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ABSTRACT 
 
 

This qualitative case study explores teacher efficacy in the decision making process 

within the Response to Intervention (RtI) Framework: from the initial Student Assistance 

Team (SAT) process through the Tier II interventions and the possible referral to Tier III. 

The study focuses on one elementary school of a rural northern New Mexico school district, 

collecting data from certified regular education teachers, the current principal, the former 

principal and the district Special Education Director. Teachers are categorized as either 

novice, intermediate, or veteran based on their years of experience. 

The Response to Intervention (RtI) process, if properly administered, may 

substantially reduce the numbers of students with disabilities being served in segregated 

settings. RtI is not a silver bullet that will magically reform the study site, schools in New 

Mexico, or the United States. Properly trained teachers and administrators who successfully 

develop and implement RtI interventions may, however, decrease the number of students 

recommended for Tier III. Teachers at the study site are not unlike teachers in other school 

districts around New Mexico and the nation. Teachers have not been properly trained in the 

process at the university level and do not receive sufficient professional development once 
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hired in the school district. This study finds that teachers at the research site were not 

efficacious in the development and implementation of Tier II of the RtI process.  

 

Key words: Response to Intervention, Student Assistance Team, teacher efficacy, Tier II 

interventions 
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Chapter I  

Introduction 

Educational Background for the Study 

In 2011, the New Mexico Public Education Department (NMPED) conducted an 

expedited review of data submitted by school districts to determine the reason for a notable 

rise in the special education student population (NMPED, 2011a). On April 12, 2011, 

superintendents, charter school officials, local board presidents, and business managers in 

New Mexico received a memorandum announcing an audit of school districts that showed 

“noteworthy differences from the previous year or other unusual trends” in special education 

reporting (NMPED, 2011a, ¶12). Two days later, a news release was sent out by the NMPED 

listing 34 New Mexico school districts that were part of the audit. Two weeks later, on April 

27, 2011, the 34 Public School Districts across New Mexico received a letter from the Public 

Education Department Secretary-Designate identifying each of the districts and 

distinguishing the level at which each district was to be audited. The letter further stated that 

each district had “exceeded the average statewide growth by at least 200 percent, the initial 

statistical bar set for the audit” in their special education population (NMPED, 2011a, ¶2).  

The rural Northern New Mexico school district where this study was conducted was 

listed in the April 27, 2011 letter as “Districts Selected for Additional Audit Measures Based 

on Initial Findings” (NMPED, 2011c, ¶5). For purposes of this study the District will be 

referred to as the North Mountain School District (NMSD). During the 2010-2011 school 

year, 25 percent of the total of the above school district’s population were students with 

Individual Education Plans (IEPs) (NMPED, 2011a), 19 percent of whom were students with 
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disabilities. The percentage of students with disabilities was approximately five percent 

above the national average of 14 percent (Dillon, 2007).  

I conducted a pilot qualitative study in 2010 of two elementary schools in the North 

Mountain School District in fulfillment of a class assignment in the Educational Leadership 

Program at the University of New Mexico by surveying certified regular education teachers. 

The study utilized an instrument (Appendix A) that was inspired by an existing survey: 

Teacher Efficacy Beliefs and Behaviors Scale (TEBBS) developed by Nunn (1998). The 

survey measured how “teachers, support staff, administrators, and parents generally view the 

influence of such things as instruction, motivation, and external factors affecting school 

success and performance” (Nunn, 1998, ¶2). Question number nine came directly from the 

TEBBS survey; with the replacement of “Teacher” for “I” since the study was targeting not 

only self-efficacy beliefs but teacher efficacy in general (Nunn, 1998, ¶2). In addition, 

questions one through five were developed after an interview of the two district special 

education diagnosticians who received and approved or returned Student Assistance Team 

(SAT) referral packets from regular education teachers or counselors throughout NMSD. 

 The Teacher Efficacy Beliefs and Behaviors Scale (TEBBS) consists of 23 questions 

that measure self-efficacy and organizational efficacy to rate the level of agreement and 

disagreement of each item. The target respondents of the survey in the study were educators, 

particularly certified regular education teachers. Previous research by Nunn has demonstrated 

satisfactory internal consistency of both measures ranging from .78 to .89 and test-retest 

reliabilities of .76 for the TEBBS (Nunn 1998, ¶6).  

The preliminary study enabled me to conduct further research within the school 

district. School C of the pilot study, which is the largest elementary school in the district with 
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630 students in 2010, was not adequately surveyed. A month after the assignment was due, 

the principal handed me an envelope with one survey inside from School C and therefore, the 

school was not included in the pilot study. Since School C did not contribute data to the pilot 

study, I made it the site of this study. For the purposes of this study, School C will be referred 

to as La Loma Elementary School (LLES). The NMPED documentation, the pilot study, and 

subsequent data sources inspired this study examining teacher efficacy in the Response to 

Intervention Process (RtI) at La Loma Elementary School of the North Mountain School 

District.  

LLES is the largest district non-charter elementary school and is located in the center 

of the town of North Mountain. It is a fusion of old buildings converted from a secondary 

school and recently built new buildings with upgraded technological features. The buildings 

are spread out over a three-acre campus. Though traditionally a school with two principals or 

a principal and a vice-principal, the school in SY11-12 and SY12-13 was led by only one 

principal. The school has an active Professional Learning Community (PLC) which was 

described in a New Mexico Public Education Department audit as “strong and committed” 

(NMPED, 2013d, p. 4). Although each grade has a department chair, it is incumbent on the 

principal to make all the educational and disciplinary decisions in one of two offices, one 

located on the north side of campus in an early childhood wing and another office in the main 

building of the school. Subsequently, the teachers take on many academic and minor 

disciplinary issues. The teachers also rely on grade-level teachers for guidance and 

assistance. The school houses one of two district pre-schools for students with developmental 

delays. Thus, students from pre-kindergarten to fifth grade attend LLES.  
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According to the former principal, LLES was unofficially considered the special 

education magnet school for at least a decade. The 2012-2013 80th day School Demographics 

report showed that the school population totaled 633, an increase of 27 students from SY11-

12. Of the total population: 333 were male and 300 were female; 113 students were English 

Language Learners (ELL); 124 students had a primary learning disability; and 13 were 

gifted. The 2011-2012 District Detail Report revealed that for the 80th day, the school 

population totaled 606: 122 students were ELL; 137 were Special Education with a primary 

learning disability; and 15 were gifted. The LLES attendance rate for the same school year 

was 94 percent and dropped slightly in SY12-13 by .7 percentage points.  

The school has not met Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) (Appendix B) in the last four 

years and had a Restructuring 2 (R-2) designation for SY 2012-2013 (NMPED, 2012a). In 

SY10-11 La Loma Elementary School received a preliminary grade of C (Appendix C) 

(NMPED, 2011a). Then in SY11-12 the elementary school received a school grade of D, a 

decrease in 1.7 points from the previous year. The official grade for SY12-13 was F, a drop 

of 11.2 points from SY11-12 (NMPED, 2013a). In individual categories, LLES received a 

grade of F with the exception of Opportunity to Learn (OTL) for which the school received a 

B. The OTL score is based on a survey of classroom practices and on student attendance. In 

reading, 40.4 percent of the student population is proficient and advanced and in math 27.3 

percent of students are proficient and advanced (NMPED, 2013b). New Mexico Standards 

Based Assessment (NMSBA) scores indicate that the school has dropped in reading 

proficiency percentage points from SY2011 to SY2012. In 2011, 45 percent of students were 

proficient in reading and in 2012, 43 percent of students were proficient—a decrease of two 

percentage points.  
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In SY12-13, there were 47 certified teachers at La Loma Elementary School, ten of 

whom were special education teachers and four were specials teachers (art, librarians, 

physical education, and music) leaving 33 possible teachers to interview. Ten percent of the 

total teacher population at LLES was male and ninety percent was female. A breakdown of 

the ethnic/racial background of the teachers revealed: 55 percent Hispanic; 34 percent 

Caucasian (not Hispanic); 6 percent Native American; 2.5 percent Black; and 2.5 percent 

Asian. Sixty four percent of all certified teachers had a Bachelor’s Degree and 36 percent of 

all teachers had a Master’s Degree (NMPED, 2012a). Twenty eight percent of the teachers 

had Bilingual Endorsements and 40 percent had Teachers of English to Speakers of Other 

Languages (TESOL) endorsements (NMPED, 2013a, c). 

The school participated in the K3 Plus Program, which was developed by the 

NMPED in 2007 to narrow the achievement gap among students. The program extends the 

school year by at least 25 days at school with at least 85 percent of students qualifying for 

free and reduced lunch (NMPED, 2013b). Most students who are recommended for the 

program are poor, Hispanic, Native American or ELL students. The program is “making 

positive differences for the neediest students” in New Mexico (NMPED, 2012c, p. 8). In a 

recent study of students who attend the summer program, it was shown that students who 

participated in two years of the K3 Plus Program outperformed students who only attended 

one year of the program (NMPED, 2012c). 

The school is ethnically diverse and is attended by students from all three of the 

primary ethnic/racial groups living in the Town of North Mountain: Hispanic, Caucasian, and 

Native American. The majority of students, or nearly 81percent, are Hispanic, 8.4 percent are 

Native American, and almost eight percent are Caucasian. In addition, a small percentage of 
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students, less than one percent, are Black or Asian. Poverty levels in the school are high, as 

100 percent of students receive free and reduced lunch. In addition, LLES is a Title I school, 

which is a federal program to ensure that economically disadvantaged students “have a fair, 

equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education” and improve their 

academic achievement (US Department of Education, 2013, ¶2). A majority of students at 

LLES are insured through the New Mexico Medicaid program. Anecdotal information from 

the LLES staff showed that many children are from single-parent households or being raised 

by grandparents. In fact, 41 percent of grandparents across the nation are responsible for their 

grandchildren (US Census Bureau, 2007-2011). 

LLES had the highest concentration of ELL students in the district in SY12-13, the 

majority of whom were Mexican national or children of Mexican nationals. Language 

acquisition has been a challenge for many of the ELL and Hispanic students at LLES. 

Language for purposes of this study has been categorized into basic interpersonal 

communicative skills and cognitive/academic language proficiency (Cummins, 1984). 

Throughout the United States and particularly in states represented by a large percentage of 

ELL students, for example, California, Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, and New York, 

educators noted “that students who appeared to have good conversational English skills were 

not necessarily capable of using the language in cognitively demanding ways in the 

classroom” (Gándara & Contreras, 2009, p. 136). Students may be able to carry on 

superficial social conversations with their peers and even translate for their parents, but they 

were not proficient enough to meet the academic rigors of learning English in the classroom. 

In addition, the students “lack facility with reading comprehension, vocabulary, text analysis, 

and writing” (Gándara & Contreras, 2009, p. 140).  
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Many of the students in the North Mountain District face the same issues as other 

ELL students nationwide. Although they speak conversational English, they are not prepared 

to confront the cognitive and academic language in the classroom. They also come from low 

socio-economic status (SES) households with families or parents who may have only attained 

a high school diploma or the equivalency. However, there are two different groups of 

students who are tackling issues with oral and written academic language acquisition at 

LLES. There are immigrant students and students whose parents are immigrants and then 

there are local Hispanic and Native American students.  

Recent immigrants, the majority of whom are Mexican nationals or the children of 

Mexican nationals, are confronted with the same problems as the ELL students researched by 

Gándara & Contreras (2009). The students are learning English and Spanish simultaneously 

and often serve as the family translators since their parents are not conversant in English. The 

majority of those students are placed in the school’s dual language program. LLES has a 

“strong” dual language program (NMPED, 2013d, p. 1). There were 184 students in the 

program in SY12-13. The program spans kindergarten through fifth grade and has been a 

model for the other two elementary schools in the district. Another elementary school in the 

district began the program in SY12-13 and the third elementary school in the district will 

inaugurate a program in SY13-14. The English Language Learners at LLES met all three 

NMPED Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOs): AMAO #1 – ELL students 

Making Progress in learning English, AMAO #2 – ELL students Attaining English 

Proficiency, and AMAO #3 - ELL students Achieving Academic Proficiency in Reading and 

Mathematics (NMPED, 2013, d).  
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Dual language programs have been the focus of a major longitudinal study by Collier 

and Thomas (2004). The researchers found that dual language programs enhanced “student 

outcomes” and fully closed “the achievement gap in [the] second language” (Collier & 

Thomas, 2004, p. 1). “No other program has closed more than half of the achievement gap in 

the long term” (Collier & Thomas, 2004, p. 5). Additional studies suggest that dual language 

is the most effective strategy for educating English speakers and non-English speakers with 

the final objective of developing fully bilingual and biliterate students (Gándara & Contreras, 

2009; Harris, 2012). States that have previously attempted various forms of bilingual 

programs such as those in Texas and total English-only immersion programs as in California, 

are now investigating the preliminary success of dual language programs in New Mexico and 

other states in the Southwest. 

The second group of students at LLES is not the traditional ELL students who are 

immigrants or children of immigrants; they are local Hispanic and Native American students. 

Local Hispanic families have lived in the area for over four hundred years and Native 

American families have inhabited the region for over 1,000 years ([North Mountain] 

Historical Society, 2012). Children from both groups began to acquire English in public 

schools most predominately after New Mexico statehood in 1912. Spanish and Native 

American pueblo languages were forbidden on school grounds and punishment was given to 

any student speaking a language other than English. Most teachers were neither Hispanic nor 

Native American, nor were they from New Mexico. Traditional Spanish and Native 

American languages were still spoken at home (Bills & Vigil, 2008). Traditional Spanish 

refers to the Spanish dialect spoken in Northern New Mexico “made up of archaic sixteenth-

century Spanish, Mexican Indian words, mostly from the Nahuatl, a few indigenous Rio 
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Grande Indian words, and words and idiomatic expressions peculiar to the Spanish of 

Mexico” (Cobos, 2003, p. ix). The cycle of punishment for not speaking English in school 

lasted well into the 1960s. Due to these circumstances, children were not taught their home 

language by their parents but they continued to hear the language spoken by their 

grandparents or abuelos and/or tribal elders.  

This linguistic and cultural experience occurred in my own home. My grandparents 

learned English at school after the turn of the 20th century but continued to speak Spanish at 

home. My parents also spoke Spanish at home and were taught English at school. In my 

mother’s elementary school, which is within the NMSD, the Hispanic students took an extra 

year of elementary school called pre-first so that they were able to learn English. In my 

generation, not only were we not taught Spanish by our parents, we were all given English 

first names. Fortunately we spent time with our abuelos so we heard and understood oral 

Traditional Spanish. Unfortunately, our grandparents spoke to us in Spanish and we 

responded in English. Native American children were required to learn their home language 

in order to participate in tribal rituals and ceremonies but those who left the region soon 

forgot their language. The same happened to our cousins who lived in Albuquerque or 

Phoenix who also lost their connection to their cultural and linguistic roots. “Caught in the 

ebb and flow of cultural crosscurrents, Norteño (Northern Hispanic) is unsure how to respond 

to cultural and linguistic erosion” (Roberts, 2001, p. 51). 

Numerous students at LLES and district-wide are either living with, being raised by or 

living in close proximity to their grandparents or extended family. Those grandparents and/or 

extended family members speak Traditional Spanish or a Native American language in the 

home. The Home Language Survey (2012), completed by LLES parents, reveals that 116 or 
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18 percent of students speak Spanish at home.  However, teachers working directly with the 

students and parents stated that the percentage of students who speak or understand and listen 

to Spanish at home was much higher. The Survey also showed that although no Native 

American students spoke a language other than English at home, the Native American tutor 

at LLES stated that more than 50 percent of Native American students speak a pueblo or 

tribal language at home especially during traditional training and ceremonies when their 

native language is required. The Native American tutor also estimated that 90 percent of 

Native American students at LLES live with their grandparents or the grandparents live in 

their home. 

In addition, the majority of parents or guardians at LLES do not have the educational 

or social capital to sustain academic English or understand the importance of sustaining 

cognitive language in the home (Gándara & Contreras, 2009). Although students are not 

proficient in Standard Spanish or a Native American pueblo language, the influence of the 

home language and a lack of rich academic language in the home have led students to 

become inter-lingual1.  

Traditional Spanish has not evolved in Northern New Mexico as has Standard 

Spanish and thus “Spanglish” or English words are utilized to bridge the vocabulary gap. 

Traditional Spanish is spoken among the local Hispanic population north of Albuquerque and 

in Southern Colorado. The language has “survived on a remote fringe of the Spanish-

speaking world” (Bills & Vigil, 2008, p. 2). The dialect comes from many years of isolation 

and has been referred to as the equivalent of speaking Old English with hints of “Spanglish.” 

Local Hispanic students may understand Traditional Spanish but do not necessarily speak it 
                                                           
1 For purposes of this study, inter-lingual refers to utilizing two or more languages simultaneously and not being  
literate in either of the two languages cognitively or academically. 
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nor do they speak Standard Spanish. Because these students are bicultural “there is a high 

frequency of code switching between English and Spanish” (Urrea & Gradoville, 2006, p.3). 

In addition, the Native Pueblo languages have not evolved to include academic or modern 

technological language and often borrow from Spanish and English. Thus local Hispanic and 

Native American students have limited use of cognitive and academic language outside of 

the school. 

History of the Region 

 According to the local Historical Society (2012) and town government information 

(2012), North Mountain is inhabited by three major cultural groups: Hispanic, Anglo, and 

Native American. The Native Americans have lived in the area for 1,000 years. Spanish 

explorers arrived in the region in the mid-1500s and the area became a Spanish village by the 

early 1600s. French trappers and other Europeans began entering the area in the 1700s. The 

town was incorporated in the 1930s and has a mayor and town council. North Mountain is 

“overflowing with a long proud history, three cultures living side by side, and a heritage of 

colorful people. Its’ diversity makes the community a very interesting and desirable place to 

live and do business” ([North Mountain] Town Government, 2012, ¶10). The community has 

also experienced “geographic isolation” creating conditions that “have inspired the 

development of a multi-textured, resilient, and creative community” ([North Mountain] 

CARES Health Council, 2009, p. 14).  

The majority or 84 percent of people live in the county as opposed to the town proper; 

the county population as of 2010 was 32,937 (US Census Bureau, 2010). The population 

density is 14 people per square mile. The majority of the population is Hispanic or Latino at 

55.8 percent, followed by White/Not Hispanic at 36.3 percent, and American Indian and 
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Alaska Native at 6.2 percent. The county has a majority of racially white, yet ethnically 

Hispanic, inhabitants. The percentage of foreign-born residents is almost four percent of that 

population, 67.5 percent are not U.S. citizens (U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011). Although 

the county has received Mexican immigrants for decades, the immigrant population has 

increased in the last ten years, causing some friction between Hispanic and newly arrived 

Mexican-nationals.  

