborative spaces for data team meetings, and intervention classrooms.
Interventionists were interviewed in intervention spaces, Assistant Principals in their offices, and
Instructional Coaches in shared workspaces or meeting rooms. These locations provided valuable
context for understanding the implementation of RTI? within schools.

During the interviews, participants often shared documents to support their answers, such
as school-wide intervention schedules, data team meeting PowerPoints, student tracking data
systems, meeting agendas, samples of intervention curriculum, lesson plans, instructional
demonstrations, student progress binders, expectations for Tier I remediation and enrichment,
emails supporting collaboration between Tier I and intervention, and intervention newsletters.

Overall, the interviews highlighted Rutherford County Schools commitment to the RTI?
Framework and its implementation across schools. As shown in Figure 2, the data collection
interview protocol is aligned with the conceptual framework to guide analysis across key RTI”
implementation areas.

Data Analysis

Our goal during the data analysis process was to ensure we identified the most relevant
information and recognized patterns that would help answer our research questions regarding
RTI? implementation in Rutherford County Schools.

Qualitative Data Analysis

Our research team conducted a total of 15 interviews across elementary, middle, and high
schools. Full details regarding site selection, participant roles, interview settings, and documents
shared during interviews are described in the Project Design section.

Each interview was audio-recorded using electronic devices, and transcripts were
generated through the audio recording platform. Team members reviewed the recordings, re-
listened to the interviews, and carefully edited transcripts to ensure accuracy and alignment with

the audio. Throughout the process, we engaged in team conversations regarding our analytic
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memos by reflecting on the interview process, documenting our initial perceptions, and exploring
how those perceptions evolved throughout the analysis.

Each team member developed individual matrices organized around the conceptual
framework and aligned to major sections, or “bins,” from the interview protocol. Matrices were
completed for each interview analyzed, linking qualitative data back to the research framework.
During this process, recurring themes and patterns were identified and documented within
individual matrices.

Finally, we synthesized the individual matrices into a comprehensive, concept-clustered
matrix. This master matrix provided an organized visual representation of the conceptual
framework and the developing themes across all 15 interviews, supporting cross-case
comparisons and deeper insight into RTI? implementation practices across the district.
Quantitative Data Analysis

The quantitative data for this study primarily came from universal screeners and web-
based progress monitoring tools. The data from these assessments represent our dependent
variables. The independent variables are based on the qualitative data collected during our in-
building interviews across all fifteen schools in the study.

The first independent variable we identified was the number of interventionists delivering
intervention to Tier II and Tier III students. In some schools, building principals are able to
allocate or earmark funds to hire additional interventionists and/or assign educational assistants
to assist classroom teachers and interventionists as they deliver intervention to Tier II and Tier
IIT students. In the codebook used during the quantitative analysis of this study, this variable is
called “INTEA,” which represents the number of interventions for Tier II and Tier III students.
This variable ultimately defines a ratio of the number of teachers to the number of students,
based on the idea that larger or smaller ratios yield greater or lesser growth in student learning.

The second independent variable came from qualitative interview data that described the
various ways schools were providing intervention to students. All schools followed both the

TDOE RTI? handbook and the RCS RTI? handbook in terms of minimum amounts of
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intervention provided for English Language Arts/Reading and Math content areas, specified by
grade level. This study uncovered that not only were all fifteen schools in the study meeting
these expectations, but some schools were augmenting the time spent in intervention for Tier 111
and sometimes Tier II students. We identified three “types” of delivery methods based on the
interviews. In the codebook used during the quantitative analysis of this study, this variable is
called “RTI? DeliveryType,” which represents the type of intervention delivery used in that
school for Tier II and Tier III students.

To study these relationships, we identified the availability of data in each school and
strategically ran descriptive statistical analyses of the available data. In most cases, a new
variable was created to quantify the difference between fall-to-winter EasyCBM or i-Ready
scores, or fall-to-spring EasyCBM or i-Ready scores. This variable is typically denoted as
“FallSpringChange” or “FallWinterChange.”

Next, we performed a one-way ANOVA analysis to compare the effect of one of the
independent variables on one of the dependent variables identified in the study. In areas where
the data showed p-values, or the probability of extremes, that were lower than the F-value—or
the statistical measure representing the ratio of variance between groups against the variance
within groups—we identified these findings as statistically significant. These comparisons were
then checked for correlation, and in some cases, there were instances of correlation between the
changes in universal screener/progress monitoring screeners and either the ratio of interventions
and educational assistants (INTEA) or one of the three types of RTI? intervention (RTI?
DeliveryType).

Findings

To transition from data collection to findings, we begin by presenting the themes that
emerged from the interview data in response to Project Question 1. The findings illustrate that
while Rutherford County Schools (RCS) has established strong, system-wide structures to
support RTI? implementation, individual school practices vary. This variation reflects how local

implementation can influence student experiences and outcomes.
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Project Question 1: What does RTI? implementation for Tier II and Tier III look like in
Rutherford County elementary, middle, and high schools?

Finding 1: Clear Roles and Structures for RTI Processes

A key finding from the qualitative data analysis was that Rutherford County Schools has
established clear roles, structures, and practices that align closely with the Tennessee RTI?
framework. These include well-defined responsibilities for interventionists and school-based
teams, data-driven processes for student placement, layered intervention supports, and ongoing
professional development to reinforce consistent implementation across schools.

Themes Emerging from Interviews:

Interview data revealed several key themes related to staffing and resource allocation,
data-driven decision-making, and RTI? implementation practices. While the district provides two
interventionists per school, many schools, particularly Title I schools, have hired more than two
interventionists, with some employing up to four. In addition, 10 out of the 15 schools reported
using educational assistants specifically to support Tier II and Tier III interventions.

Principals in RCS have autonomy in hiring additional interventionists, particularly when
designated as Title I schools. Principals are allocated discretion in how they spend Title I funds
to support their school needs, including the ability to assign Educational Assistants (Eas) to assist
in delivering RTI? interventions.

Staffing assignments were also flexible in some schools. In some cases, interventionists
are assigned based on student needs rather than being strictly designated for ELA or Math,
allowing for greater flexibility in providing targeted support. Data-driven decision-making is
evident in structured data team meetings, where student-by-student analysis informs intervention
assignments. Rather than interventionists being locked into a single subject, some schools adjust
assignments based on data to better serve students. RTI? implementation practices also vary, with
some schools designating required Tier I remediation, increasing instructional time for ELA and
Math, and using “double dipping” strategies to provide layered interventions. These themes

highlight variations in how schools structure RTI?, staffing, and intervention delivery.
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Variations in RTI? implementation practices also emerged. Some schools provided
mandated Tier I remediation within core instruction, extended ELA and math instructional
blocks to up to two hours, and utilized “double dipping” strategies—offering multiple layers of
intervention support across the school day. In more intensive cases, students received additional
pull-out sessions targeting specific skill deficits, sometimes during elective courses such as
science or social studies.

Professional development was a key support for maintaining consistent RTI? practices.
District-led and school-led training sessions were regularly provided, with some professional
development tailored specifically for interventionists to support effective Tier II and Tier II1
instruction.

These themes highlight how, while RCS has strong district-wide structures for RTI?,
school-level implementation demonstrates strategic variation based on student needs, available
staffing, and school priorities, as illustrated in Figure 3.

Variation in Intervention Models
Upon analysis of the interview data, three distinct models of intervention delivery were
identified across the 15 schools:

1. Type 1: A dedicated RTI? intervention block of approximately 45—55 minutes daily for
Tier II and Tier III students.

2. Type 2: A dedicated intervention block plus mandated remediation embedded within
core instruction, providing additional reinforcement.

3. Type 3: A dedicated intervention block, core-embedded remediation, and an additional
pull-out session focused on individual skill deficits, often conducted during non-core
subjects.

Variation in How Structures Are Applied at the High School Level

At LaVergne High School and Siegel High School, a 4x4 block schedule was

implemented during the 2024-2025 school year. Students requiring intervention enroll in English

I and RTI? English simultaneously to frontload support. To sustain student engagement during
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90-minute blocks, schools use rotations, chunking strategies, and incorporate daily “skinny”
periods. LaVergne structures back-to-back scheduling (e.g., English I followed by RTI? English)
to reinforce instructional support consistently.
Intervention Class Scheduling

Both high schools dedicate a full 90-minute block daily for intervention. Intervention
classes prioritize small group sizes, ideally ranging from 6 to 12 students. Placement decisions
for intervention groups are based on students’ 8"-grade academic performance, with the goal of
addressing skill gaps early in high school.
Intervention Staffing and Instructional Focus at High Schools

Each high school is staffed with two district-provided interventionists. Additionally,
LaVergne High benefits from 17 floating teachers who deliver Tier III support. Interventionists
bring varied instructional backgrounds; for example, one interventionist with an elementary
background at LaVergne focuses on fluency, decoding, comprehension, writing, and endurance.
Intervention sessions emphasize small group, hands-on learning, aligned with Tier I curriculum
standards. No education assistants support intervention classes at either school. Interventionists
also participate in two hours of training during their daily schedules to strengthen intervention
delivery.
Data-Driven Decision Making and RTI? Implementation at High Schools

Intervention at both high schools targets Tier III students with small class sizes (ideally
six). Schools use a combination of EasyCBM screeners, in-house diagnostics, Algebra I and
English I benchmark data, and overall course grades to inform placement and ongoing
instructional adjustments. Regular data team meetings, facilitated by instructional coaches, guide
student-specific interventions. These meetings align with both the district and Tennessee state
RTI? frameworks.
Tier III Focus as the Primary Intervention Tier

Both schools prioritize Tier III interventions, ensuring students receive the most intensive

support. Screening and placement for RTI? begins in 8" grade. While some middle school staff
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advocate for dismissing students from RTI?, high schools prioritize continued support through
intervention placements based on student data.
Special Education Classes and Their Impact

Special education (SPED) classes at the high school level are mixed-grade (9—12) and
focus primarily on foundational skills such as order of operations. SPED classes are distinct from
general RTI? intervention efforts and have limited impact on the general education student
population’s progress within Tier II and Tier III interventions.

Finding 2: Patterns of Consistency and Variation in Intervention Curriculum

The second key finding relates to patterns of consistency and variation in the intervention
curriculum used across Rutherford County Schools. Overall, the district has prioritized the use of
vetted, intentional, and district-approved intervention resources, although the specific programs
utilized vary by grade band and subject area, as shown in Figures 4 and 5. .

In elementary schools (grades K—5), there is clear consistency in ELA intervention
practices. Two years ago, the district invested in training all elementary interventionists in
structured phonics-based approaches aligned with Orton-Gillingham principles, specifically
utilizing the University of Florida Literacy Institute (UFLI) framework. UFLI is now widely
implemented across elementary schools, supporting systematic, evidence-based reading
intervention.

In contrast, greater consistency is observed in math intervention at the middle and high
school levels. Interviewees consistently referenced the district’s adoption of Savvas
SuccessMaker, a personalized digital math intervention program that targets individual skill
gaps. SuccessMaker is widely used to provide differentiated math support for students in Tier II
and Tier III interventions at the secondary level.

Table 3 (referenced below) illustrates the range of intervention programs used across
elementary, middle, and high schools. While all materials are vetted and approved at the district

level, the specific programs vary, particularly in ELA at the secondary level and math at the
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elementary level. Schools have the flexibility to select high-quality resources that best meet the
needs of their student populations.

At the elementary level, the ELA intervention curriculum is largely based on the
University of Florida Literacy Institute (UFLI) framework, which all interventionists have been
trained to implement. In addition to UFLI, interventionists use supplemental resources such as
Newsela, Heggerty, 95% Group materials, and IMSE (Institute for Multisensory Education’s
Orton-Gillingham-based approach).

Interventionists use multiple sources of student data, including screener results, progress
monitoring, common formative assessments, and TCAP projections, to guide the selection of
materials and plan lessons aligned to student needs.

For Tier I instruction in general education ELA classrooms, the district utilizes the
Expeditionary Learning curriculum. Interventionists collaborate with classroom teachers to align
interventions with grade-level standards. Two years ago, the district invested in UFLI-specific
professional development to strengthen consistency across elementary schools.

In math, intervention practices are more flexible. While there is less uniformity, common
resources include Bridges Math, iReady, HMH intervention materials, and Engage New York.
As one RCS Middle School Coach noted, “Math intervention materials are driven straight from
their deficits. It’s not so much about a program.”

Technology is minimally used in elementary intervention delivery, except for progress
monitoring. Interventionists emphasize tactile learning tools such as sand trays, whiteboards,
decodable texts, and math manipulatives. iPads are not part of intervention instruction. Special
education curriculum remains distinct from general intervention curricula and is not shared
across programs.

This finding highlights both the district’s commitment to ensuring consistency where
appropriate, particularly in response to state initiatives such as the third-grade literacy law, and
its flexibility in allowing schools to tailor interventions to student needs using a range of high-

quality, research-based materials.
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Table 3 below depicts consistency of ELA and Math intervention curriculum across
school levels, and Table 4 shows all reported ELA and Math intervention curriculum across
school levels.

Table 3: Consistent Intervention Curriculum Across School Levels

Table 4: All Reported Intervention Curriculum Across School Levels

Finding 3: Reduction in Special Education Referrals and Identification of Specific
Learning Disabilities (SLD)

Rutherford County Schools (RCS) is fulfilling the intended purpose of RTI? by reducing
special education referrals and identification rates for Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD).
Across the district, the percentage of students identified as having an SLD has remained at or
below recommended levels, which are lower than the most recently reported national averages.

RCS has implemented RTI? districtwide since 2014. During the 20232024 school year,
the district continued to monitor transitions from tiered interventions to special education
evaluations. Figure (below) depicts the number of students initially evaluated and subsequently
determined eligible for SLD services following participation in RTI? interventions. These data
reflect only initial evaluations where students moved through the RTI? process prior to a special
education referral.

Since the implementation of RTI? referrals for special education, particularly for SLD,
have decreased, aligning with national trends. Research supports the impact of RTI? on reducing
unnecessary referrals; for example, Fuchs (2018) noted that RTI? frameworks help ensure that
students receive targeted interventions prior to consideration for special education evaluation.
Additionally, data from the United States Department of Education show that the percentage of
school-aged children identified with an SLD declined nationally from 44.65% in 2007 to 38.6%
in 2016 (Berkeley et al., 2020).

At the elementary level, the number of students identified with SLD across the ten

participating schools during the 2023-2024 school year was as follows, as shown in Figure 4
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Table 3: Students Moving from Intervention to SLD Diagnosis during the 2023-24 School

Year
2023-2024 RCS Elementary School Students Identified SLD
Stewartsboro Elementary 2
Smyrna Primary 0
Cedar Grove Elementary 7
Christiana Elementary 3
John Colemon Elementary 4
Lascassas Elementary 3
Plainview Elementary 2
Smyrna Elementary 5
Walter Hill Elementary 7
Stewarts Creek Elementary 7

The graph (see Figure 6) provides a visual representation of the student population by school
alongside the percentage of newly diagnosed SLD cases. These results demonstrate that RCS is
successfully leveraging its RTI? systems to provide early intervention and support, helping
reduce unnecessary referrals to special education and ensuring that students who are identified
for SLD services have appropriately participated in evidence-based interventions prior to
evaluation.
Finding 4: Placement of Highly Effective Interventionists

Finding 4 highlights another key dimension of Rutherford County Schools’ (RCS)
commitment to RTI?, the quality of the educators delivering intervention services. This

commitment was evident both in quantitative data and through interview responses.
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Quantitatively, 95.7% of interventionists in our study received a Level of Effectiveness
(LOE) score of 5, the highest possible rating, compared to approximately 67% of all RCS
teachers. This distinction underscores the district’s intentional efforts to place its highest
performing teachers with students who require the most academic support.

Qualitative data from interviews further reinforced this finding. School and district
leaders consistently described interventionists as some of the most skilled and experienced
educators in their buildings, often individuals with long classroom tenures, deep instructional
expertise, and strong leadership potential. In many cases, interventionists were being sought out
for coaching and leadership roles within their schools.

This kind of intentional staffing decision reflects the district’s broader commitment to
ensuring that students with the greatest academic needs, those in Tier II and Tier III, are taught
by some of the district’s strongest educators. Ultimately, this finding speaks not only to RCS’s
investment in staffing these roles, but also to how deeply that investment is recognized, valued,
and experienced at the school level.

Figure 7 displays the levels of effectiveness for the intervention teachers from the schools in our
study. Level 5 is the highest rating and 95.7% of intervention teachers during the 2022-2023
school year held a Level 5. The other 4.3% held the next highest rating of 4. This is compared to
approximately 67% of all teachers in RCS.

Finding 5: Rutherford County Schools is Implementing 3 Types of Intervention Across
Schools

The intensity of intervention varies across schools (see Figure 8. We defined
intervention into three types: Type 1 intervention includes students attending a dedicated RTI?
block (typically 45-55 minutes daily). Type 2 students receive this intervention plus additional
remediation during core instruction. Type 3 students receive both of these supports plus an
additional pull-out session targeting skill deficits during another part of the school day, such as
independent work time or non-core subjects. As one educator from Stewartsboro Elementary

noted, “They know their kids really well. They consistently pull their small groups and are
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organized by what students need with intentional practice for skills they may need.” The research

team assigned delivery type by school, based on the interview data. Refer to Figure 7 below for

delivery types by school: elementary, middle, and high.