One fifth (20.9 percent) of the county population lives below the poverty line, seven 

percentage points more than the total U.S. population that lives below the poverty level (13.2 

percent) (City-Data, 2003-2010). A large number of wealthy and older people have moved 

into the community, which “has resulted in the creation of distinct subcultures that are less 

integrated into the traditional cultures of [North Mountain]” ([North Mountain] CARES, 

Health Council, 2009, p. 14). The new residents have caused a division that has created two 

communities, “one that is enjoyed by an affluent population that takes advantage of a 

lifestyle” steeped in luxury and another in which abject poverty prevails ([North Mountain] 

CARES, Health Council, 2009, pp. 14-15). 

Educational attainment data in the county shows that almost a third of residents, 27 

percent, have a high school diploma or its equivalency and that 24 percent have some college 

but no degree (U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011). The trend in the last five years has been for 

many struggling and ELL students to leave high school and enroll in a local university-

sponsored General Educational Development (GED) program. Results of a U.S. Census 

Bureau survey on language spoken at home reveals that 45 percent of the county population 

speaks a language other than English, 40 percent of whom speak Spanish as their second 
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language (2007-2011). No specific information was provided by the survey for any of the 

Native American pueblo languages spoken in the county. 

Females outnumber males in the county by two percentage points. Twenty percent of 

the population is employed in educational health or social services; 19.1 percent are 

employed by the arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and food services; 12.8 

percent in retail trade; and 10.1 percent in construction. Other statistics for the county 

include: median resident age at 39.5 years; average household size 2.3 people; average 

household income $31,112; and the unemployment rate in March of 2011 was nine percent.  

North Mountain district does not keep records nor does it have actual statistics on the 

SES of the parents of students at LLES, but the high percentage of free and reduced lunch 

and the fact that the entire school is Title I indicate that the parental demographics, especially 

in terms of poverty, mirror those of the county at large. A local health and wellness council’s 

five-year Community Health Improvement Plan revealed that three of its five community 

goals were to reduce substance abuse, increase family resiliency, and increase learning and 

economic development capacity ([North Mountain] CARES, Health Council, 2009). 

Although a majority of students have Medicaid coverage, an estimated 33 percent of adult 

county residents are without health insurance coverage and gaps are even higher for 

undocumented residents of the county ([North Mountain] CARES, Health Council, 2009). 

The plan also showed that, in 2006, 61 percent of all births in the county were to single 

mothers ([North Mountain] CARES, Health Council, 2009). The use of tobacco, marijuana, 

and alcohol among residents is also higher than the national average. Suicide rates in the 

county are over 40 percent, nearly four times the rate of the U.S. and double that of New 

Mexico. Results of a risk and resiliency survey at the public non-charter high school revealed 
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that 21 percent of students had seriously contemplated suicide, six percentage points higher 

than the national average ([North Mountain] CARES, Health Council, 2009). 

Introduction 

“Educators have long complained about the onerous special education procedures 

required by law and those complaints are indeed meritorious. These required procedures are 

not only time consuming and immensely expensive but they provide minimal information 

that is actually useful for instructional decision-making which should be the real purpose of 

initiating these processes in the first place” (Wedl, 2005, p. 17). Since 2006 when the RtI 

process was mandated in New Mexico, district administrators in the North Mountain School 

District have heard arguments about the inefficiency and ineffectiveness of the SAT process 

for identifying students with potential disabilities or giftedness from teachers, ancillary staff, 

and parents.  

During Administrative Council meetings, administrators in the district generally 

believed that there were a disproportionate number of students in special education and it was 

the perception of those administrators that the teachers generally believed the RtI process 

was rigorous and excluded students from qualifying for special education services in a timely 

manner. In faculty meetings around the district, regular education teachers revealed that the 

Tier II phase in the three-tier model of student intervention was cumbersome and placed the 

onus solely on their methods of intervention and documentation. Teachers have also 

expressed concerns about the insufficient district-wide initial and ongoing RtI professional 

development and training. Administrators, teachers, and special-education-related-services 

staff believed that professional development was deficient in the area of teacher-developed 

remediation plans and the Academic Improvement Plans (AIP) developed by the SAT. The 
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above factors may provide an explanation as to why the district is five percentage points over 

the national average for identification of students with disabilities and the target of a state-

wide audit. According to the New Mexico Public Education Department (2009): 

Response to Intervention (RtI) theory was based upon recognition that while most 

children respond to conventional teaching methods, there are some children who do 

not. The research has disclosed two possible theories for this problem. The first was 

that perhaps the student has a disability that interferes with his or her ability to learn in 

the same fashion as the majority of the other students. The second was that perhaps the 

student had received either the proper and/or adequate teaching in the area of delay (p. 

60). 

The RtI framework is a NMPED mandate and since 2006 has been implemented 

throughout New Mexico. RtI consists of a three-tier model of student intervention: 

 

Figure 1.  Multi-tiered Instruction in RtI.  

(SSD, 2013) 
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Tier I and Tier II deal with regular education. Tier I involves core instruction where 

assessment is universal screening and intervention involves whole-class strategies. Tier I 

requires supplemental instruction, assessment in the form of weekly progress monitoring, and 

intervention with the use of solid instructional fundamentals. The Tier I (Appendix D) 

approach is “all about data and differentiated instruction” (NMPED, 2009, p 32). Tier II 

(Appendix E) interventions are more individualized and targeted to a specific need whether 

academic (Appendix F) or behavioral (Appendix G). A Student Assistance Team is convened 

to identify the individualized needs of a student in general education. The SAT (Appendix H) 

is “a school-based team whose purpose is to develop supplemental Tier II support for 

students who are not responding to the Tier I core program with universal interventions” 

(NMPED, 2009, pp. 43-44).  

Tier II interventions are vital to the correct functioning of the RtI process. If students 

do not receive appropriate interventions with sufficient time for those interventions to 

function properly, then it may lead to an over-identification of students in special education. 

Tier III (Appendix I) is placement into a special education program where a student has an 

Individual Education Plan (IEP). In Tier III, the student receives individualized services 

according to their primary and/or secondary disability category. 

“The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Part B regulations at 34 

CFR Sec. 300.8, defines thirteen categories of disabilities: autism, deafness, deaf-

blindness, hearing impairment, intellectual disability, multiple disability, orthopedic 

impairment, other health impairment, serious emotional disturbance, specific learning 

disability that includes Dyslexia, speech language impairment, traumatic brain injury, 

and visual impairment, including blindness. In New Mexico, developmental delay is 
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considered a disability under special education for children aged three - nine” 

(NMPED, 2012b, p. 1).  

The National Center on Response to Intervention (2010, p. 2) supported the New Mexico 

criteria and added the component of behavior in its definition, “Response to intervention 

integrates assessment and intervention within a multi-level prevention system to maximize 

student achievement and to reduce behavior problems.” 

This three-tier organizational system is an avenue by “which schools design and 

deliver instruction, and allocate resources, creating an integrated service delivery approach” 

(Figure 1) (NMPED, 2009, p. 11). The RtI is a serious and thus rigorous process for all of the 

stakeholders involved. Rigorous in the sense of the demands and requirements of the RtI 

process itself and the time and energy a teacher expends to complete the state and district 

paperwork required to prove that the necessary interventions and strategies are being 

implemented. RtI necessitates a rigorous process because of the significant amount of school 

district human resources that are utilized in teacher manpower as they are designing and 

providing interventions, in the evaluation process, and ultimately in the ancillary and 

monetary expenditures necessary to provide a student with special education services (Miller 

& Lolich, 2011).  

Statement of the Problem 

North Mountain School District is five percentage points over the national average of 

14 percent (Dillon, 2007) for students with disabilities. In addition, the school has double the 

number of students in gifted education when compared to any other school district of its size 

in the State of New Mexico. Principals and/or counselors in the school district have referred a 

higher than average amount of SAT documentation to the District diagnosticians who review 
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the records and conduct evaluations to determine Tier III or special education eligibility. For 

example, in SY2010-2011, approximately 80 SATs or 12.7 percent of the total school 

population were referred from the study site to the special education department for review. 

Much has been written about the validity of the RtI process and the impact in student 

proficiency compared to the discrepancy model (meaning low or large differences in 

achievement scores as compared to grade-level peers and a learning rate substantially 

below grade-level peers) (NMPED, 2012b). This study will explore the implementation of 

RtI and professional development. It is reasonable to ask that the district provide professional 

development to assist teachers in creating and documenting scientifically researched-based 

interventions if over 12 percent of the student population in LLES require special education 

services. Moreover, RtI is based on data and documentation, teachers and administrators 

must progress-monitor students in order to better serve at-risk and struggling students 

(Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006b; Lose, 2007; NCRTI, 2010; 

NMPED, 2009). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this qualitative research study was to identify teacher efficacy and 

their professional decision-making process regarding the initial SAT process and Tier II 

interventions. If teachers understand the RtI process and are properly trained then the North 

Mountain School District could be closer to or below the national average of students who 

qualify for Tier III. District and on-site administrators should be trained in the RtI process 

and understand the importance of providing teachers with guidance and professional 

development. The analysis of the existing data, data collection, and the new findings from 
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this study may determine the efficacy of Tier II in the RtI process implemented by teachers in 

the largest elementary school in the NMSD.  

Research Question 

How does teacher efficacy affect the Student Assistance Team (SAT) process and the 

delivery of the Tier II interventions? Efficacy referred to the effectiveness of the Tier II and 

SAT process in identifying or not identifying students for special education. The research 

study underscored teacher efficacy in terms of teacher preparation, training, delivery of 

interventions, and on-going professional development. The study also defined Tier II of the 

RtI process and the teachers’ concerns with the current intervention process. The study 

focused on teacher decision-making in terms of the steps a teacher took upon suspecting that 

a student had a learning disability that was impeding academic growth or was believed to be 

gifted and would require enhancement services. A sub-question of this research study was: 

What is the teachers’ understanding of the process from beginning interventions and then 

recommending placement into Tier III or Special Education? 

Theoretical Framework 

The Theoretical Framework for this study stems from social cognitive theory. Social 

cognitive theory and the study of teacher efficacy are based on Bandura’s seminal research 

on self-efficacy. Bandura (1977, p. 195) identified four “sources of efficacy expectations: 

mastery experiences, physiological and emotional states, vicarious experiences and social 

persuasion”. Social cognitive theory lends itself well to the analysis of the educational issues 

in this study and the school environment at LLES and in NMSD. Teacher motivation, 

behavior and understanding were essential to analyzing the data and interpreting the findings 

of this study. “Bandura's Social Cognitive Theory emphasizes how cognitive, behavioral, 
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personal, and environmental factors interact to determine motivation and behavior” 

(Crothers, Hughes, & Morine, 2008, ¶2).  

Delimitations 

 This study was confined to one non-charter public elementary school in the North 

Mountain School District. While the study focused on certified regular education teachers 

separated into three categories: novice (0-5 years of experience), intermediate (6-14.5 years 

of experience), and veteran teachers (15-35 years of experience), not all teachers were 

interviewed. For the purposes of this study, a proportional percentage of the teachers was 

selected as representatives of each of the three categories and those teachers were 

purposefully chosen to be interviewed. In addition, three administrators, the current principal, 

the former principal, and the district Special Education Director, were interviewed. While the 

RtI process involves a Student Assistance Team that includes a counselor, parents, and an 

administrator, only certified regular education teachers were interviewed as the teachers 

serve the primary role in the Tier II stage of the RtI process.  

Due to the small sample size, this study is not generalizable to all rural school districts 

in New Mexico or rural school districts in the United States. Because the school was small 

and in a rural surrounding with limited economic and human resources it was also not 

generalizable to urban districts in New Mexico or the United States. The study explores 

teacher efficacy and the self-efficacy beliefs of the certified regular education teachers in La 

Loma Elementary School of the North Mountain School District.  

Significance of the Study 

The study concentrated on teacher efficacy within the Response to Intervention 

Framework in this rural public school district. As previously mentioned, in terms of the 
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qualitative research study, efficacy referred to the effectiveness of the Tier II and SAT 

process in identifying students for special education. The research design was directed 

towards a qualitative study of Tier II of the RtI process, the phase before students were 

qualified for Tier III or special education.  

The primary data source of this qualitative research case study entailed interviewing a 

sampling of the certified regular education teachers, the former principal, and the current 

principal of the La Loma Elementary School, and the Special Education Director of the 

North Mountain School District. In addition, the study involved performing an analysis of 

District data and an analysis of the interview data. The interviews and vignettes revealed the 

teachers’ general understanding of the RtI process and their role in that process. The study 

also focused on the participants’ reflective process while making the decision of how to 

design an academic plan and develop interventions and when or if to begin the SAT process. 
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Chapter II  

Review of Literature 

Introduction and Summary of Review 

 The review of literature primarily focused on Teacher Efficacy in Tier II of the RtI 

process in an historical as well as the national arena and in New Mexico, citing the seminal 

works of Fuchs and Fuchs (2006), Wedl (2005), Bandura (1977), Woolfolk Hoy (2000), 

Gándara and Contreras (2009) among others. Additional themes that have surfaced in this 

review of the relevant literature are special education eligibility, collaboration, professional 

development, student achievement, poverty, and ELL students. This literature review brings 

us one step closer to answering the research question of this study: How does teacher 

efficacy affect the Student Assistance Team (SAT) process and the delivery of the Tier II 

interventions? 

Historical Context of Special Education Eligibility 

Prior to 2004, students identified as needing special education services were qualified 

based on an Intelligence Quotient (IQ) achievement discrepancy model. The discrepancy 

model was the “cornerstone” of the identification of a Specific Learning Disability (SLD) 

(Shinn, 2007, p. 602). The model had been utilized since 1975 and held a vetted and accepted 

distinction among regular education teachers and in the special education community. The 

discrepancy model identified learning disabilities in students on the basis of their Intelligence 

Quotient (IQ) or severe discrepancies between aptitude and achievement in order to place 

them in special education. Teachers referred students struggling with regular education class 

work for special education evaluation. The students were assessed and based on their 

cognitive level, either plus or minus a pre-determined number of standard deviations, were 
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placed in special education. The discrepancy model did not provide early detection or early 

intervention and relied heavily on teacher judgment and IQ tests. In addition, the model 

failed to make a clear distinction among learning disabled, mentally retarded (intellectual 

disability), and low-achieving students (Wedl, 2005). 

 “RtI was developed starting in the late 1970s by numerous researchers seeking a 

method of identifying learning disabilities that avoids the problems of the discrepancy model. 

Unlike the discrepancy model, RtI allows for early and intensive interventions in the regular 

education setting based on a student's learning characteristics before any referral to special 

education” (Lohman, 2007, ¶2). The 2004 reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEIA) addressed the shortcomings of the discrepancy model by proposing 

RtI as an option for schools to utilize in the identification of students with learning 

disabilities or giftedness. The law states: 

When determining whether a child has a specific learning disability as defined in 

§602 (29), a local educational agency shall not be required to take into consideration 

whether a child has a severe discrepancy between achievement and intellectual ability 

in oral expression, listening, comprehension, written expression, basic reading skills, 

reading comprehension, mathematical evaluation, or mathematical reasoning. In 

determining whether a child has a specific learning disability, a local educational 

agency may use a process that determines if the child responds to a scientific, 

research-based intervention as part of the evaluation procedures [P.L. 108-446 § 

614(b)(6)]. 
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Response to Intervention (RtI) 

RtI is configured as a three-tier approach to identify students before they are 

evaluated for special education. RtI “clearly lays the groundwork for bringing a new focus on 

enhancing the performance of all students including those with disabilities through a 

common system in which classroom teachers, special education teachers, and other 

specialists can work together” (Wedl, 2005, pp. 1-2). The RtI model is designed to provide 

“high-quality instruction using evidence-based best practices, progress monitoring that is 

expected to reveal students’ resistance to this high quality instruction, and an instructional 

scaffold that becomes more responsive to student needs as assessments indicate” (Fuchs & 

Fuchs, 2006, p. 93). The National Center on Response to Intervention (2013) espouses four 

foundations of the RtI process: 1) multi-level prevention system; 2) universal screening; 3) 

progress monitoring; and 4) data-based decision making. According to the Council of 

Exceptional Children, the RtI advantage “is that children do not have to ‘wait to fail’ before 

they receive help” (Lohman, 2007, ¶2).  

The RtI model is seemingly the answer to the tedious process of identifying students 

for special education or providing collaboration between special education and regular 

education teachers. The interventions are mandated by IDEIA (2004) to be scientifically 

research-based. The interventions, however, should “be appropriately intensive, delivered 

without delay, and tailored precisely to the individual child” (Lose, 2007, p. 277). The 

mandate for individual interventions is in accordance with special education, where an IEP is 

developed for each student. Educational or therapeutical service plans are created and 

progress monitored to specifically meet the needs of each student.  
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“In some cases, because of the success of these interventions verified with data, the 

child will not need special education services at all” (Wedl, 2005, p. 19). However, Tier I and 

Tier II interventions may not be adequate and appropriate for a student with a Specific 

Learning Disability (SLD). What then happens to the student who continues to struggle? 

Students who “struggle,” even after the use of best practices have been documented by the 

teacher and class instruction has been adjusted to meet the students’ individual needs, require 

more intensive instruction than general education can provide (Bryant & Barrera, 2009, ¶1). 

However, students in special education must be taught in the Least Restrictive Environment 

(LRE), which means they must be included in a regular education classroom to the full extent 

possible. Bryant and Barrera (2009) further affirmed, “much the same as the push for 

inclusion necessitated that the role of special and general educators change to better meet the 

needs of students with disabilities in inclusive settings, the increase in the use of RtI models 

will likely necessitate a change in how both special and general educators respond to the 

needs of struggling students before they are considered for special education services” (¶ 2).  