Table 4 : Intervention Types by School-Elementary, Middle, and High

Elementary Schools

Intervention Type/Dose

1. Cedar Grove Elementary Type 3
2. Christiana Elementary Type 2
3. John Coleman Elementary Type 1
4. Lascassas Elementary Type 1
5. Smyrna Primary Type 2
6. Smyrna Elementary Type 1
7. Stewartsboro Elementary Type 3
8. Stewarts Creek Elementary Type 3
9. Walter Hill Elementary Type 1
10. Plainview Elementary Type 3

Middle and High Schools

Intervention Type/Dose

1. Blackman Middle

Type 2
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2. Christiana Middle Type 2
3. Rock Springs Middle Type 2
1. Siegel High School Type 2
2. Lavergne High School Type 1

“They know their kids really well, They consistently pull their small groups and are
organized by what students need with intentional practice for skills they may need.”
Stewartsboro Elementary -Type 3
Finding 6: Lack of Data Integrity Dramatically Reduces the Ability of Rutherford County
Schools to Identify Movement Between Tiers and Other Key Pieces of Information
Relevant to Student Growth

One of the initial tasks of this study was to coordinate and identify data that would be key
to answering the three research questions which guide our efforts. Rutherford County Schools
furnished a number of spreadsheets and data sets. This included columns and rows filled with
information including student id numbers, school names, grade, specified designations (ESL,
SPED, 504, ISLD), current tier, tier movement, universal screening scores, progress monitoring
scores, TCAP and TVAAS data. This information was provided for each of the fifteen schools in
the study. When reviewing the data files furnished by RCS our team discovered a large number
of omissions, missing information, and incompatibilities. This made synthesis of the quantitative
data difficult as we could not compare like to like across school levels due to incomplete
information or inconsistent reporting practices.

To better understand where information was most available—as well as where data were
missing or not suitable for analysis—we created heat maps to identify these patterns (see Figures
9 and /0). The heat maps, presented in table format, display the percentage of completed data for
each school in the study. Conditional formatting highlights “hot spots” of accurately and

consistently reported data in green, and areas with missing or incomplete data in red. This
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visualization allowed the research team to quickly assess data quality across schools and
determine which datasets could be reliably included in quantitative analysis.

During the course of this study, one of the most important pieces of information that RCS
wanted to know was how their RTI2 implementation efforts have impacted the movement of
students between the three RTI tiers. Specifically for this piece of data, we found that on
average, when we isolated tier 2 and tier 3 students out of 1,117 unique student data records,
only 21.9% of those records were complete enough for data analysis testing. Ultimately, this
resulted in the data not being statistically significant.

On a larger scale, the data provided in the study encompassed English language arts and
math, however, due to inconsistencies and missing data, the statistical analysis primarily focused
on English language arts.

The most consistent and data rich grade band was elementary English language arts with
90% of the information being complete in terms of universal screening data and progress
monitoring. In the other grade bands, middle school had 67% of information needed for analysis,
followed by 60% at the high school level. This accounts for the large number of statistical
findings revolving around English language arts universal screening data and progress
monitoring data..

In math, in grades K through 12, 41% of universal screening and progress monitoring
was missing at the elementary level, 37% at the three middle schools in the study, and 46%
missing data at the high school level. When effect size is considered the impact on statistical
testing is significant, these percentages are high and can negatively skew analysis. Ultimately,
there could very well be other positively correlated statistical findings, but cannot be uncovered
until data integrity is addressed.

Finding 6A: RTI Tier Movement is More Present at Buildings With Low to Moderate
Growth
Of the collected and present data for tier movement, which defines where a tier II or tier

[T student starts the year, and what tier they end up in, there were some interesting findings. 21%
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of the data at the elementary school was able to be used and it showed moderate to high tier
movement from more intensive intervention to lesser intervention and standards based
instruction. The table below shows that schools with higher needs based on ESL, SPED, and 504
designations had lower tier movement. Conversely, schools with lower to moderate needs based
on designations demonstrated moderate to high tier movement. This bolsters the findings in
finding #3 which points to RCS implementation and its effects on reducing students being
identified as SLD resulting in lower than state and national averages for SLD identification.
When the information from this finding is combined with the recommendation and finding for
increased data integrity, it is reasonable to say that more statistically significant evidence could
be found in terms of tier movement. Tier movement is defined as starting at tier III or tier II,
which provide more intensive intervention to tier II or tier I, which is a reduced or small group
intervention to general education standard based instruction.

Table 5: Tier Movement Table

School % Tier Movement # ESL+SPED+504 Needs/Movement
Stewarts Creek 4.7% 44.2% High Needs/Low
Movement
Smyrna Elementary 9.1% 36.4% High Needs/Low
Movement
Smyrna Primary 10.6% 38.3% High Needs/Low
Movement
Lascassas 10% 37.5% High Needs/Low
Movement
Plainview 34.5% 31% High Needs/ High
Movement
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Christiana 28% 12% Low Needs/Moderate

Movement

Walther Hill 29.3% 31.3% Moderate
Needs/Moderate

Movement

John Colemon 25.6% 20.9% Low Needs/Moderate

Movement

Project Question 2-Findings
Project Question 2: What is the relationship between RTI? Implementation Variation and
Student Learning? (What are schools doing differently?)

We identified our unit of measurement to be the performance between fall to winter or
fall to spring, where possible, of the universal screener, EasyCBM, or, the progress monitoring
screener, [-Ready. There were ninety unique records of students between two schools, LaVergne
High School and Siegel High school. A one way ANOV A revealed that there was a statistically
significant difference in the difference between the fall and winter English language arts
EasyCBM assessment and the independent variable which measures the RTI? delivery type, (F
=11.48, Prob>F=0.0013). After the ANOVA was run, we ran Pearson's Correlation and received
data that suggested no positive correlation between the fall to winter change measured against
the RTI? delivery type.

Finding 7: Schools that Implemented Additional RTI? Intervention Remediation Showed
Additional Growth Compared to Schools that Used Standard Intervention Blocks

The graph (see Figure 11) shows the fall to winter English language arts EasyCBM

average change for both LaVergne high school and Siegel high school. The number next to the

schools initials indicates the RTI? Delivery Type. LaVergne High school is a RTI Delivery Type
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1 school, Siegel High School is an RTI Delivery Type 2 school. This means that LHS has a
standard block of intervention per day, while SHS has a standard block of intervention, plus,
additional remediation or pull out during other periods throughout the day for tier II and tier III
students. Though the RTI? delivery type for type 2 provides more intervention, it appears that
Lavergne high school has seen more growth between the fall and winter universal screening
cycles than Siegel high school. Intuitively, our findings would hope that type 2 schools would
see more growth than a type 1 school, in this case, it appears that the students at LHS had a
stronger learning cycles than SHS did.

At the elementary school level, there were several ANOVA tests run, identical to the high
school analysis of the created dependent variable representing the change between fall and
winter, as well as fall and spring EasyCBM and Iready data. The elementary schools sample size
is significantly larger than the high school or middle school sample size due to the number of
schools studied. Specifically relating to the independent variable, RTI* delivery type, which most
directly answers our second research question, we uncovered several statistically significant data
points. When running the ANOVA test for fall to winter and fall to spring representing the
EasyCBM screener, the fall to winter variable resulted in a P-value of .0283; the fall to spring
variable resulted in a P-value of .0022, n=532. In addition, running an ANOVA analysis the
Iready fall to winter variable recorded a P-value of .0117 and a positive pearson's correlation P-
value of .0136.

Figures 12 represents the change in elementary English language arts data from fall to
spring, 532 individual students were studied in this graph. The independent variable reflects the
average change in IReady scores when the independent variable, RTI? Delivery Type, is studied
using a one way ANOVA analysis. The overall average growth is 2 point change from fall to
spring. The numbers listed below the acronym for each of the schools represents the RTI?
Delivery Type which represents an independent variable with characteristics derived from
qualitative interviews. The numerical number “1” represents the base 45-55 minute intervention

mentioned in the conceptual framework and the qualitative analysis. The numerical “2” indicates
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all interventions in delivery type 1 plus additional intervention. Finally, “3” includes
interventions from types 1 and 2 plus more focused intervention on top of the other types.

The statistical analysis shows a relationship between IReady growth and the independent
variable, RTI? Delivery Type (see Figure 13). Above the overall average you see one school with
a delivery type of “3”, STE - Stewartsboro Elementary School who showed a 4 point growth, as
well as two schools with a deliver type of “2” WHE - Walter Hill Elementary and JCE - John
Colemon Elementary; both schools showed 6 points growth. It is worth mentioning that John
Colemon’s score is derived from a fall to winter change as there were no recorded spring values.
SCE - Stewarts Creek Elementary School and SPS - Smyrna Primary School both scored right at
the 2 point mark. Stewarts Creek practices a type 3 RTI? delivery method and Smyrna Primary
practices a type 2 delivery type. While causality cannot be claimed to any degree, due to smaller
effect sizes, there is evidence of some relationship in schools residing on, or above the average
growth line.