School districts, however, must go beyond the discrepancy model where teacher 

judgment, best practices or simple accommodations were acceptable. The RtI process moves 

towards scientifically, researched-based interventions. In fact IDEIA (2004) recommended 

four levels of Tier II intervention delivery: 1) effective scientifically research-based 

instructional practices in the general education setting; 2) scientifically researched-based 

small group intervention instruction in the general education classroom 3) intensive, 

individualized instruction in general education; and 4) evaluation and qualification for 

possible special education program services (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005). 
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RtI in New Mexico 

In New Mexico, RtI “is the organizational system by which schools design and 

deliver instruction, and allocate resources, creating an integrated service delivery approach” 

(NMPED, 2009, p. 11). The RtI process in New Mexico reflects the recommended practices 

executed throughout the U.S. Tier I (Appendix D) consists of universal screening, 

appropriate core instruction, and universal interventions; Tier II (Appendix  E) begins with 

the Student Assistance Team (SAT) process, intervention plan, and progress monitoring; Tier 

III (Appendix I) is referral and the multidisciplinary evaluation process for admittance to 

special education or the gifted program (NMPED, 2009, pp. 3-4).  

Tier I is the core academic program for all students. When a student is struggling in 

Tier I (Appendix F), a teacher may then suggest moving the student to Tier II. Tier II 

(Appendix E) originates with the SAT process (Appendix H). The Student Assistance Team 

consists of the school counselor, regular education teacher, administrator, parents and the 

student. A special education therapist or representative may attend to give advice, but Tier II 

is still a regular education responsibility. In many school districts throughout New Mexico, 

the SAT develops an Academic Intervention Plan (AIP) or a Behavioral Improvement Plan 

(BIP) (Appendix G). The plans are corrective action measurements that assist a “low-

performing” or “struggling” student to advance or serve as a guide for an IEP team when 

developing special education goals (NMPED, 2009, 40). It is necessary that those goals are 

continually monitored and documented. Continual progress-monitoring and data driven 

decision-making is essential to the success of RtI (Appendix J) (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 

2005; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006b; Lose, 2007; NCRTI, 2010; NMPED, 2009). 
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Teachers and other educational professionals must work together throughout the RtI 

process. “Collegial communication within a comprehensive approach” and “shared-

accountability” to ensure that students’ needs are quickly identified and strategies formulated 

to meet those needs is essential (Lose, 2007, p. 277). Student Assistance Teams must also 

guarantee the integrity of interventions proposed during Tier II (Duhon, Mesmer, Gregerson, 

& Witt, 2009, p. 34). Each team member must provide input and the team must work 

collaboratively to create the intervention plan. Progress monitoring utilizing student 

assessment data, differentiated-instruction strategies, and research-based interventions that 

demonstrate student growth and/or proficiency are essential to the Tier II process (NCRTI, 

2010). “RtI is not a student placement model, a location, a classroom, a class/course, a 

computer program/software, a teacher, a label, a boxed program, merely a special education 

initiative, or a quick fix for low achievement” (NMPED, 2009, p. 6). 

RtI is an unfunded mandate in New Mexico. In the RtI Manual (NMPED, 2009) the 

NMPED offers suggestions delineating how each district should finance and budget the 

program. School districts with limited resources in New Mexico often fall short while 

implementing an efficient RtI program. LaRocco and Murdica (2009) studied the 

implementation side of RtI. The researchers’ findings underscored the deficiencies in teacher 

training and administrative support for teachers’ feelings of frustration and anxiety as they 

attempted to implement interventions. Teachers were anxious and frustrated with the RtI 

model (LaRocco & Murdica, 2009, p. 22). In order for the model to be successful, they 

stated, “teachers must embrace RtI, examine whether they are using research-based practices, 

and modify their teaching.” Embracing the process may not be enough if teachers are not 

proficient in the process. 
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Teacher Efficacy 

Teacher efficacy is closely associated with research on self-efficacy as conducted by 

Bandura (1977). Bandura’s work stemmed from social cognitive theory. Social cognitive 

theory is concerned with “human agency” and “the self-regulatory social, motivational, and 

affective contributors to cognitive functioning” and key to the exercise of self-regulation is a 

sense of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1993, pp. 117-118). Thus, the historical underpinnings of the 

teacher efficacy stem from the psychological and sociological study of self-efficacy. Bandura 

defined self-efficacy as "beliefs in one's capabilities to organize and execute a course of 

action required to produce a given attainment" (1994, ¶ 1).  Self-efficacy would tap into the 

understanding of teachers’ own sense of worth and ability. Although this study utilizes the 

concepts of self-efficacy as defined by Bandura (1977), the central research question was 

based on efficacy and this study concentrates primarily on teacher efficacy. This definition is 

significant, as this study will ascertain how teachers suspect, determine, and begin 

formulating interventions for at-risk students. Bandura (1993, p. 140) stated, “teachers who 

believe strongly in their instructional efficacy create mastery experiences” and those who are 

“beset by self-doubts” “undermine students’ sense of efficacy and cognitive development.” 

Efficacy therefore influences students’ academic development and stresses teachers’ 

technical ability to diagnose, evaluate, and determine if the student requires Tier II 

interventions. 

Taking it a step further, Bandura developed a teacher efficacy scale. From the 

research, Bandura (1977, p. 195) identified four “sources of efficacy expectations: mastery 

experiences, physiological and emotional states, vicarious experiences and social 

persuasion.” Since the development of the assessment in 1977, researchers have conducted 
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qualitative studies to address teacher efficacy by first identifying self-efficacy. “In assessing 

(self-perceptions of teaching competence), the teacher judges personal capabilities such as 

skills, knowledge, strategies, or personality traits balanced against personal weaknesses or 

liabilities in this particular teaching context” (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000, p. 

482). This study draws upon Bandura’s research on self-efficacy but the main focus is on 

teacher efficacy in the RtI process. Teacher efficacy is vital to the implementation of RtI 

particularly in Tier II of the process. 

Teacher Acculturation and Retention 

 Student learning and achievement are incumbent on competent and well-trained 

teachers (Darling-Hammond, 2003). Due to the inception of No Child Left Behind (NCLB), 

the onus was placed on school districts to provide highly qualified teachers at every grade 

level and in every subject area. Schools began to expect novice teachers and all new teachers 

to the district to begin a school year performing at the highest level. The dual pressures of 

lack of experience and high stakes assessments caused higher attrition among novice teachers 

especially in low SES school districts nationwide. “The evidence indicates that schools in 

low-income communities encounter far more turnover than those in moderate-income or 

high-income communities, and that teachers who transfer from one school to another 

consistently move to schools serving higher-income students” (Johnson, 2006, p.16). 

Due to the pressure and high expectations placed on new teachers, many leave the 

profession early on in their careers. “Steep attrition in the first few years of teaching is a 

long-standing problem. About one-third of new teachers leave the profession within five 

years” (Darling-Hammond, 2003, p. 2). Novice teachers who leave a district place a financial 

drain on a school district. “To reduce high teacher turnover rates that impose heavy costs on 
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schools, we must improve working conditions, insist on effective teacher preparation, and 

provide support for new teachers” (Darling-Hammond, 2003, p. 1). Teacher acculturation is 

essential to retaining teachers and lowering attrition rates especially among novice teachers. 

Mentoring and collaboration are necessary for producing and retaining highly qualified 

teachers. Resources are scarce in many school districts across the country and in New 

Mexico in particular. Mentoring programs and professional development are necessary yet 

place a strain on the school budget. Not only is the budget a factor, but so is time as “good 

mentoring takes time, which must be coordinated carefully so that the mentor and novice 

teacher can observe one another and meet” (Johnson, 2006, p. 8). 

Professional Development 

Administrators and veteran teachers must be aware of the professional development, 

mentoring, and social needs of novice teachers. “Efficacy may be most malleable early in 

learning, thus the first years of teaching may be critical to the long-term development of 

teacher efficacy” (Woolfolk Hoy, 2000, p. 2). In addition, “Efficacy beliefs influence 

teachers’ persistence when things do not go smoothly and their resilience in the face of 

setbacks” (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001, p. 783). Therefore, the stability and 

capability of novice teachers is essential to their efficacy. 

Bringing teachers into the fold early during pre-service preparation and the first year 

of teaching may be the key to establishing teacher efficacy throughout their career. This fact 

would include universities in the process; not only would districts be held accountable for 

teacher efficacy, but so would pre-service teacher programs at the post-secondary level. 

Assisting novice teachers gain a sense of the whole in order to eliminate the sense of 

isolation and/or intimidation early on can increase greater satisfaction, positive reaction, and 
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less stress throughout their instructional leadership journey (Woolfolk Hoy, 2000). In 

addition, research has linked teacher efficacy with student achievement, which lies at the 

crux of the mission and vision of education today (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Moore & 

Esselman, 1992; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Yost, 2002). Therefore, the 

school district and specifically the educational leader is tasked with the responsibility of 

assuring that novice teachers have a clear understanding of the mission of the school, the plan 

for student success, and the teacher’s role in the greater collective school system (Tschannen-

Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Woolfolk Hoy, 2000). 

Teachers, especially novice teachers, must understand the dynamics of the school 

system and feel that they are an important piece of the whole. Principals must bring new 

teachers into the fold by providing mentoring, coaching, professional development and 

support. Principals are responsible for “reducing isolation, increasing capacity, providing a 

caring environment, and promoting quality” educators (Bower, 2008, p. 125). For example, 

principals must mentor, observe and evaluate individual teachers while concentrating on the 

school as an entire system (Bower, 2008; Waters, Marzano & McNulty, 2003). Teachers are 

tasked with teaching an entire group of students by utilizing differentiated instruction and in 

the case of special education, a teacher must utilize the Common Core Standards for students 

within the confines of an Individual Education Plan (IEP). “Teachers must have a system of 

professional growth that reflects the sophistication and importance of their work, and they 

must have a meaningful voice in that system” (Phillips & Weingarten, 2013, p. 37). Teacher 

efficacy is vital for the school system to function successfully, sustain competency, and 

address student achievement. “Our educational systems must transform themselves to better 

meet the dramatically changing needs of our children” (Deprés, 2008, p.16). 
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Collaboration 

Senge (2000) espoused the need for educators and school leaders in particular to 

focus attention on collaboration and on systems-thinking where “administrators should be 

attentive to both the competence and task dimensions of efficacy” (p. 392). Supervisors need 

to be aware of the educational and experiential background of their teachers. Teachers must 

understand how to function in a system and collaborate with their colleagues. They must also 

recognize which of their colleagues they may rely on to complete certain tasks and which 

teachers can be counted on to serve as mentors. “When teachers believe they are members of 

a faculty that is both competent and able to overcome the detrimental effects of the 

environment, the students in their building have higher achievement scores than students in 

buildings with lower levels of collective teacher efficacy” (Senge, 2000, p. 394). Teachers 

will be more efficacious when they are confident, trained, and know who they may turn to in 

times of self-doubt or ignorance on a specific issue or process. 

“Teachers who were successful in working with slow learners had developed skills to 

address students’ cognitive and motivational needs” (Burgner, 2010, ¶5). Burgner (2010) 

defined slow-learners as those students who did not qualify for special education but 

continue to struggle in the regular education setting. His findings revealed that “by working 

toward continual improvement of the collaboration process and keeping the lines of 

interactive communication open, school teams should be able to provide the foundation for 

slow-learners to raise their level of academic achievement and improve their organization 

and social skills” (¶6). Nunn and Jantz (2009, p. 600) also examined the impact of RtI 

involvement and implementation variables associated with teacher efficacy beliefs. The 

researchers found that a powerful indicator of “how teachers perceive their empowerment to 
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influence positive learning outcomes [is] teacher efficacy.” The results of the study indicated, 

“there is a substantive link between what the teacher does and what positive outcomes accrue 

as a function of those actions” (p. 601). There is a perception of high teacher efficacy as the 

teachers became more involved and began to implement more strategies in the RtI process, 

thus influencing instructional and motivational outcomes. 

Collaboration is strongly associated with teacher efficacy. Collective efficacy is also 

vital to student achievement. Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) have linked 

teacher efficacy to student outcomes such as achievement, motivation, and self-efficacy 

beliefs. “In a series of studies, Roger Goddard and colleagues found the collective efficacy of 

a school had a greater positive impact on student achievement than the locale of the school 

(i.e. urban, suburban, rural) and individual student demographic variables (e.g. race, gender, 

socio-economic status)” (Silverman & Davis, 2009, ¶14). 

Poverty 

Children in the U.S. such as those residing in New Mexican rural communities are 

entering kindergarten without the formal educational readiness skills necessary for a 

successful transition to public school (Espinosa, Thornburg, & Mathews, 1997; Gándara & 

Contreras, 2009; Heckman, 2008; Kid’s Count, 2010). Many factors may contribute to this 

phenomenon including: poverty, family circumstances, access to resources, social capital, 

single-parent households, health and nutrition, and self-efficacy. La Paro & Pianta (2000, p. 

475) state, “factors other than the child’s skills account for the majority of the individual 

variability in academic/cognitive and social/ behavioral performance in the early grades.” 

Public school educators function with a deficit model curriculum, much the same as special 

education utilizes for students with development delays, to address the needs of their 
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students. The achievement gap grows wider with each year and by third grade the rate of 

non-proficiency may be too great to overcome. Of the variables listed above, poverty may be 

the most significant factor leading to the deficiency in early development and learning and 

thus the lack of skills necessary to make a successful transition from home to school (Jensen, 

2009; National Education Goals Panel, 1995; Rebell & Wolff, 2012).  

Poverty affects behavior and academic performance in all areas of a student’s daily 

academic life. Children raised in poverty are faced with “overwhelming challenges that 

affluent children never have to confront, and their brains have adapted to suboptimal 

conditions in ways that undermine good school performance” (Jensen, 2009, ¶5).  

Twenty percent of all US schools have poverty rates over 75 percent. The average 

ranking of American students still reflects this. The problem is not public schools; it 

is poverty. And as dozens of studies have shown, the gap in cognitive, physical, and 

social development between children in poverty and middle-class children is set by 

age three (Barkan, 2001, p. 2). 

Poverty hinders the development of early childhood growth and learning. The 

research has shown that poverty is an accurate predictor of academic and social achievement 

in schools due to the lack of access to supports that children in middle- and high-income 

families possess (Gándara & Contreras, 2009; Jensen, 2009; Kids Count Data Book, 2010, p. 

5; Tough, 2008; Williams, 2003). Children in poverty are not as successful in school due to a 

lack of academic and social resources. Ackerman and Barnett (2005, p.11) stated, “children 

from low-income or less-educated families are less likely to have the supports necessary for 

healthy growth and development, resulting in lower abilities at school entry.” In fact several 

studies have shown that, “Parental education seems to be the best predictor of academic and 
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social-behavioral success in grade school because more parental education is usually 

associated with an educationally better home environment, better financial security, and 

fewer social or environmental risk factors for children” (Mehaffie & McCall, 2002, p. 2). 

Twenty nine percent of New Mexico children under the age of five are living in 

poverty compared to the national average of 23 percent (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009). The 

poverty rate for all ages in New Mexico is 18.2 percent, 4.1 percentage points higher than the 

national average. New Mexico is the fourth poorest state in the Union (New Mexico 

Department of Health, 2009). The poverty rate places New Mexico students “at a great 

disadvantage in accessing opportunities to thrive, develop, and learn” (NMDOH, 2009). The 

median household income in the U.S. is $50,221 and in NM $42,830 (U.S. Census Bureau, 

2009). Only Los Alamos, Sandoval, and Santa Fe Counties surpass the national average. 

“Living in a rural area can also indirectly affect children’s readiness. Limited 

employment opportunities may mean parents have to work more than one job to provide food 

and housing, decreasing the amount of time they can spend with their children” (Ackerman 

& Barnett, 2005, p. 11). Access to a quality education, resources, and opportunities are more 

difficult in a rural school setting. Rural communities and schools have difficulty in attracting 

and retaining highly-qualified professionals in all areas. Moreover, rural public schools often 

lack the resources to hire ancillary specialists such as speech pathologists, diagnosticians or 

psychologists. “Small schools have been shown to mitigate the influence of poverty on 

academic achievement, but in many places, small community schools also may be linked to 

school segregation” (Williams, 2003). In fact, data concerning enrollment in charter schools 

in Northern New Mexico have shown the disparity in social economic status, diversity, and 

have created a rift in the communities. 



36 

 

“New Mexico has a higher percentage of single mothers and fathers heading 

households than does the US as a whole” (Kids Count Data Book, 2010, p. 15). Children 

living in single-female headed households have the tendency to confront more risk factors 

than children in two-parent households. They are more likely to live in poverty, have 

teenaged mothers, and have access to fewer social, emotional, and economic supports 

(Gándara & Contreras, 2009; Jensen, 2009; Kids Count Data Book, 2010, p. 15; Tough, 

2008; Williams, 2003). The combined total of single-male and single-female headed 

households in the U.S. is 14.3 percent and in New Mexico it is 18 percent. San Miguel 

County has the highest percentage of single-male headed households at 12.4 percent, while 

the national average is 3.3 percent (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009). All counties with the 

exception of Doña Ana and Lincoln surpassed the national average for single-male headed 

households and only Eddy, Lincoln, Otero, and Rio Arriba counties are under the national 

average for single-female householder families by one percentage point. 

ELL Students 

The ELL population is growing rapidly throughout the United States. The total 

amounts to 10 percent of the overall public school population (National Clearinghouse for 

English Language Acquisition, 2007). Spanish speakers are the majority among ELLs and 

“one of the groups least well served by US schools (as measured by high school completion), 

quality teaching and testing in Spanish can be a crucial step towards closing the achievement 

gap in English” (Collier & Thomas, 2004, p. 5). In addition, literacy is a key factor in 

academic success and 76 percent of ELL third graders in the US performed below grade level 

(Zehler, Fleischman, Hopstock, Stephenson, Pendzick, & Sapru, 2003). ELL students 

struggling to acquire a second language are behind monolingual English speakers when they 
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begin school. The achievement and ability gap, particularly in terms of language skills, 

places a child at a disadvantage with regard to their peers, and they are often not ready to 

transition to school (Heckman, 2008; Gándara & Contreras, 2009; Kids Count Data Book, 

2010, p. 15; Tough, 2008; Williams, 2003). Although ELL students may speak their mother 

tongue, they are not proficient in their native language. Many of these students are not 

academically proficient in either language (Harris, 2012, ¶18).  

Resources are another factor in a schools ability to address the needs of ELL students. 

“Many schools nationwide lack the resources to teach these students, including teachers with 

the right training” (Harris, 2012 ¶9). Teachers may not have the academic training or the 

right licensure to teach ELL students and teachers who do have licensure in Bilingual 

Education or TESOL may not have the proper training in the acquisition of academic 

language. For example, “too often, teachers focus on highly technical words instead of more 

common academic words, the ‘connective tissue’ of language” (Harris, 2012, ¶28).  