Our goal, concerning the dependent variable, RTI delivery type, was to show that schools
with above average growth were schools who implemented intervention beyond a standard daily
block of intervention. More specifically, our goal was to show that RTI delivery type 2 and type
3 were more likely to display growth from fall to spring or fall to winter on EasyCBM screeners
and progress monitoring.

In order to study the effects of the two independent variables developed in this study, we
wanted to observe the effects that they have across all schools. A one way ANOVA revealed that
fall to spring scores increased yielding a P-value of .0047, with fall to winter scores yielding a P-
value of .0000 when compared to the effect of the RTI? delivery type. Iready one way ANOVA
yielded similar results when observing score changes between fall and winter with a P-value of
.0000. Overall, the independent variable shows statistically significant impacts on studying
learning when measuring student growth by universal screening data and progress monitoring
data. While there appears to be some connections, we cannot call the connections causal,

especially when considering the low effect size observed using correlation tests. One of the
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factors we believe works against the analysis being less conclusive than desired would be the
population size, this will be discussed more in the limitations section of the study.
Project Question 3-Findings
Project Question 3: What is the overall impact of the investment in interventionists (two per
school) and other resource investments on student learning through the RCS RTI? 2 model,
comparing schools with strong outcomes to those with less strong outcome

This question speaks more to human resources than actual intervention. In regards to this
research question, the independent variable represents the number of interventionists and
educational assistants that serve tier Il and tier III students. In the codebook and in the data
analysis section of this study, this variable is denoted as “INTEA”. Rutherford County School
district provides funding for two interventionists per building in all fifty of its schools.
Depending on the concentration of the socioeconomic status of the students in the school, a
school can be defined as a Title I school in which case the building administrator can use Title I
funds to allocate more funds for additional interventionists and educational assistants. Building
principals in schools that are not identified as Title I schools are also able to allocate these funds,
but may find the reallocation of funds to be a challenge.
Finding 8: Schools Have Used Title I Funds and Budgeted Funds to Acquire More
Interventionists and Educational Assistants, and This Appears to Have a Positive
Relationship With Student Growth

In the conceptual framework for this study as well as in the research, the role of the
interventionist and staffing models are critical components to the effectiveness of any RTI
program. In this study, the dependent variable associated with the number of interventionists and
additional educational assistants is coded as “INTEA.” This variable ultimately calculates the
student to teacher ratio in tier II and tier III classrooms, and therefore has a major role in the
effectiveness of RTI implementation and student growth. Figure 10 and figure 11 show the
amount of interventionists in each school as well as the number of educational assistants. A key

point to remember is RCS pays for two interventionists per school. Schools are able to allocate
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Title I funds or creatively deploy budgetary funds to acquire more interventionists and
educational assistants. In these tables, Title I schools are denoted with an asterisk next to the
school name.

There is a positive relationship between the number of interventionists and outcomes in
growth measured by the fall to spring progress monitoring data (see Figures 14 and 15). Four of
the ten elementary schools in the study demonstrated data that suggests having more
interventionists and educational assists working with tier II and tier III students improves their
progress monitoring scores from fall to winter. John Colemon Elementary demonstrated
significant growth from fall to winter with its students increasing scores by 5 on average. This
was done with the addition of 1 Interventionist and 2 educational assistants outside of the 2
interventionists provided by Rutherford County School district.

The importance of this variable became more and more apparent as our team progressed
through the qualitative interview process. The interventionist is defined as an educator trained to
deliver a prescribed intervention with fidelity. This may include a general education teacher,
special education teacher, trained teaching assistant, or intervention specialist. Several of the
interview questions speak specifically to the number of interventionists serving a tier II or tier III
classroom or group of students. This variable also includes educational assistants, who are not
licensed teachers, but can be hired to work with tier II students, and in some cases tier 111
students. During qualitative interviews, when speaking of challenges, the hiring of qualified
interventionists was always one of the most consistent responses. In addition, the implementation
guides from the TDOE and RCS both speak to low teacher to student ratios, or in this case,
interventionist to student ratios.

The unit of measurement that the study associates with growth is defined by the score
increase from fall to winter, and/or, fall to spring derived from the English language arts
universal screener, EasyCBM, or, a progress monitoring screener which in most cases is Iready.
The study’s largest population were in the elementary grade band as well as the richest source of

complete and accurate data. There, we found the greatest values for statistical significance and
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correlation. Fall to winter and fall to spring English language arts Iready data yielded a P-Value
of .0079 and .0000 as a result of a one way ANOV A with the independent variable INTEA. This
data suggests that there is a statistical significance tied to the independent variable which
represents growth between screener assessments given in fall and spring/winter, and the
dependent variable identified as “INTEA” which represents the number of interventionists in tier
II and tier III classrooms, which is meant to reduce teacher to student ratios. The variable which
shows changes in averages using the screener EasyCBM, showed positive correlation when
testing fall to winter and fall to spring against the independent variable INTEA, yielding a P-
Value .0195 and .0224. These correlation coefficients do not exactly represent a strong
relationship, but are statistically significant and show that to some degree, the greater the number
of interventionists, the better the students performed from fall to winter and fall to spring on the
EasyCBM screener.

Lascassas Elementary (LES), Stewartsboro Elementary (STE), and Walter Hill
Elementary (WHE) all scored above the average growth rate of 2.9 from fall to winter progress
monitoring, scoring 4.4, 4.1, and 7.4 respectively. Lascassas and Walter Hill both added 2
educational assistants to their team while Stewartsboro Elementary added 2 educational
assistants and 1 interventionist to their team. It is important to note that two of the schools
mentioned here, John Colemon (JCE) and Stewartsboro are Title I schools who used their
funding allocations to budget for the additional interventions and educational assistants.
Lascassas and Walter Hill Elementary schools are not Title I schools and do not receive
additional funding. Considering this information in the context of the Interventionist-Educational
Assistant variable “INTEA”, this is an indicator that this could be a worthwhile practice to
increase growth levels in tier 2 and tier 3 students.

Looking at the same graph, you will see Christiana Elementary is the only school in the
elementary grade band that has only two interventionists and no additional educational assistants.
Along with Christiana Elementary, you will see that Plainview Elementary Schools, Stewarts

Creek Elementary School (SCE), Smyrna Elementary (SES) and Smyrna Primary schools (SPS),
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all have added only 1 interventionist or educational assistant, and these having the lowest INTEA
numbers, have all fell below the average growth score of 2.9. Outliers included Cedar Grove
Elementary, who have shown no progress monitoring growth with two additional interventionists
and 1 educational assistant. While not a causal finding, or even a finding with a statistically
strong correlation, this finding does conclude that there is a positive relationship between the
ratio of interventionists to students, with more growth in schools with more interventionists and
educational assistants.

At the middle school level, there are similar results when measuring the number of
additional interventionists and educational assistants and their perceived impact on tier 2 and tier
3 students, as shown in Figures 17 and 18. Data analysis testing showed 2 point growth scores at
Blackman Middle School and at Rock Springs Middle School. Blackman Middle School which
is not a Title I school budgeted to add 2 interventionists along with 2 educational assistants to
their team. Rock Springs Middle School also added 1 educational assistant which could have
helped their students’ progress monitoring scores. What is important to mention here is that
Blackman Middle School is the same size as Rock Springs MS and Christiana MS combined.
Looking at the number of interventionists and educational assistants, respectively, BMS has the
lowest student to interventionists ratio based on the number of students in tier II and tier 3
intervention. BMS has a ratio of 15.4:1, while CMS and RSM have 22.5:1 and 35.5:1. Even
though the growth for BMS appears to be similar to CMS and RSM, we believe that with
strategic intervention scheduling, and a larger number of interventionists, BMS was able to
surpass their fall assessment, and could potentially have grown more in the spring, outpacing
CMS and RSM.

Additionally, the math progress monitoring screener Iready data yielded a P-value of
.0003 which is also statistically significant, and the only math finding in the entire study. The
fact that data analysis on math growth appears so little in this study is due to data integrity
challenges that will be discussed in our limitations section as well as recommendations section.

The data integrity of the math content area is not as consistent as English language arts across the
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fifteen schools represented in the study. When considering that ANOVA and correlation tests
will rule out data sets with large amounts of data missing, reducing the amount of available
student level data limits our ability to perform accurate analysis. This will be a key growth area
and one of the most salient recommendations of the study.

As the study communicated in research question 2, we also studied the effects the
independent variable, INTEA, on the entire data set combining all schools. Here we identify
probability values for EasyCBM and Iready as Prob > F=0.0000 for both sets from fall to spring
and fall to winter. Furthermore, there were positive, yet minimal correlational values for
EasyCBM and I-Ready yielding coefficients of .0237 and .0406. Here we see that the effect sizes
describe a positive relationship between student growth and performance on screeners when
there are a greater number of interventionists, yet, we are still not able to claim causality in any
of the statistically significant data that we have found.

Recommendations

Based on the data from our findings, both what we heard in the interviews and what we
saw in the quantitative trends, we’ve developed four key recommendations for Rutherford
County Schools to consider moving forward.

Recommendation 1: Data Integrity

First, we recommend that the district consider creating a defined data integrity
rubric, essentially, a tool that would help calibrate how progress monitoring data is
collected and entered across schools. This could then be paired with training for
interventionists and staff to build consistency in data collection practices.

This recommendation came from the quantitative side of our study. As we
analyzed RTI? data across schools, we saw patterns of variation in the types of data
collected, how it was entered, and how frequently it was updated. That variation made it
difficult at times to compare student progress across schools
Recommendation 2: Curriculum & Materials Audit

Second, we recommend conducting a curriculum and materials audit for both ELA
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and math intervention-to help the district understand what’s working well, identify any
gaps, and support alignment of materials and resources, especially as students move
between tiers or transition between buildings. We heard clearly in interviews that while
interventionists are doing amazing work, they are often pulling materials together from
multiple sources, and that was particularly true in math.
Recommendation 3: Math Intervention Training

Third, we recommend providing district-level professional learning specifically
focused on math intervention to both interventionists and any educational assistants
supporting math intervention. The qualitative data pointed to a need for more math-
specific training, tools, and strategies. To add context, much of the district’s recent
professional learning for interventionists has (understandably) focused on reading,
primarily in response to Tennessee’s 3rd grade promotion law and the urgent need to
improve early literacy outcomes. As the district looks to strengthen math outcomes more
broadly, providing targeted training for interventionists in math similar to the support
provided in reading and could help build both capacity and confidence.
Recommendation 4: Sustain Staffing Investments

Finally, we recommend that the district continue to sustain its investment in
staffing, maintaining two interventionists per building and, when possible, exploring
opportunities to provide additional support in buildings with higher needs. This was a clear
strength in Rutherford County Schools, and the commitment to placing highly skilled
educators in intervention roles is something that absolutely came through as a promising
practice that’s worth protecting.

Together, these recommendations are about strengthening consistency, building
capacity, and sustaining the strong work that’s already happening across RCS.

Limitations
This section discusses the internal and external factors that may have limited the validity

or generalizability of our study in Rutherford County Schools. The majority of the limitations



48

were related to the varying levels of completeness in the quantitative datasets used to study the
district’s implementation of progress monitoring and universal screening.
External and Internal Limitations

This study is defined as an explanatory mixed methods study, largely dependent on the
consistency and completeness of the datasets received, particularly from a quantitative
standpoint. The study is considered explanatory because it focuses on how interventionists and
school staff implement RTI? and what the quantitative screening data suggest regarding student
performance and growth. When attempting statistical analysis, larger sample sizes are often
preferable. Although fifteen schools represent a sizable sample, accounting for approximately 30
percent of the district’s fifty schools, we encountered challenges related to incomplete student-
level data due to data integrity issues.

For example, one area of focus was the movement of students between Tier I and Tier III.
Research indicates that fluid tier movement is a hallmark of effective RTI? implementation.
While we had access to some relevant data, we were not able to conclusively answer this
question for every building, or even fully within individual buildings, due to missing or
incomplete data.

Another limitation involved variation in universal screening and progress monitoring data
in mathematics. Although all schools used EasyCBM as a universal screener, progress
monitoring assessments varied widely across schools and included programs such as i-Ready,
Delta Math, and Savvas. This variability made it difficult to conduct school-to-school
comparisons at the elementary level, as the units of measurement differed across systems. Even
among schools using the same progress monitoring tools, recording practices varied. Some
schools recorded progress as percentiles, while others used grade-level equivalency scores or raw
scores. In cases where it was possible to convert data into a single unit of measurement, we
cleaned and adjusted individual datasets to retain as much comparable information as possible.

The majority of findings and statistical analysis were drawn from the elementary grade

band in the content area of English Language Arts (ELA). Interviews revealed that elementary
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schools placed the greatest focus on ELA, largely because the third-grade TCAP examination
serves as a high-stakes assessment determining promotion to fourth grade. Although math data
were available in some cases, ELA data were the most consistently collected and reported across
the district.

The most significant challenge we faced was the substantial amount of missing progress
monitoring data, particularly in mathematics. In contrast, ELA data were consistently more
available, reflecting the strong emphasis placed on reading and literacy due to state
accountability policies such as the third-grade reading guarantee.

To address data availability challenges, our team created a spreadsheet identifying which
data points could be compared across school levels, including elementary, middle, and high
schools. From this analysis, we determined that the greatest level of data completeness, sufficient
for statistical analysis, was found in English Language Arts. In some cases, we identified
individual buildings with consistent math data practices. Tier movement data were also available
but were sporadic across all school levels.

From a qualitative standpoint, our research team divided the selected schools and
conducted interviews separately. Although our questions were grounded in peer-reviewed RTI?
research and our protocols were designed to reflect research-based practices, the presence of
different interviewers, variations in conversation styles, and the use of convenience sampling
may have introduced variability into the data collection process. Additionally, schools were
selected by Rutherford County Schools’ central office leaders based on feeder patterns from
elementary to high school. Each participating school had its own identity, strengths, and
challenges, which may have influenced the responses and themes that emerged from the
interviews.

Discussion
The purpose of this discussion is to align the findings of this study with the literature that

informed our investigation of RTI?> implementation in Rutherford County Schools. This section is

organized by research question and incorporates references to our conceptual framework.
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Existing literature on RTI? highlights key themes that were adopted in this study and are
reflected in the frameworks established by Rutherford County Schools to guide practices and
procedures across its schools.
Research Question 1

A limitation in interpreting the findings related to Research Question 1 is the selection of
interview participants. Although a variety of interviewees were chosen by the district to offer
different perspectives, the majority of participants were individuals overseeing or implementing
the intervention process. While a few interviewees were current or former interventionists, many
were leaders who had transitioned into roles such as instructional coaches or assistant principals
without previously serving as intervention teachers. While these interviewees provided valuable
insights, the selection process may have introduced selection bias. It is possible that the
perspectives of those chosen to participate may not fully represent the broader range of

experiences across all schools.

Research Question 2

The relationship between the independent variable, RTI? Delivery Type, and student
learning in this study appears to be positive, although it cannot be described as statistically
causal. Quantitative analysis indicates that the delivery type influenced progress monitoring
outcomes in most elementary schools in the study, as well as universal screening results at the
high school level. However, it remains unknown what results might have been observed with a
larger or more complete sample size. Fortunately, with improvements in data integrity and
sample parameters, Rutherford County Schools can further explore this question.

One significant takeaway from this study is the impact of increased duration and intensity
of intervention. There is clear evidence that the baseline RTI? intervention model used across
RCS is effective. This is supported by external metrics, such as the Tennessee Department of

Education school and district report cards, where RCS achieved a score of “5” out of 5 in terms
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of growth across nearly all subgroups and content areas. The categorization of three types of
RTI? delivery models identified in this study may offer practical guidance to other schools within
the district seeking to strengthen their intervention practices.

The data uncovered in relation to delivery type suggest, to some degree, that greater
amounts of intervention can lead to better outcomes. However, this is not an absolute finding.
What matters more is how interventions are implemented. Fidelity of implementation emerges as
a critical factor, as emphasized in existing RTI? literature. When considering generalizability, the
manner in which interventions are administered becomes highly significant and somewhat
outside the direct scope of this study. A closer examination of daily intervention practices at the
classroom level may be necessary to fully understand how interventions are delivered. Although
Level of Effectiveness (LOE) checks administered by RCS leadership were mentioned and
included in our data request, a deeper analysis of how these checks are conducted and evaluated
was beyond the scope of this study. This represents a promising area for future research.
Research Question 3

The independent variable associated with interventionists and educational assistants
delivering interventions proved to be highly impactful across the data analyzed. Existing
research supports the critical role of interventionists in developing students' reading and
mathematical skills (Bean & Lillenstein, 2012). In this study, the number of interventionists
showed a strong association with student growth, particularly on elementary universal screening
and progress monitoring assessments. This aligns with research emphasizing that smaller
student-to-teacher ratios in Tier II and Tier III instruction are high-yield practices necessary for
students requiring more intensive support (Bean & Lillenstein, 2012).