Teachers are also hesitant to identify ELLs as learning disabled. Federal and State 

guidelines are vague in identifying and assessing ELLs for learning disabilities or as gifted 

(Haager, 2007). Teachers’ hesitancy may be a result of a deficiency in the skills and training 

to properly assess and recommend students for special education. “Before considering a 

student for special education, educators must determine whether the student’s academic 

difficulties more likely reflect a learning disability or limited English proficiency” (Sun, 

Nam, & Vanderwood, 2010, p. 4). 

Poverty and language are strongly associated with the largest achievement gaps in New 

Mexico (NMPED, 2012c). Many teachers are not trained to address diversity in the 

classroom and do not possess the credentials or licensure to teach students in a second 
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language. Moreover there is a shortage of teachers with Bilingual and/or TESOL 

endorsements. An obstacle to English proficiency is a shortage of qualified elementary 

school bilingual education and ESL teachers (Hart, 2006).  

Furthermore, educators must assess whether language and culture are validated in New 

Mexican schools. With a majority of its students being of Hispanic and Native American 

descent, what is being done to address cultural and language needs? “If students are isolated 

from the curricular mainstream for many years, they are likely to lose ground to those in the 

instructional mainstream” (Collier & Thomas, 2004).  

“The need for additional supports is particularly true for instruction aimed at higher-

level content and comprehension of academic texts” (Goldenberg, 2013, p. 6). It is 

imperative that teachers receive training on RtI in a post-secondary institution or professional 

development provided by their school district. Many of the same strategies utilized in Tier II 

of the RtI are those recommended for ELL students such as sheltered instruction, which 

contributes to the development of academics and skills (Goldenberg, 2013). Recent research 

recommends utilizing continual RtI progress monitoring, interventions, and assessments for 

ELL students (Gerston, Baker, Shanahar, Linan-Thompson, Collins & Scarella, 2007). The 

supports and modifications for ELLs reflects Tier II strategies such as: using pictures, 

demonstrations, and real life objects, providing hands-on, interactive activities and providing 

differentiated instruction (Goldenberg, 2013). The earlier the interventions are provided, the 

more successful they will be for struggling or at-risk students. “When intervention occurs 

before third grade, most students can acquire adequate literacy skills” (Sun et al., 2010, p. 1). 

As mentioned earlier, sheltered instructional strategies are similar to Tier II of the RtI 

process as are strategies recommended for dual language programs. Studies related to dual 
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language programs have shown that the programs “promote achievement in the primary 

language” (Goldenberg, 2013, pp. 9-10). Dual language enrichment models in many states 

like Texas, New York, California, Washington, Illinois, Washington, D.C., and in New 

Mexico are the curricular mainstream taught through two languages (Collier & Thomas, 

2004). Collier and Thomas (2004) found that students in dual language programs made more 

than one year’s progress every year, in both languages unlike remedial programs that focused 

on achievement one small step at a time (p. 2). Dual language programs have increased 

student achievement and are addressing the language and cultural needs of students across 

the U.S. including students in New Mexican public school districts.  

Current research suggests that educators should “use children’s native language 

where possible, apply specific strategies for building English language skills, and build 

bridges with families to support children’s learning” (Goldenberg, Hicks, & Lit, 2013, p. 29). 

In addition, researchers caution that the “language of intervention should correspond to the 

language of classroom instruction” (Sun et al., 2010, p. 2). 

Paradigm Shift 

RtI therefore is a “paradigm shift” that has implications for professional development 

and “pre-service” teacher programs (Richards, Pavri, Golez, Canges, & Murphy, 2007, p. 

59). Yet there are unanswered “questions as to how best prepare all teacher candidates with 

the knowledge, skills, and dispositions necessary to implement the RtI model” (p. 60). 

Institutions of higher education must restructure teacher education programs to include the 

RtI process. Pre-service teachers are stepping into schools without the proper training to 

design interventions and differentiate instruction for students who are struggling to sustain 

the rigors of the educational system. “New teachers need to receive the expertise from the 
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institutions charged with training them” (Rickenbrode & Walsh, 2013, p. 35). The most 

important factor in implementing RtI is “sustained implementation” (Zelenka, 2010, ¶1). It is 

imperative to note that teachers were able to address the needs of at-risk students; however 

their perceptions of their roles and responsibilities influenced their delivery of Tier II 

interventions (2010, ¶3). “Teacher development and evaluation must be a vehicle to achieve 

the mission of public schooling” (Phillips & Weingarten, 2013, p. 36). The effectiveness of 

RtI implementation relied on consistent and quality teaching at each of the tiers. In addition, 

general education teachers must progress monitor all students continuously, either weekly or 

every two weeks, to determine if interventions are effective and to tweak or re-direct the 

process at each tier of the RtI process (Brown-Chidsey & Steege, 2005; Lose, 2007; NMPED 

2009; Wedl, 2005). 

“The decision has been made by Congress and educators alike, that instead of 

determining first that the problem must lie with the child, the evaluator should assume that 

the problem is with the instruction. Consequently, recognition of the principles of the three-

tier system has been developed” (NMPED, 2009, p. 60). 

Gaps in the Literature 

 Response to Intervention is a fairly new intervention process and therefore, the 

research and studies on the process are limited. In addition, teacher efficacy research is based 

almost entirely on Bandura’s (1977) work on self-efficacy, which has roots in the 

psychological and sociological arenas and has been adapted to correlate with teacher 

efficacy. Furthermore, there is insufficient research in the “common practices or 

recommendations for practice with the more than 5 million” English Language Learners 



41 

 

throughout the nation “many of whom come from families in poverty and attend lower-

resourced schools” (Goldenberg, 2013, p. 4). 

 Research on Hispanic and Native American students living in rural areas in the 

United States, the Southwest, and in New Mexico was limited. Empirical research studies on 

Native American students were extremely limited, especially research on students from the 

Rio Grande Pueblos or Northern New Mexico. Moreover, it was difficult to obtain 

information on the parents in the research site. Neither the school district nor the New 

Mexico Public Education Department currently maintains records on the educational 

attainment of parents or their socio-economic status. 

How the Review of Literature Informs This Study 

 This Literature Review helped me target major themes in my qualitative study and 

utilize those themes to guide me in the formulation of the interview questions. The literature 

review helped me focus my questions and target major themes in my qualitative study. 

Instead of utilizing the four-page New Mexico Public Education Department self-assessment 

(NMPED, 2009) for schools, I was able to focus on the essential questions for my interviews 

of the participants. I asked for spontaneous answers from the certified regular education 

teachers and administrators I interviewed. I did not intend for educators to research the 

questions beforehand or ask others for ideas or answers to the interview questions or the 

vignettes. It was crucial to interview all teachers within a short period to obtain a current 

snapshot of what was going on in the school and the technical ability of each teacher in the 

RtI process. 
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Summary 

Collaboration, professional development, and teacher efficacy are key elements in the 

success of the RtI model and the ultimate goal of student achievement. “Future research 

should explore the ways in which various forms of professional development affect teacher 

concerns” and or “efficacy” (LaRocco & Murdica, 2009, p. 23). Tier II interventions are 

most effective when the SAT works in a collaborative manner where everyone plays an 

integral role in the process and consequently in the success of a student. The SAT plays a 

vital role in the RtI framework and the foundation of the Tier II process. “The SAT’s role is 

to be a support and resource to the teacher – not to replace or relieve the teacher of his or her 

responsibility for educating the student” (NMPED, 2009, p. 44). Therefore, the members of 

the SAT must be well-trained in the formulation of interventions and Tier II process. 

“Professional development in implementing and sustaining multitier prevention models” is 

the key to success of RtI (Kratochwill, Volpiansky, Clements, & Ball, 2007, p. 618). Given 

that the primary responsibility for formulating and executing Tier II interventions relies on 

general education teachers, teacher efficacy is of primary importance in executing the RtI 

model. Implementing and promoting professional development of pre-service teachers and 

regular education teachers is paramount in the success of the RtI model. 

When executed properly, RtI is a comprehensive process of possibly reducing the 

number of students identified for special education and keeping students academically 

engaged in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE); a primary objective of IDEA. Properly 

in terms of this study means with sufficient resources, professional development, sustained 

implementation, and self-examination. RtI is a powerful intervention model for teachers in 

regular education in an inclusion setting. The model allows teachers to utilize specific 
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interventions in the regular education classroom setting. The framework provides students 

with effective classroom instruction first and allows “low-performing students” to receive 

“increasingly intensive, individualized interventions” (Fuchs, Compton, Fuchs, Bryant, & 

Davis, 2008, p. 415). Educators may view educational initiatives like RtI as temporary and 

fleeting. Unfortunately, some teachers may see RtI as a passing educational fad and an un-

funded State of New Mexico mandate. “For the teaching profession to thrive, its members 

must be deeply familiar with the body of research-based knowledge about what will work to 

better educate children” (Rickenbrode & Walsh, 2013, p. 35). 

No single model provides a perfect solution to addressing the needs of low-

performing students or students with learning disabilities. The research has revealed, 

however, that RtI has addressed many of the flaws of the discrepancy model. The RtI model 

does require collaboration to be successful. The program has also placed the onus on regular 

education to develop and implement individualized interventions, but this is not to say that 

there can be no collaboration between regular and special education.  

Response to Intervention is not the answer to all of the problems facing students that 

are struggling or at-risk. RtI is also not a “canned” program and no one intervention will 

address the needs of all students. Factors such as SES, English language acquisition, and 

resources in rural schools must be taken into consideration when administering interventions. 

Research has shown, however, that RtI, when administered efficaciously, has served to 

address the needs of struggling and at-risk students. There is no “silver bullet” in education, 

but there are “silver tools” like RtI (Wedl, 2005, p. 19). Nonetheless, Tier II interventions can 

be successful and could substantially reduce the numbers of students with disabilities being 

served in segregated settings. Furthermore, RtI could prevent students from entering special 
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education when teachers are efficacious in the process, work collaboratively, and receive on-

going professional development. 
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Chapter III  

Research Design 

Summary of Study 

This study focuses on teacher efficacy within the Response to Intervention 

Framework in a rural public school district in New Mexico. In terms of this qualitative 

research study, efficacy referred to the effectiveness of the Tier II and SAT process in 

identifying students for special education. The research design is directed towards a 

qualitative study of Tier II of the Response to Intervention (RtI) process, the phase before 

students are qualified for Tier III or special education. 

The primary data collection method of this qualitative case study entailed 

interviewing a sampling of the certified regular education teachers categorized in terms of 

novice, intermediate and veteran teachers, the current principal and former principal of the 

La Loma Elementary School and the Special Education Director of the North Mountain 

School District. In addition, the study involved performing an analysis of public district data 

and an analysis of the interviews, vignettes, SAT meetings, and observational data of the 

general school atmosphere. The study also focused on the teachers’ reflective process while 

making the decision about how to design interventions and when or if to begin the SAT 

process, professional development, and the culture of the school district. 

Mode of Inquiry: Qualitative 

 Bodgen and Biklen (1998) described qualitative research as a funnel. One begins a 

research topic with a broad perspective of a particular phenomenon and then continually 

narrows the focus of the subject being studied. As an educator working in a small, rural, 

economically-depressed area, I have often asked questions about why the schools in my 
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district were not proficient in terms of NCLB standards or New Mexico State grading 

(Appendix C). Is it because our small town does not have the human or economic resources 

to assist our students? Do our teachers lack the proper teacher training or professional 

development? Or are our students ill prepared to begin school? Does our school culture 

preclude us from the progression necessary for our students’ to achieve academic success? 

These questions weighed heavily on my mind and led me to research these topics. 

I was eager to learn more about school readiness and found at least 20 indicators that 

affect school readiness, a rather broad topic or the beginning of my funnel. As I traced the 

indicators backed to my own school district I identified approximately ten indicators that 

directly affected school readiness and student achievement like physical well-being of a 

student, social development, parental involvement, self-expression, cognitive development, 

and inquisitiveness, but four factors; namely poverty, lack of resources in a rural community, 

language development, and teacher efficacy resonated within me and inspired this study. 

Then a state-wide special education audit of New Mexico schools occurred and the spotlight 

on my district and the funnel narrowed once again to the research question presented in this 

study.  

Utilizing a qualitative approach allowed me to view educators from a different 

perspective and to gain insight into their daily lives. I was able to carry on frank 

conversations with teachers and administrators who have the best intentions, but may be 

struggling or frustrated with real life, tangible educational issues. While interviewing each 

participant face to face, each nuance of their gestures or inflection in their voice became 

relevant to this study. “The qualitative research approach demands that the world be 

examined with the assumption that nothing is trivial, that everything has the potential of 
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being a clue that might unlock a more comprehensive undertaking of what is being studied” 

(Bogden & Biklen, 1998, p. 6). The student achievement gap is certainly not trivial and the 

overabundance of SAT referral packets in the North Mountain District merited a qualitative 

study. 

Research Philosophy/Paradigm 

Constructivism, particularly Social Constructivism first proposed by Vygotsky 

(1962), takes Constructivism as defined by Piaget (1953) one step further to include 

collaboration and the environment of social learning. Piaget concentrated on the individual, 

while Vygotsky took a more holistic approach identifying the importance of a social 

interactive environment (Powell & Kalina, 2009). Vygotsky (1962) explored themes such as 

cognitive dialogue, the zone of proximal development, social interaction, and culture and 

inner speech to push Piaget’s theories further. Teaching is a social activity that occurs by 

interacting and collaborating. Collaboration is key to teacher efficacy. Thus, identifying and 

defining teacher efficacy must include the philosophy of social constructivism.  

Utilizing a Social Constructivist philosophy to guide this study allowed me to 

broaden my knowledge base to become more informed about the district in which I serve and 

develop more insightful meaning of the RtI process. My research goal led me to rely on, to 

the greatest extent possible, the participants’ knowledge and views of the RtI process, and 

their role in that process (Cresswell, 2007, p.20).  

Research Methodology 

Case study. This study represented a case study as defined by Cresswell (2007). This 

study also involved one issue, teacher efficacy in the RtI process, viewed through the eyes of 

certified regular education teachers and three administrators, within one school or “bounded 



48 

 

system” (Cresswell, 2007, p. 73). I developed “an in-depth description and analysis of a 

single case” or one elementary school and provided “an in-depth understanding” of that case 

(Cresswell, 2007, p. 78). As the study is bounded in nature, with a unit study of one school, it 

is a case study.  

Research Methods 

Design. I utilized three methods of data collection in this study: (1) Existing Data (2) 

Interviews (Appendices K, L, M, N) and (3) Informal Observations. I obtained demographic 

information regarding the district, school, students, parents, and teachers from the NMPED 

and the district Student Teacher Accountability Reporting System (STARS) Coordinator. In 

addition, I obtained historical and demographic information regarding the community and its 

residents from the U.S. Census Bureau and the New Mexico Department of Health. 

Individual interviews were conducted with regular education teachers and three 

administrators: the former school principal, the current school principal and the Special 

Education Director. I contacted the current and former principals in person to explain my 

study. The Special Education Director was contacted via email at the behest of her secretary 

as she was not available on the two occasions that I visited her office. 

During my initial meeting with the current principal, she gave me approval to speak 

to the staff at LLES during an early-dismissal staff meeting. She also asked that I send her an 

email with the information concerning my study so that she could distribute it to her staff 

before the staff meeting. I attached my resumé and District Permission to Conduct Research 

form (Appendix O) to the email sent to the staff by the principal. I also distributed the 

Recruitment Flyer (Appendix P) to teachers at the staff meeting. Four teachers gave me their 

contact information at the staff meeting. The other teachers who volunteered to be 
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interviewed contacted me via email or by telephone. At the behest of the teachers, I 

scheduled the interviews at the school. Interviews were conducted after school in each 

teacher’s classroom. I interviewed one teacher in my classroom on a district holiday and 

another asked me to meet her on a Saturday.  

Over the course of the study, I interviewed each participant once. I provided a consent 

form for the interviewees (Appendix Q). The interviews were audio recorded with a digital 

voice recorder. I took steps to protect the participants from risk by conducting interviews in 

empty classrooms. I erased digital audio recordings of the interviews from my personal 

digital recorder and shredded notes immediately after transcribing the interviews and 

downloading the information into my encrypted folder on my personal password-protected 

computer. I used qualitative data analysis as well as a summary (Creswell, 2007). The data 

collection period was May - June 2013. 

I contacted the school principal for a time and date of a Student Assistance Team 

(SAT) meeting that I might observe. She suggested I speak to the school counselor who was 

in charge of scheduling the SAT meetings. The counselor informed me of the time and dates 

of the two SAT meetings I was invited to attend in May of 2013. The SATs were conducted 

in the school counselor’s private office. No students were present in the SAT meetings I 

observed. I provided a consent form for all of the SAT members. I also took field notes 

before, during, and after the meeting. I shredded the notes after I had transferred them to the 

encrypted folder on my personal password-protected computer.  

All three administrators asked that I interview them in June after the school year had 

ended and after the mandatory professional development sessions that occurred the first week 

of June. I interviewed each one in the same week in their respective offices. I took field notes 
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and recorded the interviews on my digital recorder. I provided each administrator with a 

consent form which each signed. Once the interviews were transcribed, I erased them from 

my digital recorder and transferred all information to the encrypted folder on my personal 

password-protected computer.  

Instrumentation. The instrumentation for the case study relied heavily on in-depth, 

face-to-face interviews including questions and vignettes with certified regular education 

staff members and administrators. Vignettes were added to the interviews to ascertain an 

understanding of the individual teachers’ knowledge of the RtI and SAT process. Reacting to 

each vignette gave teachers an opportunity to draw from their own practices and experiences. 

The interviews included open-ended questions (Appendices K, L, M, N). I recorded field 

notes on my observation of the general atmosphere of the school. I was systematic in 

recording the data by noting the date, time and place of each interview and creating a case 

record for each interviewee and each question (Bassey, 1999, p. 4). I kept a daily journal with 

the raw data from each interview and then my observations before, during, and after each 

interview. For example, what was the atmosphere of the school when I walked in for the 

interview or did the time of day seem to affect the teacher? These data along with the 

transcriptions of each interview were recorded. 

Context of the Study 

Research site. This study was obtained utilizing a sample within North Mountain 

School District consisting of one high school, one alternative school, one cyber school, one 

middle school, three elementary schools, and three charter schools. The sample was obtained 

from one non-charter elementary school serving general education and special education 

students. The 120th Day Counts for SY2011-2012 indicated that the total student population 
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of the District was 2,880 students; a loss of 114 students from SY2010-2011. The student 

population of the Special Education Department (including District charter schools) was 705 

(157 gifted) students, 24 percent (5.4 percent are gifted) of the total student population. 

Teachers number approximately 200 with 17.5 percent or 35 of them in special education and 

eight counselors. The district utilizes a traditional curriculum based on the New Mexico 

Standards. For SY2012-2013, the district utilized the mandatory New Mexico Common Core 

Standards in grades K-3rd grade. The number of regular education, special education, and 

specials teachers at La Loma Elementary School for SY 2012-2013 is 47.   

School C or La Loma Elementary School was the focus of this case study. Both initial 

school district data and data from the interviews were analyzed. Initial review of district data 

for School revealed the following information: 

La Loma Elementary School. LLES is the largest District non-charter elementary 

school and according to the former principal was unofficially considered the special 

education magnet school for at least a decade.  

Sampling. Participants for this study included certified regular education teachers in 

La Loma Elementary School and three administrators. I obtained a list of teachers with their 

years of experience from the district STARS Data Coordinator. From that list, I ascertained 

the same percentage of each category of teachers from each of three groups: novice, mid-

range, and veteran. Ten of the 37 regular education teachers at LLES or 27 percent are novice 

teachers with 0 to 5 years of experience (Table 1). A proportionate number of teachers to 

interview in this category would be three. Of the 37 regular education teachers, 22 teachers 

or 41 percent are intermediate teachers with six to 14.5 years of experience. A proportionate 

number of teachers to interview in this category would be six. Of the 37 regular teachers, 13 
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or 32 percent are veteran teacher with 15 to 35 years of experience. A proportionate number 

of teachers to interview would be four. The total number of teachers to be interviewed would 

be at least thirteen. Although specials teachers (physical education, art, library, and 

computer) were included in the presentation and e-mails to all of the LLES teachers, none of 

the specials teachers asked to participate as three out of the four teachers that I spoke to 

believed they could not contribute to the study as they did not participate in the RtI process. I 

also conducted a brief data analysis of the student population to identify the percentage of 

students in the district with IEPs and then disaggregated the data to determine which students 

were learning disabled and which were gifted. Results of the data analysis were submitted to 

the district’s School Board of Education (Mármol, 2011). 

The sampling was a purposeful stratified sampling of certified regular education 

teachers in the largest non-charter public elementary school in the district. A percentage of 

teachers were chosen from three different categories: novice, intermediate, and veteran. This 

type of sampling was most useful in my case as I have an understanding of the daily 

operation of the school and I know the principal and have access to the teachers at the school. 

The study included 14 certified regular education teachers, three administrators, and three 

members of a Student Assistance Team (SAT). 

The primary characteristic for inclusion in this study was membership at the school 

site as a certified regular education teacher, the current principal, former principal, and the 

District Special Education Director. I was invited to two Student Assistance Team (SAT) 

meetings, but observed one actual meeting for background and procedural knowledge that 

included two teachers, and a counselor. The student was not involved in this SAT meeting. 

Although the parent was not at the meeting, the teachers and counselor were able to conduct 
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a frank conversation about the student’s strengths and weaknesses and include parental 

concerns from previous informal conversations between the parent and the teachers. 

Data Collection Methods 

I submitted a Permission to Research form with the district Director of Instruction 

(DI) and received permission from the Director of Instruction and the Superintendent to 

begin the primary data collection. I also presented the principal of La Loma Elementary 

School, the former principal, and the Special Education Director with a copy of my District 

Permission to Research form signed by the Superintendent and the Director of Instruction 

(Appendix O) and my research prospectus (Appendix R). 

I advised the teachers that the face-to-face interviews could be scheduled for their 

preparatory period, before or after school. All but two teachers preferred interviews in their 

classrooms after school. Although I had planned to interview all teachers in one week to 

avoid the possibility of participants talking among themselves and comparing answers to the 

questions and because of the larger number of participants and time constraints, the interview 

took place within a three-week period in May 2013. The administrators were interviewed 

within a one-week time period in June 2013.  

I created interview protocol forms (Appendices K, L, M, N) as proposed by Cresswell 

(2007, p. 136) to keep track of each interview and the interviewee. All the teachers 

interviewed at La Loma Elementary were asked the same interview questions (Appendix C) 

and were given the same vignettes. I did not ask additional questions and I did not deviate 

from the script. All interviews and vignettes were transcribed verbatim and coded. I created a 

collection matrix to determine patterns and themes of the participants’ responses (Tables 2, 3, 

and 4). In addition, I created a table to keep descriptive notes and reflective notes for each 
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interviewee (Cresswell, 2007). Observational notes were taken to describe the atmosphere of 

the school and the tone or inflection of the interviewees’ responses and their gestures or 

facial expressions as they answered each question.  

Data Analysis 

The data for the research findings were obtained from the interviews, information 

from informal observations of the school atmosphere that I carried out before, during, and 

after the interviews at the school site. Demographic information and assessment data were 

obtained from public records of the school and district.  

As I began to think about the data analysis, I went back to my original research 

question:  How does teacher efficacy affect the Student Assistance Team (SAT) process and 

the delivery of the Tier II interventions? I believed that this question was successfully 

addressed with the interviews I conducted, the preliminary data analysis of the information 

obtained through public records and the knowledge that I have working in the district as a 

teacher and an administrator. I expected common themes or analytical statements to emerge 

from the raw data such as: What is the teacher decision-making process? How does 

professional development or lack of professional development play a factor in teacher 

efficacy? What is the teachers’ understanding of the RtI process? Does the school culture 

affect the process or is it a symptom of the greater District culture? From those themes, I 

began to generate second-level analytical statements (Bassey, 1999) to better define teacher 

efficacy. I tested these statements against the data generated by the sampling of regular 

education teachers to analyze the data. 

Of the possible 33 regular education certified teachers that were not considered 

specials teachers, the total number of teachers interviewed were 14: three teachers or 21 
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percent of the teachers interviewed were novice teachers, six teachers or 43 percent of the 

teachers interviewed were intermediated teachers and five teachers or 36 percent of the 

teachers interviewed were veteran teachers. The average years of experience of the novice 

teachers was four years, the average years of experience of the intermediate teachers was 11 

years and the average years of experience of the veteran teachers was 21 years. 

Through this process, it was my expectation not only to analyze this bounded unit of 

study, but to understand how the unit or school operates within the district. It was my intent 

to better understand teacher efficacy at La Loma Elementary School as a microcosm of the 

North Mountain School District and to shed some light on the possible resistance to change 

in the administrative culture that is working within the district. I envisioned the steps for a 

research design for this case study as follows, 
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Figure 2.  Mármol Research Design. 

Ethics Review 

The University of New Mexico Institutional Review Board approved the study in 

April of 2013. I gave participants an overview of the research process and informed consent 

was insured by providing an informed consent form (Appendix Q) that was explained to each 

participant. Each participant was given time before the interview to read, sign, and initial the 

consent form. Participants were free to ask me questions concerning the consent form. If they 

agreed to participate, then they signed the consent form and initialed the form to allow me to 

Research Question: 
How does teacher efficacy 
affect the SAT process and 
the delivery of the Tier II 

interventions? 

Interview Questions: 
• Responses 
• Observational notes 

Professional Experience: 
• Teacher 
• Administrator 
• Researcher 

Preliminary Data Analysis of 
Public Records: 
• Student Data 
• Teacher Data 
• District Data 

Possible Common Themes and 
Analytical Statement Topics: 

• Teacher understanding 
• Teacher decision-making 
• Professional Development 
• School/District Culture 

 
 

Analysis within the 
bounded unit: 

 
La Loma Elementary 

School 

• Culture of the District  
• The Unit’s place 

within the District  
culture (Mármol, 2012) 
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use my digital recorder to record the interview and initialed so that I could take observational 

notes. 

Participation in this study was strictly voluntary and pressure or coercion to 

participate in the study was completely absent. I made it clear to each potential participant 

that participation was voluntary and that participation in the study may be withdrawn at any 

time. 

I did not anticipate any physical, psychological, economic, or legal risks through this 

study. The anticipated risk of social harm was minimal, and existed only in the event of an 

unanticipated break of the confidentiality standards and data security procedures described in 

the IRB application. The very minimal risk involved with participation was the very minimal 

possibility that a potential breach of privacy may occur with the interviews or observations. I 

took steps to protect this risk by conducting interviews in classrooms after school and erasing 

digital audio recordings of the interviews from the digital recorder immediately after 

transcribing and shredding notes immediately after downloading the information onto my 

encrypted folder on my personal password-protected computer. 

The analysis of the themes helped determine if there were commonalities/differences 

among the novice, intermediate or veteran teachers. The interviews conducted with the 

teachers were also coded using themes that helped me determine the level of efficacy for 

each group of teachers regarding the Response to Intervention framework. The open-ended 

interviews offered a broad overview of the needs of the teachers in each category. All files 

will be destroyed after completion of the dissertation. 

Participants’ names and contact information (phone or electronic mail) were 

necessary for scheduling interviews. Participants’ interviews were digitally recorded for data 
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analysis. Identifiers were linked through pseudonyms because voice recordings from the 

interviews needed to be linked for data analysis and to complete member checks with 

participant’s interviews. 

All links of identifiers and pseudonyms were typed in a document and stored in my 

encrypted folder on my personal-password-protected computer. The link was stored in a 

secure location and separated from the main study database. All personal identifying 

information was removed from all study information. Personal identifying information was 

not available to anyone other than the research personnel or entities. 

Standards of Quality 

Validity is defined by Vogt (2007, p. 118) as “the relevance of the design or measure 

for the question being investigated or the appropriateness of the design or measure for 

coming to accurate conclusions. A valid research design tells researchers what they want to 

know about their subject.” Validity concerns the crucial relationships between concept and 

indicator (Carmine & Zeller, 1979). I intend to validate the data by utilizing a “triangulation 

of methods” in comparing the teachers’ perspectives, transcribing and coding the interview 

data, creating coherent matrices, and analyzing the district and community data (Maxwell, 

2005, p. 153).  

In addition, I was guided by the eight considerations for “trustworthiness” that Bassey 

(1999, pp. 10-11) set forth in his alternative to reliability and validity, which the researcher 

stated “successfully illuminates the ethic of respect for truth in case study research.” The 

considerations include: 1) Prolonged engagement with data sources, 2) Persistent observation 

of emerging issues, 3) Check raw data with sources, 4) Sufficient triangulation of raw data, 

5) Hypothesis tested against analytical statements, 6) Critical friend should challenge 
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findings, 7) Account of research sufficiently detailed to give reader confidence in the 

findings, 8) Case record should provide adequate audit trail. 

Limitations 

Limitations may include “design issues” such as the time of the year this study took 

place, time of the day teachers were interviewed, and even the time constraints for teacher 

interviews (Bogden & Biklin, 1998, p. 61). My proposed timeline was to interview the 

teachers in the spring. Teachers were saturated with assessments, grades, and SAT 

paperwork during the spring attempting to meet end of the year deadlines. This may have 

affected the answers to the questions and vignettes that I was proposing.  

I think that the teachers may have been more optimistic or enthusiastic closer to the 

beginning of the school year in early fall than at the end of the year when I interviewed them. 

I also believed that if I interviewed teachers during the work day and during their preparatory 

time they would tend to be more fatigued in the afternoon rather than the morning or if taking 

away the only possible break they had from the students would make them more anxious to 

finish the interview quickly to get it over with and this would affect the answers to the 

questions or vignettes that I had posed. The majority did express their fatigue before the 

interviews began, but it did not dissuade them from completing the interview nor did the 

teachers attempt to finish their interviews quickly.  

Concluding Remarks 

“Change is serious because the goal is to improve the life of people. Change is 

complicated because beliefs, lifestyles, and behavior come into conflict. People who try to 

change education, be it in a particular classroom or for the whole system, seldom understand 

how people involved in the changes think” (Bogden & Biklen, 1998, p. 211). Educators 
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should embrace change by keeping up with the latest trends and Federal or State mandates. 

The field of education, as is the case with any other profession, is consistently evolving; new 

curriculum or programs are developed or recycled and as professionals, educators must self-

educate and self-advocate for professional development.  

This study was intended to target the concerns of teachers and administrators in one 

school district and in one school; however, I would like to eventually extend the study to 

multiple rural Northern New Mexico school districts as I believe that many other school 

districts are facing similar concerns and challenges in regards to the Response to Intervention 

process. 
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Chapter IV  

Research Findings 

Introduction 

This study was guided by the following question: How does teacher efficacy affect 

the Student Assistance Team (SAT) process and the delivery of the Tier II interventions? 

Efficacy referred to the effectiveness of the Tier II and SAT process in identifying or not 

identifying students for special education. A sub-question of this research study was: What 

are teachers’ understanding of the process from beginning interventions and then 

recommending the student or not recommending the student for placement into Tier III or 

Special Education? Of the possible 33 regular education teachers at LLES, 14 teachers were 

interviewed. In addition, three administrators were interviewed. Both the interview questions 

and the vignettes facilitated in the identification of strengths and weaknesses in teacher 

efficacy in Tier II of the RtI process. 

Summary of Findings 

 Teachers seemed to be reflective at the end of the school day and the imminent end of 

the school year. I met teachers in their own classrooms. Teachers were not hesitant to talk or 

share their ideas; rather they hesitated to respond to certain questions because of lack of 

professional development, training, schooling, and/or general knowledge. 

 In reference to the Regular Education Teacher Interview Protocol, question number 

nine, “What system is in place…” caught nearly all teachers off guard. Several teachers 

asked me to repeat the question as they needed clarification or they asked “what system.” No 

teacher, or the current or former principal could articulate what system was in place to track 

RtI interventions. Another important question was number fourteen asking teachers if they 
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had any additional information they wanted to express concerning the RtI process. It gave 

teachers a chance to reflect on the RtI process, their role in that process, and their needs. 

 The vignettes gave teachers an opportunity to reflect cognitively about their role in a 

student’s journey through the three tiers of the RtI and possibly the SAT process. My 

interviews with the teachers were similar to a debriefing session especially in the vignette 

sections. In many instances, the teachers tried to associate each one of the vignettes with 

students they had taught throughout the years. The vignettes helped teachers focus on 

students with problems or struggling students. One teacher suggested that they should receive 

professional development using vignettes to help them reflect on best practices. The teacher 

specifically said that if teachers were trained using vignettes they might be able to reflect on 

their own teaching practices and be able to use the information in a manner of “If this, then 

that.” 

 Many of the teachers had been professionally directly affected by the recent death of 

one of the special education teachers. According to the study participants, the special 

education teacher was a vital expert whom they turned to for assistance with SAT paperwork, 

accommodations, and intervention advice. Lower elementary teachers were frustrated at not 

being able to refer students to the SAT and were told by a special education diagnostician 

that kindergarten and first grade students should not be referred for Tier III because many of 

their academic and behavioral issues were developmental. One teacher confessed to 

experiencing sleepless nights over not being able to retain a student because the Special 

Education Department was not taking referrals for students in the lower elementary. 

 A notable phenomenon that occurred was when I turned off my digital recorder 

teachers were more relaxed and able to vent, to express their opinions, to share their 
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frustrations, and to complain about the SAT process and RtI, especially in terms of 

professional development. Professional development in general was deemed to be 

insufficient and piecemeal. The teachers painted a portrait of the district administrators as 

having “a fever to begin with professional development” that then dwindled as time went on. 

Teachers referred to professional development as one or two hour sessions on a Wednesday, 

an early dismissal afternoon. Only one teacher had received training at the State level. None 

of the teachers received information or formal training on the RtI process or the three tiers at 

the university level. Some teachers had learned about the SAT process in college but only 

superficially. Part of that may be attributed to the fact that many teachers had attended 

university prior to the RtI process initiation in 2006. 

The principals identified human and capital resources as a necessity for administering 

the RtI process. The former principal said that there were not enough resources to 

differentiate instruction. Resources were identified by the former principal as administrative 

assistance, teacher man-power, and funding. The current principal identified funding as the 

resource necessary to make the system work. The current principal stressed that it was not 

enough to have a State mandate on RtI but that the State needed to back it up with sufficient 

funding to facilitate the RtI process. 

Themes 

Teacher efficacy. For purposes of this study, efficacy was defined as effectiveness of 

the Tier II and SAT process in identifying students for special education. The foundation of 

the concept of teacher efficacy derives from the psychological and sociological study of self-

efficacy. Bandura (1997, p. 3) defines self-efficacy as "beliefs in one's capabilities to 

organize and execute a course of action required to produce a given attainment." This 
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definition is significant as this study attempts to ascertain how teachers suspect, determine, 

and begin formulating intervention for at-risk or struggling students. The interviews revealed 

the teachers’ general understanding of the RtI process and their role in that process. This 

study also focused on the individual teacher’s reflective process while making the decision 

about how to design interventions and when or if to begin the SAT process. Interview 

questions three, seven, eight, and twelve and vignettes one through four most closely 

revealed the first theme of teacher efficacy in the RtI process.  

There is a perception of high teacher efficacy as the teachers became more involved 

and begin to implement more strategies in the RtI process; thus influencing instructional and 

motivational outcomes. Nunn and Jantz (2009) also examined the impact of RtI involvement 

and implementation variables associated with teacher efficacy beliefs. The researchers found 

that a powerful indicator of “how teachers perceive their empowerment to influence positive 

learning outcomes” is “teacher efficacy.” The results of the study indicated, “that there is a 

substantive link between what the teacher does and what positive outcomes accrue as a 

function of those actions” (p. 601).  

In response to question three, What do you know about the Response to Intervention 

Process (RtI)?, two of the three novice teachers knew the three tiers of the process. One 

novice teacher frankly stated, “I don’t know.” The teachers explained that they had not 

received any information or training on RtI. All intermediate teachers knew and could 

explain what the Response to Intervention was and that it included three tiers. Some teachers 

could explain the process in more detail than others. One teacher knew the percentage of the 

school population that each tier should include.  
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The veteran teachers knew about RtI but did not give enough details to explain the 

process accurately. Of the veteran teachers, three of the five knew about the three tiers and 

the SAT process, one knew about the SAT process but did not mention the three tiers, and 

the other said that she knew about the process but did not articulate the information.  