At the middle and high school levels, the available data also suggested that the number of
interventionists contributed to improvements in universal screening and progress monitoring
outcomes where consistent data existed. This reinforces the idea that the intensity and quality of

interventions matter across the K—12 continuum.
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While the data indicate a positive relationship, it is important to emphasize that causality
cannot be confirmed based on this study's design. Consequently, considerations of scalability and
resource allocation are critical. Although the findings highlight the value of additional
interventionists, we are not suggesting that every school should receive more interventionists
without consideration of financial constraints and available resources. Qualitative interview data
reflected that many schools with more than two interventionists funded these positions
creatively, often using Title I allocations.

More important than the sheer number of interventionists is how they are utilized.
Implementation practices vary by school and grade level. At the elementary level, licensure
requirements ensure that teachers are prepared to teach both literacy and mathematics standards.
At the middle and high school levels, licensure is subject-specific, making intervention delivery
more complex and often more scrutinized due to standardized testing requirements. These
challenges underscore the importance of data-driven decision-making and targeted use of
interventionists to maximize efficiency and effectiveness.

This focus on the strategic deployment of interventionists, rather than merely increasing
their numbers, represents an important area for future study. Further research could explore best
practices for maximizing the impact of interventionists across different school contexts and grade
levels.

Conclusion

This study explored the role of interventionists, staffing models, RTI? implementation
and student achievement, variation in practices, and financial resource allocation to provide a
comprehensive framework for understanding the factors that influence the effectiveness of RTI?
in improving student outcomes.

Interventionists play a pivotal role within the RTI? framework, with their effectiveness
depending on their skills, knowledge, and the level of support they receive. Building strong,
trusting relationships with school personnel is crucial for facilitating progress and maintaining

the fidelity of RTI? 2 implementation. The distribution of staffing models, including student-
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teacher ratios and the specific assignment of roles, directly impacts the delivery and effectiveness
of interventions. Small group instruction and the use of specialized, evidence- based programs
emerged as essential components of successful RTI? practices.

The effectiveness of RTI? in improving student achievement is closely tied to the fidelity
of implementation. Consistent, evidence-based practices, supported by knowledgeable
interventionists and strong support systems, are critical to improving outcomes.

However, variation in implementation across schools can result in differing levels of
success. Differences in roles, support structures, and access to professional development
illustrate the need for a clear and consistent district-wide approach. Addressing these variations
is fundamental to strengthening intervention practices and ensuring equitable outcomes for all
students.

Effective RTI? implementation also requires strategic resource allocation, including
financial investments in hiring interventionists, providing professional development, and
ensuring the availability of high-quality curriculum materials. District-level support and
systematic decision-making are essential for sustaining RTI? efforts over time.

Ultimately, this study contributes to the growing body of research on the effectiveness of
RTI? in K-12 education and offers actionable recommendations for enhancing the structure,

sustainability, and impact of RTI? efforts within Rutherford County Schools and similar districts.
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Research Questions

Why? Connection to the area of

inquiry?

Data

Research Question 1:

What does the
implementation of RTI? Tier
1l and Tier 111 look like in
elementary, middle, and high
school in Rutherford County?

Our client's main question is, "What
is the impact of our approach to
Response to Instruction and
Intervention (RTI? ) on student
placement, identification, and
academic outcomes? Also interested
in the alignment of skills to previous
grade-level standards and how a
shift toward standards-based
intervention may impact student

achievement."

Qualitative: Interviews with
elementary, middle, and high school
interventionists, coaches, and /or
administrators. Information will be
gathered through interviews and
staffing models to discover
management of interventionists and
hiring practices when budgets allow for
more interventionists.

Quantitative: Achievement and growth
data by school, and data focused on
demographics and subgroups. Other
requested data sets include student
attendance, intervention teacher lists,

and student rosters.

1A. Who is teaching the

interventions?

This question will identify who
specifically is delivering intervention
to students during the school day,
specifically during RTI? 2-focused

lesson periods.

Schedule, teacher, and staff rosters for
intervention organized by feeder system

and school building.
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1B. What materials, and

curriculum are being used?

What is/are the curriculum and
resources utilized during the
instruction or delivery of RTI? 2

interventions?

Interventionist interview or focus

group-semi structures (scheduling).

lc. How are students being

assigned?

This question will identify which
students are identified for T2 and T3

intervention.

Progress monitoring data, universal
screener data, and interviews with

interventionists.

1.D. When is the intervention

taking place?

When and where intervention is
taking place during the school day
and within the school. This question
will align itself with the "Who"
question about intervention delivery

and implementation.

Intervention blocks in which tiered
RTI2 2 interventions are scheduled for

all feeder systems and buildings.

1E. What are non-tier 2/3 kids

doing?

This question will inform our client
about how impactful and effective
their T1 instruction techniques are.
85% of the population receive the
bulk of their instruction within this
tier. This will speak directly to skill

and standard content delivery.

Survey data from building principals or
whoever directs the implementation of
intervention within a feeder system or

school building.

1F. How is intervention

aligned with Tier?

This question builds off of the answer
to question le. If T1 instruction is not
delivering the skill and standard
requirements for a student, how will

T1 instruction interface with T2 or T3

Curriculum and materials used to

deliver RTI? 2 intervention.
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intervention? What are the next
steps? How quickly can we mobilize
resources for this student? How do

we move forward?

Research Question 2:

What is the relationship
between RTI? implementation
variation and student
learning?

(What are they doing

differently in the schools?)

This is an extension of the overall
question, however, there is a slight
nuance in it asks about
implementation across grade bands
and schools. Achievement data and
progress monitoring data suggest that
the implementation of interventions is
being delivered with varying levels of
success. This question will
triangulate what methods are
working, what schools they are being
deployed in, and what schools they

are not being deployed in.

Interviews, progress monitoring data by
school, achievement data by school,
TVAAS growth data by school
(including subgroups); school

schedules, student-teacher ratio

2A. (Definition of best

practices)

This definition will help to create an
implementation framework for
ineffective schools to implement. The
goal will be to study the external
validity of practices and procedures
that are successful in other RCS

buildings.

Interview all elementary, middle, and
high school interventionists to see what

RTI? 2 looks like in each school.

2B. How does this vary by
middle vs. high school

This definition will help to create an

implementation framework for

School level Survey: Elementary,

middle, and high school teachers, (i.e.,
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ineffective schools to implement. The
goal will be to study the external
validity of practices and procedures
that are successful in other RCS

buildings.

general education, intervention
teachers, ELL teachers, special
education teachers); school level
principals and APs; school level-
mstructional coaches, school level
counselors, school psychologists (4-
question open response analysis as if

qualitative data).

Research Question 3: What is
the overall impact of the
investment in interventionists
(two per school) and other
resource investments on
student learning through the
RCS RTI* model, comparing
schools with strong outcomes
to those with less strong

outcomes?

This question evaluates the broader
impact of resource investments on
student learning within the RTI? 2
framework. It involves evaluating
RTI? 2 model practices before and
after the investment and allocation of
interventionists and evaluating the
difference between feeder school
systems and their impact on their

students.

Structured interviews of
interventionists, RTI? 2 supervisors
within school buildings and feeder
systems, and principals. One key data
source will be derived from analysis of
documents and aRTI? facts of the
implementation practices of RTI? 2 from

tier 1 to tier 3.
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Appendix B

Interview Protocol

*Questions derived from interview questions listed in :
An Exploration of RTI? 2 Practices. These questions will be used for 1-on-1 Interviews or guided
small-group or focus-group interviews.
Professional Background
e Role/Demographics
o How long have you been working for RCSat ~ School?
o What is your involvement with teaching, implementing, or administering RTI?
interventions?
School-Based Goals
e Does your school have any specific goals for moving non-proficient students to
proficiency during the 2023-2024 school year?
o Similarly, does your school have any specific goals during the 2015-16 school
year for keeping students who are proficient or advanced at or above those levels?
o If you have these types of goals in place, how were they set?
m  How do you monitor progress toward these goals?
m  How do you communicate these goals to school staftf?
e Now, I’d like to focus on how your school uses RTI? to support student learning:
o To start, how many years have you been implementing RTI? at your school?
o Which staff members in your building are responsible for delivering RTI?
interventions?
o What kind of RTI? training or support do staff members receive from the state,
district, Center of Regional Excellence (CORE), school, or any other source?
m  What universal screener does your school use?

e How often are screenings conducted?
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e Based on the data you collect, how do you decide which
interventions students will receive?
e What distinguishes special education interventions from RTI?
interventions?
m  What progress monitoring tool does your school use to track student
progress?
e How often does your staff use this tool to monitor progress?
e How does your Staff discuss and use the data collected during
progress monitoring?
m  What is the impact of RTI? implementation on the core instruction
students receive?
m  What Challenges have you faced implementing RTI? in your school?
m How have these challenges affected your school’s ability to implement

RTI? effectively?