Comparing all three groups, eleven of fourteen teachers knew the three tiers of the RtI 

process, but gave varying details on the tiers and the process itself. Some teachers believed 

that Tier I was where teachers began individualized interventions for struggling students 

while others questioned whether or not Tier III was special education. Two teachers actually 

took out their copy of the RtI pyramid and looked over each tier before answering the 

question.  

In response to question four of the principals’ interview questions, What was/is your 

role in the Student Assistance Team (SAT)?, both principals stated that their role on the 

Student Assistance Team was as the school administrator and they took an active role in the 

process. Although, the former principal did quantify her response by saying that she 

attempted to attend as many SATs as possible, she further stated that she found it challenging 

to attend all the meetings as she was the only administrator in an elementary school with a 

large student population. 

In response to question seven, What is Tier II of the Response to Intervention 

Process?, no significant comparisons were noted in any one of the three groups. Answers 

varied in each of the groups. Among the three groups, nine of the fourteen teachers could not 

clearly explain the RtI process, gave inaccurate answers or honestly said that they did not 

know what the process entailed. Three teachers in particular said that the process was “not 

clear,” or that they were “not sure.” Many of the teachers referred to canned programs such 
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as Reading Rockets and an Apple application used for iPad to describe the interventions that 

are utilized to assist students in Tier II of the RtI process. In fact, one intermediate teacher 

was disappointed that the school did not have a class set of iPads for all of her students to 

use. She utilized an application on her own personal iPad as an intervention for some of her 

students. In addition, the current principal told me that the school purchased a program called 

Phonics Blitz as a Tier II intervention. In the NMPED RtI Manual, it clearly states that “RtI 

is not a student placement model, a location…a boxed program…a quick fix for low 

achievement” (NMPED, 2009, p. 6). 

In response to question eight, Can you remember a time when the RtI worked and did 

not work for a particular student whom you taught?, the majority of teachers could 

remember when the RtI worked for a particular student whom they taught, but most 

explained the SAT process and not necessarily Response to Intervention or the three tiers. 

In response to question twelve, What are some Tier II strategies (reading, math or 

behavior) you use in your class?, the answers varied widely. Of all the Tier II strategies that 

a teacher may use for reading, math or behavior the novice teachers had two commonalities: 

small group and one-on-one. Question number twelve elicited the widest variety of responses 

as compared to the responses for any other of the fourteen questions. All of the novice 

teachers were able to achieve commonality on two of the strategies, but none of the other 

teachers in the other two groups were able to achieve consensus. 

Vignettes one through four gave the most insight into teacher efficacy. Teachers were 

read the vignettes and then asked what they would do if they were the teacher of each of the 

four students. 
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Vignette one: Maria is 10 years old in the fourth grade. She has lived in the US for 

four years and has been in the District for three years. Both her parents are from 

Mexico and do not speak fluent English. Maria has a limited vocabulary and mixes 

up English and Spanish in her writing. She is not a fluent reader and her reading 

comprehension is two grades below the average cut score. She is also struggling with 

multi-syllabic words. Maria has not shown adequate progress as compared to her 

classmates on standardized or summative assessments.  

 All three Novice teachers would utilize some form of the Student Assistance Team 

(SAT). Each one would call a SAT meeting, start a SAT or fill our SAT forms. In addition all 

three would involve parents in the process. The intermediate teachers all believed that the 

student in vignette one needed assistance with language. Four of the teachers mentioned that 

since the elementary school was a dual language school, then the student should have been or 

should be placed in a dual language classroom. The other two suggested that the student be 

assessed in Spanish or receive TESOL strategies in the regular education setting. All but one 

veteran teacher believed that the student in vignette one should be placed in a dual language 

classroom. 

Comparing all three groups, eight of fourteen teachers suggested that the student in 

vignette one be transferred or be provided services in a dual language classroom. This 

response is understandable as the elementary school is a dual language school. Four teachers, 

three of whom were novice teachers, thought they should convene a SAT on the student. 

Vignette two: Chris is a 9 year-old boy in the 3rd grade. He is articulate and 

participates in class discussions. He does not volunteer to read aloud. You have 

noticed that when he is read to his comprehension is proficient to advanced, yet when 
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he reads his fluency and comprehension are at a 1st grade level. Although he 

expresses his ideas orally, his spelling and writing are also at a 1st grade level. He 

has demonstrated proficient levels in standardized math assessments but not in 

reading. 

Novice teacher answers did not coincide in any manner except for two teachers who 

suggested student number two be placed in a small group to receive interventions. The other 

teacher did suggest the student be assessed and should be recommended for a SAT. Two 

intermediate teachers suggested the student be assessed, while two believed that a SAT 

should be convened. One said that he should practice English although it was not proposed 

that student number two was an English Language Learner. 

In general, vignette number two elicited the least amount of commonalities among all 

teachers. Three of the fourteen teachers mentioned that the student might have Dyslexia, 

should be assessed, and that a SAT should be convened. 

Vignette three: Jorge is a five-year old kindergartener. His phonological awareness 

is not in the average range of a student in kindergarten. He does not participate in 

the class and hesitates when asked a direct question. He is having difficulties in 

expressing himself and his speech is unintelligible. He has demonstrated proficient 

levels on standardized assessments. 

Each one of the novice teachers mentioned seeking assistance in one form or another 

from a speech therapist or speech teacher. One teacher in particular stated that she would call 

in a speech therapist to conduct an observation. Four of the six intermediate teachers 

interviewed believed that the student needed to be assessed or receive services from a speech 
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therapist or speech teacher. Two veteran teachers believed that a SAT should be arranged and 

one recommended that a speech therapist observe. 

Although there was no information that indicated that the student in vignette number 

three was a Spanish speaker, many teachers assumed that the student needed assistance in 

learning English. Nine of fourteen teachers believed that the student should be tested for 

speech or that the speech therapist should observe or assess the student. Nearly 50 percent 

thought the student should go through a SAT. 

Vignette four: Stacy is a 6 year-old girl in the 1st grade. Her reading fluency and 

comprehension are at a 4th grade level. On her own, she reads fiction chapter books 

and non-fiction books on a wide-range of subjects. She has an extended vocabulary 

and her writing is proficient to advanced. Her math skills are at a 1st grade level. She 

completes her assignments with ease and then becomes engrossed in a book, but it is 

difficult to get her back on task. In addition, she is having trouble making and 

sustaining friendships. 

 Two of the three novice teachers proposed that student number four be recommended 

for the Enhancement or Gifted Program. Four of the six intermediate teachers interviewed 

said that the student in vignette four should be assessed or receive services in the 

Enhancement Program. Four out of five veteran teachers believed that the student in vignette 

four was a gifted and talented student. One teacher said the student should be tested for 

enhancement, one teacher said that the student was a “typical” gifted student, and another 

teacher said that the student was “obviously” gifted. 

Ten of fourteen teachers suggested that the student in vignette four be assessed for the 

Gifted and Talented or Enhancement program. While many teachers believed that the 
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student’s reading skills should be honored, they wanted to assist in making math more 

interesting and encourage or motivate the student to pay more attention to math. 

Three administrators were also interviewed. The Special Education Director was 

interviewed in June of 2013 after her first school year as the director. When asked if there 

have been changes in SY2012-2013 in the intake process for SAT referrals, the Special 

Education Director stated “There wasn’t a proper SAT being done before,” and with the use 

of the student database TIENET, regular education teachers have the proper forms. The 

Director also stated that the Student Assistance Teams were accustomed to convening one 

meeting and “calling that a SAT.” They were also unaccustomed to “using research-based 

interventions” so the department is now “requiring that (research-based interventions be 

performed) in order to have testing done.” Testing in this case means diagnostic assessments 

for determining Tier III or special education placement. 

The SAT meetings I attended also offered an insight into teacher efficacy and the 

efficacy of the system in place at LLES. I was initially invited to the second meeting of a 

Student Assistance Team meeting in May of 2013 for a student whose teacher had started the 

SAT referral process in September of 2012. I arrived at the counselor’s office at the 

appropriate time and the SAT was essentially over as the parent was present to sign the 

permission to test documents stating that the student would be assessed for the Enhancement 

Program for gifted students. The regular education teacher, Enhancement teacher, and 

counselor were present. No administrator or ancillary special education staff member was 

present. 

The student’s teacher was one of the study participants. While interviewing her, prior 

to the SAT meeting, she mentioned her frustration with the SAT process and the length of 
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time it took for the student to be possibly identified as Gifted and assessed for the 

Enhancement Program. The teacher expressed her frustration at the length of the process by 

saying “We’ve cheated this child.” She did explain that despite the lengthy process, the 

student had received Tier II interventions in her classroom. 

I was invited to a second SAT scheduled for 2:30 p.m. I arrived at 2:20 and waited 

with the counselor until 2:40 p.m. when the reading interventionist arrived, followed shortly 

afterwards by the regular education classroom teacher. The counselor called the 

parent/guardian with no success. Although behavior was an issue, neither the behavior 

specialist nor a social worker was present. The school principal and the Native American 

tutor were not invited to the meeting by the counselor. At 2:50 p.m. the counselor called the 

guardian again and left a message and then decided to begin the meeting.  

The counselor began by filling out an initial SAT summary form, from TIENET, for 

the student. The student was an eight-year-old Native American male who had been retained 

in first grade by his previous school. He was in a regular education classroom but received 

tutoring from the Native American tutor especially in Guided Reading. The student’s vision, 

hearing, and speech were fine. His self-esteem was normal to poor and his behavior was 

challenging. The student struggles with academic language and his reading and writing were 

substantially below level. The student’s guardian had turned down his participation in the K-

3 Plus Program. The counselor also asked who would be responsible for the Behavior Plan. 

 The teacher who submitted the referral spoke first about her observations and 

concerns. The student was being recommended for possible retention. The teacher was 

concerned that the student had difficulty with comprehension and retention of information. 

The student demonstrated problems with attention, ability to focus or concentrate and this 
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affected the student’s behavior. The student was also becoming increasingly defiant. In 

addition, the teacher stated that the student had little number sense and made reversals in his 

handwriting and this affected his work production. The teacher specified that the student was 

a tactile and kinesthetic learner and did not do well with choral reading. Tier II multisensory 

interventions included carpet writing and the use of salt trays, and looking at the analog clock 

for the time had been implemented by his teacher. The teacher noted that the student had 

shown minimal progress all year long. 

 The reading teacher noted that the student was receiving 30 minutes daily of Tier II 

reading intervention. The December guided reading level was a G and the May guided 

reading running record indicated that the student’s instructional level in reading was F and 

the Benchmark Assessment was a G. The goal for a first grader at the end of the school year 

was level I-J. The STAR reading and STAR math assessment was substantially below grade 

level. The DIBELs May score was well below the fluency level for first grade. 

 Recommendations from the SAT included diagnostic testing to rule out a learning 

disability and/or Dyslexia and a Behavior Plan. Both the teacher and reading interventionist 

recommended that the counselor call the guardian to sign papers for testing, since 

interventions had already been done. Despite the student receiving Tier II reading 

interventions with the reading interventionist and the Native American tutor and the teacher’s 

documented interventions, the student had not shown adequate progress. The counselor 

reminded the other team members that this meeting was an initial meeting and that the 

Special Education Department required two SAT meetings before paperwork could be 

submitted for diagnostic testing. The team concluded that the follow-up meeting be 

scheduled at the beginning of SY13-14. 
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Teacher retention and acculturation. Teacher acculturation and mentoring is 

essential to retaining highly qualified teachers and lowering attrition rates, particularly 

among novice teachers. Educational funding and resources are scare in many school districts 

across the country and especially in New Mexico. “Good mentoring takes time, which must 

be coordinated carefully so that the mentor and novice teacher can observe one another and 

meet” (Johnson, 2006, p. 8). In addition, “The evidence indicates that schools in low-income 

communities encounter far more turnover than those in moderate-income or high-income 

communities” (Johnson, 2006, p.16). 

Attrition is a problem throughout the United States. “About one-third of new teachers 

leave the profession within five years” (Darling-Hammond, 2003, p. 2). Novice teachers who 

leave a district place a financial drain on a school district. “To reduce high teacher turnover 

rates that impose heavy costs on schools, we must improve working conditions, insist on 

effective teacher preparation, and provide support for new teachers” (Darling-Hammond, 

2003, p. 1).  

 Although “steep attrition in the first few years of teaching is a long-standing 

problem” nation-wide, it is not necessarily a problem at La Loma Elementary School 

(Darling-Hammond, 2003, p. 2). Seventy four percent of the teachers on staff have only 

taught at LLES, the range of experience is from one year to 32 years. Another 23 percent of 

teachers have been at LLES over five years. The current principal explained that the attrition 

rate is low because of a high level of collaboration at the school. 

 In response to question seven from the current/former principal interview, Was/is 

there mentoring of novice teachers? If so, what was its impact?, both principals stated, “yes,”  

there is mentoring of novice teachers. The former principal stated that the program was not as 
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strong after funding for stipends was eliminated for mentor teachers. The current principal 

said that there was only one novice, first-year teacher who has a mentor teacher but added 

that the novice teacher is a strong teacher and does not need as much assistance. One of the 

intermediate teachers said that she had an informal mentor when she started at the school and 

has served as a mentor teacher for novice teachers in the building. 

In response to question nine of the current/former principal interview, Did teachers 

turn to you for help you when they were unsure of how to proceed with a student who was 

struggling or needed additional assistance? Can you recall how you assisted a particular 

teacher?, the principals acknowledged that the teachers turned to colleagues to assist them 

when a student is struggling or needs additional assistance. The current principal mentioned 

that during the Professional Learning Community (PLC) collaborative sessions teachers 

assist each other. The former principal encouraged teachers to observe each other. 

 Both principals acknowledged at some point during the interview that they 

administered a large school. The student population over the last five years has been over 600 

students. The former principal spent a year of the three-year tenure at La Loma Elementary 

School without an additional principal or vice-principal. The current principal has a student 

population of 633 and went through SY2012-2103 without a vice-principal. In addition, the 

LLES campus is sizeable, encompassing four major buildings. The large student population 

and campus were common topics among the regular education teachers interviewed. Many 

turned to their colleagues for assistance and/or mentoring rather than disturbing the principal.  

Professional development. Professional Development and on-going training are 

essential to the success of any educational program. RtI and the SAT process are complicated 

programs and require a high degree of professional development. “Professional development 
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in implementing and sustaining multitier prevention models” is the key to success of RtI 

(Kratochwill et al., 2007, p. 618). Given that the primary responsibility for formulating and 

executing Tier II interventions relies on general education teachers, teacher efficacy and on-

going professional development are imperative in executing the RtI model. Implementing 

and promoting professional development of pre-service teachers and regular education 

teachers is paramount in the success of the RtI model. The members of the SAT must be 

well-trained in the formulation of interventions and Tier II process. 

In response to question five, Since you started working in the district, have you 

received professional development in RtI? If yes, When did you receive the training and for 

how long?, all the responses from Novice teachers were “no.” None of the novice teachers 

could recall a time when the district provided professional development in RtI. Five of the six 

intermediate teachers acknowledged receiving sporadic training and one teacher said “no.” 

The results from the veteran interviews mirrored the intermediate teachers. One of the five 

veteran teachers said they had not received RtI professional development. 

 Although five of the fourteen teachers interviewed stated that since they started 

working for the district they have not received professional development in RtI, another 

seven teachers stated that they have received very little training in the process, most stating 

that they received one or two short trainings on their Wednesday, early-dismissal days. One 

teacher showed me an agenda and PowerPoint handout for a brief RtI overview in a training 

that lasted approximately 20 minutes in May of 2013. Many teachers expressed the need for 

professional development, initial training, and follow-up training plus time to understand the 

process and time to work on scenarios. 
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 Both principals received training at the State level when RtI was first introduced in 

New Mexico. One of the principals actually trained the staff. In terms of District training, 

both principals have experienced limited or informal training.  

The Special Education Director, as did the teachers and principals, identified the 

necessity for professional development in the RtI process. The director mentioned upcoming 

professional development for teachers in SY13-14 that will include TIENET training and 

additional training requested from the Public Education Department in IEP development, 

SAT, and the transition process. When asked about district-wide initiatives for professional 

development she stated that the superintendent was responsible for the district although the 

aforementioned training opportunities were being scheduled for SY13-14. 

Collaboration. Collaboration is key to teacher efficacy. “It is not enough to hire and 

retain the brightest teachers - they must also believe they can successfully meet the 

challenges of the task at hand” (Senge, 2000, p. 394). Teachers are more effective when they 

know to whom they may turn in times of self-doubt or ignorance on a specific topic or 

process. “By working toward continual improvement of the collaboration process and 

keeping the lines of interactive communication open, school teams should be able to provide 

the foundation for slow-learners to raise their level of academic achievement and improve 

their organization and social skills” (Burgner, 2010, ¶6).  

In response to question two, Have you/do you teach students in special education in 

your class right now? Do you receive assistance administering their accommodations?, two 

of the three novice teachers have taught students with IEPs, but no teacher received 

assistance with administering student accommodations. Four of the six intermediate teachers 

interviewed taught special education students in their classes for SY2012-2013. Of the four 
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teachers, three did not receive assistance or much assistance administering the students’ 

accommodations in their classrooms. One teacher specifically said that her special education 

students received pull-out assistance. All veteran teachers interviewed taught special 

education students in the classes in SY 2012-2013. Three of the five teachers received 

assistance from special education teachers in administering the students’ accommodations. 

Eleven of the fourteen certified regular education teachers interviewed did teach students in 

special education in SY2012-2013. Not all of those teachers received assistance with 

interventions or accommodations. 

In response to question eight, Can you remember a time when the RtI worked and did 

not work for a particular student whom you taught?, two of three novice teachers stated that 

RtI works. Four of the six intermediate teachers could recall when the RtI process worked. 

One intermediate teacher remembered when one of the SAT recommendations was sent back 

and another recalled a time when RtI worked in groups. Four of the five veteran teachers 

interviewed could recall a time when the RtI worked for a particular student whom they 

taught. Two of those teachers mentioned that the SAT process was either a lengthy procedure 

or that the turnaround was slow. 

In response to question thirteen, To whom do you turn for help when you are unsure 

of how to proceed with a student who is struggling or needs additional assistance? Can you 

recall how that person assisted you?, novice teachers had similar responses to question 

number thirteen. They each turn to other teachers and two of the three teachers turn to their 

grade level teams specifically. Five of the six intermediate teachers collaborate with their 

peers and one teacher collaborates with the special education teacher. 
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Four of the five veteran teachers interviewed achieved commonality on question 

thirteen as they did on question number eight. The teachers all mentioned that they turn to 

other teachers particularly grade level teachers for assistance if they are unsure of how to 

proceed with a student who is struggling or needs additional assistance. Two of the teachers 

explained that the grade-level group meets once or twice a week. Of all the teachers 

interviewed, twelve of the fourteen teachers stated that they collaborate with other teachers 

particularly their grade-level teams.  

Although the Special Education Director did specify that RtI is “generally a general 

ed responsibility,” she did acknowledge that the Special Education Department supports RtI 

and helps with interventions. The Director has participated in SAT meetings and is allowing 

ancillary staff such as the district behavior specialist and social workers to “sit in on the SAT 

meetings.” The former principal encouraged teachers to observe their peers. The current 

principal has not worked directly with teachers on the RtI process but rather has directed 

them towards interventions they may utilize. 

Paradigm shift. RtI is a paradigm shift that not only has implications for professional 

development but for “pre-service” university courses (Richards et al., 2007, p. 59). Are 

universities instructing pre-service teachers on the RtI and SAT process? There are 

unanswered “questions as to how best prepare all teacher candidates with the knowledge, 

skills, and dispositions necessary to implement the RTI model” (p. 60). Of the teachers 

interviewed, 10 out of 14 or 71 percent received their B.A.s, M.A.s or both at New Mexico 

institutions of higher education. The most important factor in implementing RtI is “sustained 

implementation” (Zelenka, 2010, ¶1). The majority of the teachers in this study had not 
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received any instruction on the RtI process in their university studies, even those who 

graduated after the NM state mandate.  

In response to question four, Did any of your university courses include instruction on 

the RtI or SAT process?, two out of the three novice teachers did not receive instruction on 

the RtI. One novice teacher had received some instruction in RtI in a class on diversity. All 

but one intermediate teacher did not receive instruction on the RtI or SAT process in one of 

their university courses. None of the veteran teachers received instruction on the RtI or SAT 

process in their university courses. Many noted that their university degrees were completed 

before the inception of RtI or when the RtI process became a State of New Mexico mandate. 

Only two teachers received instruction on RtI or the SAT process in their university courses. 

Many admitted that they attended college classes before the inception of RtI and its eventual 

mandated status in New Mexico. 

Question fourteen, Is there any additional information that you would like to share 

concerning the RtI process?, gave teachers an opportunity to reflect on the RtI process and 

their role in that process. Not quite 50 percent of the teachers said that they needed 

professional development. Two teachers did not want to share any additional information. 

Two teachers wanted to learn more terminology, and another wanted to learn more about the 

special education programs offered at NMSD.  

One teacher stated that the district needed to “fix the system,” a second replied that 

the school was “weak” in the RtI process, and a third said that teachers need more time to 

implement interventions and added, “time is our biggest enemy.” One teacher recalled a 

student that went through the SAT process in September of 2012 and did not receive an IEP 

until May of 2013. The teacher said, “We’ve cheated this child.” Another teacher was 
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concerned about the amount of changes. The teacher said, “Once you’ve made 

improvements, give everybody a chance to get used to it before you change it again.”  

Poverty. Poverty is a significant factor in the lack of academic success throughout the 

nation. The research shows that students raised in poverty lag behind those students in the 

middle class (Gándara & Contreras, 2009; Jensen, 2009; Rebell & Wolff, 2002; Tough, 

2008; Williams, 2003). Poverty hinders the development of early childhood growth and 

learning. “Children from low-income or less-educated families are less likely to have the 

supports necessary for healthy growth and development (Ackerman & Barnett, 2005, p.11). 

One intermediate teacher said that many of her students are in survival mode most of 

the time. The teacher further stated that it was the job of any teacher at LLES to serve the 

needs of the students and to assist them in any way. 

While conducting observations of LLES, I attended a family reading night. The 

auditorium was full of at least 150 students and parents. The first thing I noticed was that at 

least half of the parents attending were mono-lingual Spanish speakers. Their children served 

as interpreters and explained what the guest speaker was saying and the rules of a reading 

hunt game that the speaker asked the parents and students to play. I asked one of the teachers 

if the turnout of parents and students was normal. The teacher explained that because food 

was being served at the reading night, many families showed up to eat. The teacher further 

explained that the teachers make sure to provide food or a snack to parents so that they will 

attend parent nights. 

ELL. There are more than five million ELLs in the US. Many of those students are 

struggling with literacy skills. RtI strategies lend themselves to assisting ELLs. There are 

three major reasons to use RtI for ELLs: 1) universal screening and progress monitoring 
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allow for true comparison among peers instead of national norms; 2) RtI requires 

collaboration among teachers and educational specialists; and, 3) struggling students are 

identified early before falling too far behind (Rinaldi & Samson, 2008, pp. 8-9). Teachers 

nationwide and in New Mexico often labor with the problem of recommending an ELL 

student for a SAT because it is difficult to distinguish between a learning disability and the 

process of language acquisition. In addition, many teachers are not trained in appropriate 

interventions and are not qualified or certified to address the problems of struggling ELLs. 

They also feel inadequate to “address the unique issues” ELL students face (Gándara, 

Rumberger, Maxwell-Jolly, & Callahan, 2003). In addition, schools across the nation have 

reported the inadequacy of resources and services to address the exceptional learning needs 

of ELL students with disabilities (Rinaldi & Samson, 2008; Zehler et al., 2003). 

A prominent strategy utilized by teachers at LLES like “the Sheltered Instruction 

Observation Protocol (SIOP)” has “yet to demonstrate more than a very modest effect on 

student learning” (Goldenberg, 2013, p. 7). In addition, “other popular programs such as 

Project GLAD (Guided Language Acquisition Design) have never even been properly 

evaluated” and have not shown actual evidence of increasing student achievement 

(Goldenberg, 2013, pg. 7). 

Two of the teachers mentioned concerns about the RtI process and with designing 

interventions for students in the dual language program the majority of whom are English 

Language Learners (ELLs). Other students in the program include Hispanic students with a 

limited knowledge of Spanish and Caucasian students learning Spanish as a second language. 

The teachers expressed concern over the lack of resources for English Language Learners 

and the lack of support that they received if they suspected that a student in the dual language 
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program needed a SAT convened on their behalf. If a dual language or ELL student is 

struggling then it is generally suspected that it is the result of lack of opportunity or a lack of 

academic English and not a specific learning disability. In addition, students in the dual 

language program who were suspected of being gifted were almost always excluded from the 

Enhancement Program because of the inability of those students to pass the required entrance 

assessments due to a lack of opportunity to acquire academic English vocabulary. 

During the administration of the vignettes, many of the teachers focused on the 

English acquisition skills of the four students although only student one was identified as an 

ELL. Many of the teachers, especially the veteran teachers, established early on that the 

student in vignette one should be placed in the dual language program and should be assessed 

in Spanish. Teachers also mentioned a review of the student’s educational history which is 

recommended by researchers as a comprehensive review of the historical and progress-

monitoring data (Sun et al., 2010). 

Sub Themes 

Systematic focus. As cited in the NMPED Instructional Audit Report there was 

concern regarding teachers providing effective instruction in the categories of RtI and the 

SAT. Both categories were of great concern and needed to be addressed immediately 

(NMPED, 2013d). In addition, principals and teachers were not able to accurately define the 

RtI system in place at the school. Answers to questions concerning the RtI process and Tier 

II interventions were vague and incomplete. One teacher admitted that the system was 

limited, while another said that the system was “broken.” 

 In response to question nine, What system is in place to regularly verify that Tier II 

interventions for reading, math or behavior are implemented?, all three novice teachers 
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asked me to repeat the question. The word “system” caught them off-guard. They needed me 

to repeat the question and each listened more intently to the question. All three had different 

interpretations or definitions of the word “system.” The first novice teacher said that system 

equaled intervention forms; the second said that system equaled interventions and the Title I 

program, Reading Rockets, and the third said that system equaled the special education 

department. The intermediate teachers also asked for clarification or repetition of the 

question. One intermediate teacher honestly admitted that there was “no system” while 

another asked, “What system? The SAT process is broken right now.” The teacher further 

explained, “We don’t see every student that needs extra support.” Another teacher said that 

the system is “going through transition.” The veteran teachers echoed the teachers in the 

other two categories. One veteran teacher said that the school did not have “an actual system” 

while another veteran teacher said that the school didn’t have a “system” or rather had the 

“beginnings of a system not a full-fledged system.” 

 Among all three groups: novice, intermediate, and veteran, 50 percent of the teachers 

asked me to repeat the question or clarify the term “system.” The word “system” seemed to 

be a sticking point or a confusing concept. Many hesitated or paused before they answered 

question number nine. This question elicited a variety of responses many of which were 

programs they utilized in their classes or interventions they performed for a particular 

student, but did not explicitly explain an actual system. One possibility may have been that 

since there is little evidence of an actual RtI system in place, the word “system” did not 

resonate with the teachers or administrators. Another possibility may have been that question 

was not entirely valid and therefore had a problem of construct validity. 
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 In response to a similar question for the current and former principals, What system 

was in place to regularly verify that Tier II interventions for reading, math or behavior were 

implemented?, neither principal could accurately identify what system was in place to 

regularly verify that Tier II interventions were being implemented. One principal referred to 

the system as teacher observations and walkthroughs that they performed on a regular basis. 

The other principal spoke about the data obtained from short-cycle assessments in reference 

to the system in place at LLES to verify that Tier II interventions are being implemented. 

While both of these techniques are essential to Tier II from an administrator’s perspective, 

neither explains an actual verification system that has been in place in the district for the last 

five years. 

 The lack of quantifiable information about an actual system in place at the school 

however was in sync with the responses from the regular education teachers. While none of 

them could accurately identify a specific system, one intermediate teacher actually said that 

the “SAT process is broken right now” while another intermediate teacher said that the 

system was “going through a transition.” One of the ramifications of a broken process that is 

detrimental to students is what the former intermediate teacher continued on with while 

reflecting on question number nine of the interview by saying, “We don’t see every student 

that needs extra support.” 

Time. Additional concerns cited in the NMPED Instructional Audit Report in the 

section regarding the school’s instructional program were differentiated instruction and 

collaboration time for staff. Both categories received a one which was a concern that needed 

to be addressed but not immediately or necessarily with great haste (NMPED, 2013d). Not 

only was time a concern for the NMPED but for teachers at LLES as well. Teachers 
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expressed the necessity to have time to perform actual interventions or develop lessons that 

differentiated instruction. Other teachers requested time to learn and utilize the RtI and SAT 

forms before the formats or expectations changed. 

 In response to question number 14, one veteran teacher said that “time is our greatest 

enemy.” Teachers recommended teacher-friendly forms and checklists to help with 

interventions. Teachers also expressed a need for a shorter time period in Tier II to observe, 

turn in paperwork, and get students’ assessed for Tier III. For example, one veteran teacher 

expressed frustration when a student spent an entire school year in Tier II waiting for 

diagnostic testing to enter into Tier III. One teacher was frustrated that lower elementary 

students cannot be placed in Tier II or assessed for Tier III because shortcomings are a result 

of developmental stages and not necessarily a disability. 

Research Conclusions 

The primary source of data for this study were interviews of nearly 50 percent of the 

certified regular education teachers at La Loma Elementary School, the former principal, the 

current principal of LLES, and the Special Education Director of the North Mountain School 

District. I also analyzed district teacher and student data. I also utilized community data to 

paint a portrait of the parent population.  

The teachers were generally open to answering all questions during the interview and 

became more open and honest when the digital recorder was turned off. The administrators 

were generally more guarded before, during, and after the interviews. 

Teachers hesitated in their responses when answering questions because they lacked 

the professional development or direct knowledge of the information such as in question 3, 

What do you know about the Response to Intervention Process (RtI)? and question 7, What is 
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Tier II of the Response to Intervention Process?. Either the teachers did not answer the 

questions at all by honestly stating “I don’t know” or the teachers strayed from the correct 

responses to the questions.  

The responses to the questions on professional development were the one area in 

which all three levels of teachers and the administrators coincided. The teachers could not 

recall taking university courses in which they learned about the RtI process. Only one teacher 

stated she had a special education course that briefly addressed the RtI. Neither the 

administrators nor the teachers could sufficiently answer with consistency or accuracy when 

or if the district had provided professional development on the RtI process. 

This study was initiated to better understand teacher efficacy in developing and 

sustaining RtI interventions and the teachers’ reflections on their practice. The Research 

Question stated, How does teacher efficacy affect the Student Assistance Team (SAT) 

process and the delivery of the Tier II interventions? The data reveals, for this study, that 

teacher efficacy substantially affects the SAT process and the delivery of the Tier II 

interventions. There is no evidence of university training or professional development on RtI 

once the teachers have been in the district. Teachers do not consider themselves proficient in 

the RtI process and could not consistently answer questions correctly or provide the correct 

information when presented with vignettes of students who required Tier II RtI interventions. 

The SAT team process and RtI system at LLES is broken and affects the disproportionate 

amount of SAT referrals to the district Special Education Department. 
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Chapter V  

Discussion and Next Steps 

Purpose of the Study 

“The qualitative research approach demands that the world be examined with the 

assumption that nothing is trivial, that everything has the potential of being a clue that might 

unlock a more comprehensive undertaking of what is being studied” (Bogden & Biklen, 

1998, p. 6). The student achievement gap, especially among minority, low SES students 

nationwide, in the state of New Mexico, and at LLES, is far from trivial. This study began 

with a New Mexico Public Education Department audit that red-flagged the number of 

students in special education and the acknowledgement by the Special Education staff that 

there was a far greater number of SAT referral packets submitted to the department in the 

North Mountain School District. 

This qualitative research case study was guided by my need, as the Special Education 

Director at the time, to identify the reasons for the larger-than-average number of students in 

special education in the North Mountain School District and the reason why teachers were 

possibly over-referring students for special education. A previous research assignment on 

school transition and a pilot study of the efficacy issue in two elementary schools in the 

district led me to the research question: How does teacher efficacy affect the Student 

Assistance Team (SAT) process and the delivery of the Tier II interventions? This study 

underscored teacher efficacy in terms of teacher preparation, training, delivery of 

interventions, and on-going professional development. Self-efficacy was identified as the 

teachers’ own reflection on the RtI process and how they believed they were prepared to 

create and carry out those interventions. The study also defined from the teachers’ 
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perspectives Tier II of the RtI process and the current system to verify that interventions for 

reading, math or behavior were being implemented. The study focused on certified regular 

education teachers separated into three categories: novice (0 - 5 years of experience), 

intermediate (6 - 14.5 years of experience), and veteran teachers (15 - 35 years of 

experience). 

In order to better understand teacher efficacy in developing and sustaining RtI 

interventions and self-efficacy in teachers’ reflections on their practice, the primary source of 

data for this study was interviews with a sample of the certified regular education teachers, 

the former principal, the current principal of the La Loma Elementary School, and the 

Special Education Director of the North Mountain School District. Nearly fifty percent of the 

current certified regular education teachers were interviewed. The study involved performing 

an analysis of district data in addition to an analysis of the interview data.  

The utilization of interview questions along with vignettes facilitated the 

understanding of the teacher decision-making process from Tier I, to Tier II interventions, 

the SAT process, and then eventually recommending a student or not recommending a 

student for Tier III or special education. A sub-question of this research study was: What are 

the teachers’ understandings of the process from initial interventions to recommending or not 

placement into Tier III? The study showed the comprehension of the steps a teacher should 

take from suspecting that a student has a learning disability that is impeding academic growth 

or a student is believed to be gifted and will require enhancement services. The findings 

reveal a fragmented or even “broken” system, as identified by the majority of the study 

participants, currently in place at LLES to verify, implement, and track RtI interventions. 
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The theoretical framework for this study stemmed from social cognitive theory as a 

way to gain insight into teacher efficacy. Social cognitive theory and the study of teacher 

efficacy are based on Bandura’s (1977) research. Social cognitive theory was essential to the 

study of educational issues and the school environment. The research findings brought out 

the themes of teacher efficacy, collaboration, teacher retention and acculturation, 

professional development, poverty, ELL students, and a paradigm shift with sub themes of a 

systematic focus and time. Qualitative research was appropriate in this particular study as it 

allowed me to gain insight into the practices and beliefs of regular education certified 

teachers in the school setting (Cresswell, 2007). The research design was crafted as a 

qualitative study of Tier II of the RtI process, the phase before students are qualified for Tier 

III or special education.  

Meaning of Findings in a Larger Educational Context 

National. “RtI is not a student placement model, a location, a classroom, a 

class/course, a computer program/software, a teacher, a label, a boxed program, merely a 

special education initiative, or a quick fix for low achievement” (NMPED, 2009, p. 6). 

Discrepancy models used prior to the induction of the Response to Intervention model 

did not differentiate between a child who may have a specific learning disability and one who 

may have an academic difficulty because of inefficient instruction, poverty, language, or 

developmental delays (Barbero, 2006). In essence, the models discriminated against 

minority, low-SES, and ELL students who were identified for special education without 

accounting for academic opportunity or language barriers. Discrepancy models did not 

predict how differentiated instruction would benefit students. Furthermore, students had to 

fail for a considerable amount of time – sometimes years – before they were evaluated for 
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special education. However if all interventions have failed and RtI has been executed 

effectively, Gresham (2002, p. 499) stated, “children who fail to respond to empirically 

validated treatments implemented with integrity might be identified as LD (learning 

disabled).” 

Response to Intervention is “an instructional improvement system that affects both 

general and regular education” (Barbero, 2006, p. 5). RtI is a pyramid of interventions 

configured as a three-tier approach to identify students before they are evaluated for special 

education. RtI was developed to set “the groundwork for bringing a new focus on enhancing 

the performance of all students including those with disabilities through a common system in 

which classroom teachers, special education teachers, and other specialists can work 

together” (Wedl, 2005, pp.1-2). The RtI model was designed to provide “high-quality 

instruction using evidence-based best practices and progress monitoring that is expected to 

reveal students’ resistance to this high quality instruction, and an instructional scaffold that 

becomes more responsive to student needs as assessments indicate” (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006a, 

p. 93). The RtI advantage “is that children do not have to ‘wait to fail’ before they receive 

help” (Lohman, 2007, ¶2).  