School-Based Implementation
e Could you describe what RTI*> implantation looks like in your school? Please provide
examples of what we might see if we observed a typical classroom that is implementing
RTI??
o From your perspective, does RTI? implementation in your school contribute to
moving non-proficient students to proficiency?
m  Can you tell me how it contributes?
o From your perspective, does RTI? implementation in your school contribute to
keeping students who are already proficient or advanced at or above those levels?

m  Can you tell me how it contributes?
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e What other targeted interventions or strategies does your school use to support student
learning?
o From your perspective, do these targeted interventions contribute to moving non-
proficient students to proficiency?
m Can you tell me how they contribute?
m Can you tell me how they fail to contribute?
o From your perspective, do these targeted interventions contribute to keeping
students who are already proficient or advanced at or above those levels?
m Can you tell me how they contribute?
m Can you tell me how they fail to contribute?
e [s there anything else you would like to add about your school’s efforts to move non-
proficient students to proficiency and keep students who are proficient or advanced at or

above those levels?
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RCS RTI? 2 Data Codebook

USID Displays unique student identifier

School Displays a 3 to 4-letter acronym, which refers
to a specific school in the study. 15 total
schools in all with unique identifiers

Grade Displays the grade level of each student

Designations Displays unique subgroups that a student has
been identified for, including ILPD
(Individual Learning Plan Dyslexia), IEP
(Individual Education Plan), 504, ESL
(English Second Language, SPED (Special
Education), Moved/Withdrew

Current Tier ELA Displays the current tier to which students in
intervention are assigned.

Current Tier Math Displays the current tier to which students in

intervention are assigned.

Tier Movement

Displays the tier movement of each student

PCT FPR EasyCBM

Displays fall proficiency reading progress

monitoring data collected from EasyCBM
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PCT WPR EasyCBM

Displays winter proficiency reading progress

monitoring data from EasyCBM

PCT SPR EasyCBM

Displays spring proficiency reading progress

monitoring data EasyCBM

PCT FPM EasyCBM Displays fall proficiency math progress
monitoring data EasyCBM
PCT WPM EasyCBM Displays winter proficiency math progress

monitoring data from EasyCBM

PCT SPM EasyCBM

Displays spring proficiency math progress

monitoring data EasyCBM

PCT FPR

Displays fall proficiency reading progress
monitoring data using data from various

diagnostic tools

PCT WPR

Displays fall proficiency reading progress
monitoring data using data from various

diagnostic tools

PCT SPR

Displays fall proficiency reading progress
monitoring data using data from various

diagnostic tools

PCT FM iReady (GLE)

Displays fall proficiency math progress

monitoring data using data from iReady

PCT WM IREADY (GLE)

Displays winter proficiency math progress




66

monitoring data using data from iReady

PCT SM iREADY (GLE)

Displays spring proficiency math progress

monitoring data using data from iReady

TVAAS Projections ELA

Displays data from projected English
Language Arts growth from the Tennessee

Value-Added Assessment System

TVAAS Projections Math

Displays data from projected Math growth
from the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment

System

2024 ELA Scale Score

Displays data from the Tennessee
Comprehensive Assessment Program,
indicating a particular student score in English

Language Arts

2024 Math Scale Score

Displays data from the Tennessee
Comprehensive Assessment Program,

indicating a particular student score in Math

2024 ELA Proficiency Displays rating based on cut score: Below
Expectations, Approaching Expectations,
Meets Expectations, Exceeds Expectations

2024 Math Proficiency Displays rating based on cut score: Below

Expectations, Approaching Expectations,

Meets Expectations, Exceeds Expectations
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Figure 1
Conceptual Framework.

ROLE OF
INTERVENTIONIS

Educator trained to deliver
interventions. Can be a general
education teacher, special education
teachers, trained assistant, or
intervention specialist.

Staffing Models

At least two interventionists per
school, additional interventionists or
educational assistants based on school
funding. Model determines who works
with Tier 1, Tier 11, or Tier Il students.

RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Variation in

Implementation

Financial Resource

Every school in the RCS district is
responsible to follow the RCS and
TDOE RTI handbook. However, some
schools modify frequency, duration,
and intensity of implementation.

Allocation

Resources are used to determine the
number of interventionists in each
building, professional development,
curriculum, web-based interventions,

salaries, scheduling, and use of Title 1.

68

RTI and Student

Achievement

Data-driven decision making guides
staff towards helping students grow.

Intervention and progress monitoring

drive staff and students towards skill
building, proficiency, and mastery.




Figure 2

Data Collection Interview Protocol and Conceptual Framework.

What is your involvement with

,@ - t her and implementin
y /é\ oo, ‘\‘ Interventions? P 9
55 Role of Interventionist 1+ How do you monitor progress? How
h A L often?

- . « What is the impact of RTI

’ implementation on core instruction?

. Which staff members in your

= 1 building deliver intervention?
Staffmg Models / « Who delivers intervention to
- Tier 11 and Tier 111 students?
How long have you been
implementing RTIL
intervention?

.
.

-
-
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-
-
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’ \
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1
\
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1
1
I
/
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL AND ITS CONNECTION TO THE !
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

~~

+ What kind of training
@ and support do staff
e @ - Y receive?
| - . . What curriculum
g Financial Resource Allocation ,: * tools do you use?

- « How many

interventionists are
there in your
building? EA's?

—'__——-.._h_

« Based on dato, how do you
K decide which interventions
Variation in Implementation ; students receive?
K How does your staff use data
- - during progress monitoring?
How often do students receive
intervention? Duration?
Frequency? Intensity?

.

-

+ Do targeted interventions contribute
. ! to moving students to proficiency?
)
RTI and Student Achievement } « Do students stay proficient, or
- advanced after intervention?
+ What other targeted strategies does
your school use?

.
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Figure 3

Emerging Interview Themes.

47% of schools hired
more than 2

Of the 47%, three interventionists
schools have 3 I

interventionists, and
\ r-

one has 5

10 of 15 schools hire

Ed Assistants to serve STAFFING &
Tier Il Interventions RESOURCE
ALLOCATION

Some schools assign "/ \

interventionists based
on student need and not
content area

Layered
interventions to
supplement
instruction

Intervention
implemented during
pull out of non-
tested content areas

Extended
instructional time:
ELA & Mathup to 2

hours/day

EMERGING
INTERVIEW
THEMES

Tier I required
remediation, 30
minutes during core
instruction

Student-by-
Student Analysis

Students move fluidly
in and out of tiers, as
short as 2 weeks or as
long as necessary

Interventionist
assigned based on
need

Data team meetings
happen at least every 6
weeks, but can be
offered as frequent as

monthly

@ __—~District-led trainings

PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

"\, Monthly RTI
meetings

Supports fidelity of
implementation
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Figure 4

Consistency of Intervention Curriculum Across School Levels.

School Level: Consistent ELA Consistent Math Intervention
Intervention Curriculum Curriculum

Elementary Schools (10) YES (UFLI) NO

Middle Schools (3) NO YES (Savvas-SuccessMaker)

High Schools (2) NO YES (Savvas-SuccessMaker)




Figure 5

Intervention Curriculum Implemented Across School Levels.

School Level:

ELA
Intervention Curriculum

Math
Intervention Curriculum

Elementary Schools (10)

UFLI (Heggerty, 95% group,
IMSE-Orton Gillingham)

Bridges Math, iReady, HMH,
Engage NY

Middle Schools (3)

Lexia, Amplify

Savvas Successmaker
(fill in gaps from grade level,
Math 180)

High Schools (2)

CommonLit, NewsELA,
vocabulary lessons

Savvas SuccessMaker
(teach Desmos calculator,
focus on Alg. I standards, ACT

prep)

72



Figure 6

Students Diagnosed with SLD In Elementary Schools 2023-2024.
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g 8 8
S S S

8
=

2001

Student Population and Newly Diagnosed SLD in Schools

School Name
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Figure 7

Level of Effectiveness Ratings for Intervention Teachers 2023-2024.

4s
4.3%

5s

95.7%
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Figure 8
Descriptions of RTI * delivery types in RCS.

DELIVERY]

Serves Tier Il and Tier Il Serves Tier Il and Tier Il Serves Tier Il and Tier Il
Students Students Students

Assigned to a 45-55 minute Assigned to a 45-55 minute Assigned to a 45-55 minute
intervention block intervention block intervention block

Student attends Student attends
additional remediation additional remediation
during core instruction during core instruction

Student attends
intervention 1, intervention
2, PLUS additional pull out

for skill deficits




Figure 9
Heat Map.

School - ELA Total No. Student Current Tier EasyCBM EasyCBM EasyCBM Iready Iready Iready
Records Tier% Movement%  Fall% Winter% Spring%  Fall% Winter%  Spring%
CES - Christiana Elementary 65 100% 15% 100% 100% 83% 100% 100% 85%
CGE - Cedar Grove Elementary 73 100% 64% 88% 85% 95% 90% 89% 92%
JCE - John Colemon Elementary 43 100% 79% 93% 88% 84% 81% 91% 84%
LES - Lascassas Elementary 30 100% 90% 87% 97% 87% 87% 100% 90%
PES - Plainview Elementary 40 100% 0% 93% 90% 83% 88% 85% 100%
SCE - Stewarts Creek Elementary 62 100% 10% 95% 92% 95% 97% 95% 97%
SES - Smyrna Elementary 51 100% 0% 96% 82% 61% 94% 82% 82%
SPS - Smyna Primary 51 100% 35% 90% 94% 100% 90% 94% 100%
STE - Stewartsboro Elementary 74 100% 43% 81% 86% 99% 81% 84% 99%
WHE - Walter Hill Elementary 43 100% 16% 86% 86% 100% 81% 88% 100%
Total 532 35% 91% 90% 89% 89% 91% 93% 90%
School - ELA Progress Progress  Progress
Total No. Student Current Tier EasyCBM EasyCBM EasyCBM Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring
Records Tier% Movement%  Fall% Winter% Spring% Fall% Winter%  Spring%
BMS - Blackman Middle 54 100% 69% 94% 94% 52% 83% 96% 57%
CHM - Christiana Middle 45 100% 9% 96% 100% 0% 27% 51% 71%
RSM - Rock Springs Middle 4 75% 50% 100% 100% 0% 75% 100% 0%
103 42% 97% 93% 17% 62% 82% 43% 67%
LHS - LaVergne High 40 100% 0% 70% 80% 0% 53% 8% 0%
SGH - Siegel High School 30 100% 0% 100% 83% 73% 87% 0% 0%
276 I 0% I 93% 93% 24% 64% 56% 29% 60%

76



Figure 10
Heat Map.

School - MATH Total No. Student Current Tier EasyCBM EasyCBM EasyCBM lIready Iready Iready
Records Tier% Movement%  Fall% ‘Winter% Spring%  Fall% Winter%  Spring%
CES - Christiana Elementary 37 100% 38% 81% 73% 46% Data Incompatibility
CGE - Cedar Grove Elementary 47) 100% 26% 74% 83% 91% Data Incompatibility
JCE - John Colemon Elementary 16 100% 63% 69% 44% 0% Data Incompatibility
LES - Lascassas Elementary 9 100% 100% 44% 0% 0% Data Incompatibility
PES - Plainview Elementary 17 100% 53% 24% 12% 100% Data Incompatibility
SCE - Stewarts Creek Elementary 10| 100% 0% 15% 20% 25% Data Incompatibility
SES - Smyrna Elementary 30| 100% 50% 3% 67% 80% Data Incompatibility
SPS - Smyna Primary 18 100% 28% 89% 100% 100% Data Incompatibility
STE - Stewartsboro Elementary 47 100% 38% 57% 91% 83% Data Incompatibility
WHE - Walter Hill Elementary 8| 100% 88% 63% 75% 100% Data Incompatibility
Total 239 48% 59% 56% 63% 59%
School - MATH Progress Progress  Progress
Total No. Student Current Tier EasyCBM EasyCBM EasyCBM Monitoring Monitoring Monitoring
Records Tier% Movement%  Fall% Winter% Spring%  Fall% Winter%  Spring%
BMS - Blackman Middle 4 100% 0% 50% 25% 100% 75% 0% 0%
CHM - Christiana Middle 20 100% 35% 90% 55% 0% 100% 100% 100%
RSM - Rock Springs Middle 41 100% 0% 93% 98% 0% 100% 95% 0/%
65 I 1 2%| 78% 59% 33% 92% 65% 50% 63%
LHS - LaVergne High 67 99% 0% 91% 75% 0% 0% 0% 0%
SGH - Siegel High School 41 100% 0% 100% 100% 85% 0% 0% 0%
108 | 0%| 84% 69% 36% 61% 43% 30%' 54%'
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Figure 11

High School ELA Fall to Winter Average Change vs RTI? Delivery Type.

High School ELA Fall to Winter Avg
Change vs
RTi Delivery Type

EasyCBM ELA Fall EasyCBM ELA Winter
m LHS (1) 34 84
m SHS (2) 81 58

mLHS (1)

u SHS (2)
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Figure 12
Easy CBM Fall to Spring Deliverty Type.

EasyCBM ELA Fall to Spring Iready
RTI Delivery Type

40
35
30

25
20
15
10

CES2 CGE3 JCE1 LES1 PES3 SCE3 SES1 SPS2 STE3 WHE1

o m

m EasyCBMFall 36 24 26 30 35 27 25 23 27 32
m EasyCBMWinter 29 21 32 33 29 22 25 24 29 31
m EasyCBMSpring 37 24 28 32 29 27 25 31 38

H EasyCBMFall mEasyCBMWinter m EasyCBMSpring
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Figure 13
Fall to Spring Type Change.

Fallto Spring IReady vs RTI Delivery Type Change

==@== Fall to Spring Avg Change q; 0 6 -2 -3 2 2 2 4

s OQverall Average 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
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Figure 14

English Language Arts- Interventionists and Educational Assistants-INTEA.

English Language Arts "INTEA"

Students/Interventionists

School T3/T2Students Inmwe:ﬁonists T:;:&Tt:' Students /interventionists| and Educational
Assitants
Cedar Grove Elementary* 71 4 1 17.8 14.2
Christiana Elementary 65 2 0 325 325
John Colemon Elementary* 51 3 2 170 10.2
Lascassas Elementary 35 2 2 175 88
Plainview Elementary 32 2 1 16.0 10.7
Smyrna Elementary” 45 4 0 113 13
Stewarts Creek Elementary 57 3 0 19.0 19.0
Smyrna Primary* 48 4 2 120 80
Stewartsboro Elementary* 45 3 1 15.0 1.3
Walter Hill Elementary 44 2 2 220 1.0
Rock Springs Middle School 71 1 1 71.0 355
Blackman Middle School 54 5 2 36.0 15.4
Christiana Middle School 45 1 1 450 225
Lavergne High School* 40 1 0 40.0 40.0
Siegel High School* 66 1 0 66.0 66.0
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Figure 15

Math-Interventionists and Educational Assistants-INTEA.

Math "INTEA™

HEied pEZstidens Interve:tio nists T:s‘;::;lrzl flntesrt\:rfr?t?otsn ists asnttljJ %%niggéi:mggsﬁs
Cedar Grove Elementary* 47| 4 1 11.8 9.4
Christiana Elementary 37 2 0 185 185
John Colemon Elementary* 16 3 2 53 32
Lascassas Elementary g| 2 2 45 23
Plainview Elementary 17 2 1 85 57
Smyrna Elementary* 30 5 0 6.0 6.0
Stewarts Creek Elementary 10 3 0 33 33
Smyrna Primary* 18 4 2 45 3.0
Stewartsboro Elementary* 47| 3 1 157 1.8
Walter Hill Elementary 8 2 2 4.0 20
Rock Springs Middle School 41 1 1 41.0 205
Blackman Middle School 4 25 2 16 09
Christiana Middle School 20 1 1 20.0 10.0
Lavergne High School* 67 1 0 670 670
Siegel High School* 41 1 0 41.0 41.0
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Figure 16
Elementary ELA Iready vs INTEA Average Growth by School.

Elementary ELA IReady vs INTEA Elementary ELA IReady vs INTEA
= ® Average Growth By School
20 ¢
15 'E‘
=
10 £
! CES | CGE | JCE | LES | PES | SCE | SES | SPS | STE | WHE ‘E
12) 15 5 4 | (3 (3 (3 (8 (4) (4)
= rellready - = = o m o ® = e “ i CES(2) CGE(5) JCE(5) LES(4) PES(3) SCE(3) SES(3) SPS(6} STE(4) WHE(4)
W Winterdready| 17 15 17 15 15 12 14 14 18 15
WSpringlready 17 | 15 17 16 | 13 | 15 | 15 | 23 | 17 o

mFalliready W Winterready B Springlready e Jyerage School Growth === fAverage Overall



Figure 17
Middle School ELA Fall to Winter vs INTEA.

EasyCBM Middle School ELA Fall to

Wintervs INTEA

BMS (6) CHM (3) RSM (3)
m EasyCBM Fall ELA 63 67 60
m EasyCBM Winter ELA 65 65 62

m EasyCBM Fall ELA  m EasyCBM Winter ELA



Figure 18

Middle School Iready Fall to Winter Average Change.

Middle School Iready Fall to Winter
Avg Change vs INTEA

RRRR

Iready Fall Math Iready Winter Math
m CHM (2) 36 54
m RSM (3) 36 59

m CHM (2) mRSM (3)
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