The RtI model became the answer to the drawn-out process of identifying students for 

special education or providing collaboration between special education and regular education 

educators. In addition, RtI interventions were created to address the diverse needs of students 

from a variety of economic backgrounds, ethnicities, and urban and rural schools. The 

interventions were mandated by IDEIA (2004) so as to be research-based. “Much the same as 

the push for inclusion necessitated that the role of special and general educators change to 

better meet the needs of students with disabilities in inclusive settings, the increase in the use 
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of RtI models will likely necessitate a change in how both special and general educators 

respond to the needs of struggling students before they are considered for special education 

services” (Bryant & Barrera, 2009, ¶1).   

The RtI was implemented as the method to progress monitor and assess, if necessary, 

for Tier III or special education. However, the success of RtI as with any other program, 

hinges on professional development of teachers, sustained training, and collaboration. This 

study has revealed that teachers at LLES do collaborate but have not received the 

professional development or sustained training to achieve efficacy in RtI especially in Tier II. 

The teachers have yet to achieve efficacy and do not have a fully functioning system to 

monitor interventions or student progress/delay. Teacher Efficacy and professional 

development are not the only issues for having a successful RtI system in place at a school 

district, it is also a matter of social justice. All children have a right to a Free and Appropriate 

Public Education that includes a proper RtI system in place. As long as RtI does not perform 

its function in every school district, the most vulnerable student population is not receiving 

justice.  

New Mexico. There are 89 public school districts in New Mexico with a total student 

population of 334,419. Students with Individual Education Plans number 13.7 percent and 

15.4 percent of students participate in limited-English proficient programs. The most 

staggering statistics involve the high poverty rates that New Mexican students face; 87.4 

percent of the schools in NM are Title I schools and 65.6 percent of students statewide are 

eligible for free and reduced lunch (NCES, 20). New Mexico ranked 50th in 2013 by Kids 

Count down from 49th in 2012 on a series of 16 key indicators that include education, 

poverty, health, and community (2013). In terms of four key indicators for education, New 
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Mexico ranks 49th for the second year. In teacher salaries, New Mexico ranks 47th with an 

average salary of $33,785 as compared to the U.S. average of $42,929 (NMPED, 2000-01).  

The NMPED has mandated RtI in public schools but has not funded the program so 

that it will successfully realize its promise of decreasing the student achievement gap. In 

New Mexico, among other states, the SAT develops an Academic Intervention Plan (AIP) or 

a Behavioral Improvement Plan (BIP). The plans are corrective action measurements that 

assist a “low-performing” or “struggling” student advance or serve as a guide for an IEP 

team when developing special education goals. “Collegial communication within a 

comprehensive approach” and “shared-accountability” are required to ensure that students’ 

needs are identified quickly and that strategies are formulated to meet those needs (Lose, 

2007, p. 277). Student Assistance Teams must also guarantee the integrity of interventions 

proposed during Tier II (Duron, Mesmer, Grierson, & Witt, 2009, p. 34). A team and each 

member on the team must decide on those interventions and must have input. The plan 

should be approved when there is collaboration and feedback. Feedback should include 

assessment data, strategies, and research-based interventions that demonstrate progression 

and/or proficiency, which are essential to the Tier II process (NMPED, 2013d). 

School districts with limited resources in New Mexico often fall short while 

implementing an efficient RtI program. LA Rocco and Murcia (2009) studied the 

implementation side of RtI. The researchers’ findings accentuated the deficiencies in teacher 

training and administrative support for teachers’ feelings of frustration and anxiety as they 

attempted to implement the interventions. Teachers in LA Rocco and Murcia’s (2009) study 

were anxious and frustrated with the RtI model. In order for the model to be successful, they 
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stated, “teachers must embrace RtI, examine whether they are using research-based practices, 

and modify their teaching” (LA Rocco & Murcia, 2009, p. 22). 

Moreover, administrative support is critical. Administrators in the NMSD should be 

well-trained in the RtI process and as shown in the findings some administrators have yet to 

achieve complete efficacy in the process. In this study, both of the principals interviewed 

maintained that LLES was in need of resources for the successful implementation of the RtI. 

The current principal stated that NMPED needs to fund the RtI program and must provide 

professional development for teachers.  

NMSD and LLES. La Loma is the largest elementary school in the North Mountain 

School District with a student population of 633. The school is 100 percent Title I and 100 

percent of the students receive free and reduced lunch. The school also has the highest 

percentage of ELL students in the District. The school has a dual language program that has 

shown student gain in English proficiency. In addition, the K-3 Plus program helped students 

show academic progress if the student had participated for two successive years. In a recent 

audit from the New Mexico Public Education Department, LLES received zero (indicates no 

concern) points in Academic Expectations and Classroom Environment. The audit also 

revealed a score of one (concern without haste) point in Differentiated Instruction and two 

(great concern to be addressed immediately) points on Response to Intervention and Student 

Assistance Team.  

In this study, I found commonalities among teachers in each of the three groups: 

novice, intermediate and veteran, and among all certified regular education teachers. I was 

interested in understanding how and when novice teachers were being trained in the RtI 

process. Only a small percentage of teachers could remember being trained in RtI by the 
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school district and only one teacher had received training in RtI by the undergraduate 

university she attended. Most teachers could recall a possible training session conducted 

during a Wednesday, early-dismissal day but generally referred to district professional 

development as superficial. One teacher stated that the superintendent decided in which area 

the teachers would receive training and RtI had not been a professional development priority. 

What would a novice teacher do if she suspected a student had a learning disability 

versus requiring a Tier II RtI intervention? Would that teacher be able to generate a plan for 

intervention? Generally, teachers could not explain the RtI process although they did know 

that there were three tiers. The teachers did not consistently identify interventions and could 

not explain a system for verifying that those interventions were being implemented. This 

relates to professional development. If pre-service teachers are not taking classes that assist 

them in identifying and developing interventions, and if the school district is not providing 

professional development in RtI, then it is difficult for teachers to be efficacious in the 

process. 

Who would a teacher ask for assistance? Most teachers stated that they turn to other 

teachers, especially grade-level teachers when they were unsure of a process or procedure. 

Principals also encourage teachers to seek assistance from their fellow teachers. As a new 

teacher to the district, I was not offered any training sessions in RtI nor was I assigned a 

mentor. In some of the schools, a binder with relevant information is given to new teachers, 

but to my knowledge there is no manual other than the NMPED RtI Manual that gives 

teachers in the district information about the Response to Intervention (RtI) process. Only 

one teacher said that she utilized the NMPED RtI Manual. The current principal mentioned 

that she helped work on the first NMPED training manual, but also admitted that teachers did 
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not come to her for assistance with the RtI process. The teachers also noted that with the 

large student population and only one administrator in the school, they did not think of 

“bothering the principal.”  

I also expected commonalities among the three administrators who were interviewed. 

The principals spoke about the RtI being an un-funded mandate imposed on the school 

districts by the NMPED. Both principals spoke about the need for more resources. The 

former principal was a bit more guarded in the responses to the interview questions and 

thought cautiously before responding. The current principal and current Special Education 

Director were more frank about their beliefs in the deficiencies in the RtI and SAT process 

and the need for more professional development by the state and by the district. 

Typical student/parent/teacher at LLES. Based on the findings of this study and an 

analysis of the existing data, a portrait of the typical student, parent, and teacher emerged. 

The typical student at LLES would be a male, Hispanic, low-SES, inter-lingual English and 

Spanish student with an Individual Education Plan who is not proficient in math or reading 

according to standardized test scores.  

The typical parent at LLES would be Hispanic, head a single-parent household, and 

rely on parents or extended family members to assist in raising their child, have a high school 

diploma or the equivalency, inter-lingual in Spanish and English and work in the service-

industry.  

The typical teacher at LLES is from the North Mountain community, female, 

Hispanic, a graduate of a New Mexico university, Level II teacher, with a BA degree, and 

has taught at least five years at LLES. The average teacher at LLES has yet to achieve 

efficacy in Tier II of the Response to Intervention process. 
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Comparison and Contribution of Findings to Current Research 

I sit upon a unique perch in regards to this study. In many ways I am an insider who 

has had exclusive access to policy-making decisions in the district, and like many of the 

teachers participating in this study, I am from the community. Yet, I spent over 20 years 

living outside of New Mexico. That makes me more of an outsider from the perspective of 

the community and an outsider in the lives of many of the students who are directly affected 

by the administrative policy decisions I assisted in creating. As a teacher and administrator in 

the district, I have been privy to information about the living conditions of our students, but I 

have never been on a home visit. Home visits are no longer common practice in the district 

and a parent liaison is no longer a position at the school. Pre-school teachers conduct home 

visits, as do some of the social workers in the district, but the average teacher has not 

observed students at home. 

As administrators we may be able to create a profile of the typical student, parent, and 

teacher based on data, (as I have done above), but unless we take the time to get to know and 

understand the triad of teachers, parents, and students that is the foundation of any school 

then we cannot get to the root of the challenges facing our students. Although the majority of 

the teachers at LLES are from the community, their educational attainment and middle-class 

status has separated them from the struggles and challenges the typical student at LLES 

experiences.  

I have been a regular education teacher, an administrator and the former Director of 

Special Education for the district. As a regular education teacher, I struggled with the RtI 

process for which my educational classes did not train me and my district did not provide 

professional development for me to become proficient in the process. Like other teachers at 
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LLES, I had to do research on my own time. I downloaded the RtI manual from the NMPED 

and studied the requirements necessary to send my paperwork on to a SAT. Moreover, I also 

experienced the frustration of having my paperwork returned because of insufficient 

evidence of interventions or insufficient time for those interventions to be effective.  

As an administrator, I participated in many SAT meetings. I believed that many of the 

SAT meetings were not well organized and happened after-the-fact in an effort to justify the 

decision to retain or withhold credit for a class. Moreover, I observed that a few teachers 

exhibited efficacy in the RtI process by providing evidence of research-based interventions, 

the proper documentation, and could recount detailed information concerning the student. 

The majority of the teachers could not identify research-based interventions, rather, many 

submitted paperwork showing accommodations made or stated a certain program that the 

student was attending without evidence or data. For example, an accommodation like 

preferred seating was used as an intervention or a program like Reading Rockets was stated 

as an intervention without explaining the reasoning behind recommending the student for a 

program like Reading Rockets. Many teachers could not identify to the parents the reasoning 

behind the interventions and why those interventions were not working. 

While I was the Director of Special Education, I personally witnessed the inefficiency 

of the RtI process from a general education and special education perspective. Both regular 

education teachers and special education staff were frustrated and complained about the 

arduous RtI process, especially the Tier II interventions. The findings in this study indicate 

that this frustration was due to an absence of meaningful and sustained training in RtI and the 

deficiency of professional development in designing interventions to assist struggling or at-

risk students. Regular education teachers experienced frustration at not receiving the proper 
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training either in their post-secondary institutions or professional development once they 

entered the school district to generate the proper Tier II interventions and the paperwork the 

process entailed. The Special Education staff was frustrated at having to sort through piles of 

paperwork that often needed to be returned because regular education teachers did not 

generate or document the proper Tier II research-based interventions.  

Although the importance of professional development was communicated by 

administrators at the beginning of any new program or project during district Administrative 

Council meetings, continuous training was not outlined or discussed. It has not been in the 

district culture or a goal of the district to sustain on-going professional development. 

Teachers usually received an initial training or sporadic training on an early dismissal or 

professional development day.  

As the study findings indicate, the teachers must rely on other teachers to re-train or 

assist them. This is often an informal process and not a district directive of a Train the 

Trainers program. The teacher “trainers” may not necessarily be veteran teachers or 

department chairs. In the last two school years, the Superintendent has designated a 

mandatory week of professional development on topics that have not been solicited by the 

staff and have not included RtI or the SAT process. In addition, the NMPED has not 

provided professional development in the last three years to the staff as solicited by the 

Director of Special Education. 

Recommendations and Practice Implications for Future Research 

Inter-lingual students. The North Mountain School District struggles with the 

academic and cultural proficiency of its diverse student population, has had a history of 

insufficient and unsustainable professional development, and has had difficulty in 
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administering the Response to Intervention process. The district also has a shortage of 

teachers with Bilingual and TESOL endorsements to teach and assist the sizeable ELL 

population. Nearly 18 percent of the 633 student population is English language-learners, but 

this statistic does not include the students who are inter-lingual. The Hispanic population is 

84 percent of the total school population. Little research on inter-lingual students has been 

conducted. In this district, if an estimated half of the Hispanic students are inter-lingual 

(42%) and half of the Native American population is inter-lingual (4.25%) then a total of 

64.25 percent of the students at LLES are English language-learners.  

An additional challenge that LLES faces is that 40 percent of the teachers have 

TESOL endorsements and 28 percent have Bilingual Endorsements. There are not enough 

properly endorsed teachers to deliver instruction to the ELL and inter-lingual students. 

Native American students also confront grave challenges, as NMSD does not have a 

language program in any of the pueblo languages. In addition, the local Native American 

pueblo language is not written and is only taught at the local Bureau of Indian Education 

school. At LLES, only four percent of the teachers are Native American and only one of the 

teachers is from the local pueblo. More research on inter-lingual Spanish/English and Native 

American Pueblo languages must be conducted. 

Parents. Since the State of New Mexico or NMSD does not keep demographic 

information on parents, a further study could include a survey of parents. Although I did not 

conduct my own survey of parents, I did obtain direct data on household income or 

educational attainment, a study of residents conducted by a local health organization in the 

county provided data that parallels that of parents at LLES. 
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Additional schools and districts. A pilot study that I conducted at North Mountain 

District concentrated on all three elementary schools in the district. At LLES, the survey was 

not properly disseminated and the pilot study did not take into account the one survey from 

LLES that was returned to me a month after the pilot study was finished. This study was 

confined to one non-charter public elementary school in the North Mountain School District. 

While the study focused on certified regular education teachers separated into three 

categories: novice, intermediate, and veteran teachers, not all teachers were interviewed. For 

the purposes of this study, a proportional percentage of the teachers was selected as 

representatives of each of the three categories and were purposefully chosen to be 

interviewed. In addition, three administrators - the current principal, the former principal, and 

the district Special Education Director - were interviewed. While the RtI process involves a 

Student Assistance Team that includes a counselor, parents, and an administrator only 

certified teachers regular education teachers were interviewed as the teachers serve the 

primary role in the Tier II stage of the RtI process. Further research should include the other 

elementary schools in the district and other districts in Northern New Mexico that serve a 

similar population of students. 

Native Americans. Although some statistics on Native American students were 

incorporated into this study, a more significant addition to a future study should include more 

information on Native American students and the challenges they face in Northern New 

Mexico and nationwide. A deeper understanding of indigenous knowledge and Native versus 

Western education is necessary (Cajete, 2000). A subsequent study could be conducted at 

BIE schools or with the Native American students who attend public schools. 
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Charter schools. Charter schools have sprung up in the U.S. and in New Mexico in 

many incarnations. There are 79 charter schools in New Mexico and three charter schools 

that are included in the NMSD. Another two charter schools in the community are State 

charter schools and two charter schools will open in the community within the next two 

years. A future study should include the demographics and students in charter schools. It 

would have been noteworthy to explore the student demographics and interview teachers at 

the two charter elementary schools in the District and the State charter school. For example, 

charter school demographics would reveal the inverse of the student population with regards 

to the Hispanic and Caucasian populations. Neither of the district charter elementary schools 

is a Title I school. They do not provide services for ELL students and the free and reduced 

lunch count is 30 percentage points lower than LLES. Furthermore, six percent of the 

students in special education at LLES are D level (the highest level of support) while the 

other two charter schools serve 3.5 percent and .93 percent of level D students (NMPED, 

2012-2013b). While speaking with the director of the school with .93 percent, I was told that 

they could not accommodate D level students because the school lacked the resources. While 

I was the Special Education Director, parents often called me to complain that the charter 

schools were encouraging them to enroll at LLES and other district non-charter schools 

because the district had more resources. Since charter schools receive public funding, they 

are not able to refuse to admit students with disabilities, low-SES or ELL students although 

they are refusing admittance to these students. They are discouraging attendance at their 

schools by encouraging students to attend the regular public schools.   

Rural vs. urban. This study was conducted in a rural community in Northern New 

Mexico. The majority of the residents do not live within the town limits but rather in the 
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county proper. Students who attend LLES may live within a three-mile radius of the school. 

Human and economic resources are limited and many people must travel away from the 

county to receive health services.  

Due to the small sample size, this study is not generalizable to all rural school 

districts in New Mexico or rural school districts in the United States. Because the school is 

small and situated in a rural context with limited economic and human resources it is not 

generalizable to urban districts in New Mexico or the United States. A future study could 

incorporate larger urban districts in New Mexico or states that have large Hispanic or ELL 

populations in states like California, Arizona, Texas, New York or Florida. 

Conclusion 

 Response to Intervention has been a New Mexico Public Education Department 

mandate for nearly seven years, a relatively young program but a model nevertheless that 

should already be successfully implemented in districts nationwide. RtI is not the silver bullet 

that will magically reform LLES or schools in New Mexico or the United States. Districts 

that successfully institute an RtI system with properly trained teachers and administrators 

who efficaciously develop and implement RtI interventions may possibly reduce the need for 

students to enter special education. Teachers at LLES are not unlike teachers in other districts 

around the national and state that struggle with understanding the RtI system and do not 

receive proper training or professional development. New Mexico universities must also 

provide training in the proper development of the RtI program. RtI is an unfunded mandate 

that will require the NMPED to provide the district with more resources to implement the 

program properly.  
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 Throughout my collection and analysis of the data, I did not find that teachers at 

LLES appreciated or respected their students any less than other teachers in communities 

inside or outside of Northern New Mexico. The data revealed that the teachers I interviewed 

were highly educated and motivated educators. LLES teachers spend many additional hours 

outside of the work day to develop lessons for their students. Many teachers investigate best 

practices and conduct educational research on their own time to better understand Federal 

and State mandates. If they are not efficacious in RtI, (from their perspective) it is not 

because they do not want to be, it is because of the deficiency in professional development 

opportunities, training, and resources. Their situation reflects that of the students at their 

school. Students are not proficient because of the lack of academic opportunities, social 

capital, and resources. 

 However, having a successful RtI system in place is not merely a technical or 

professional development issue; it is a matter of social justice. All children have a right to a 

Free and Appropriate Public Education that includes a proper RtI system in place. As long as 

RtI does not perform its function in NMSD or in any other school district, the most 

vulnerable student population will not receive social justice.  

If I were the Superintendent of NMSD I would certainly consider the results of this 

study as a starting point to reform the RtI system throughout the district. I would begin by 

investigating what is occurring in the other elementary and secondary schools in the district. I 

would meet with administrators, principals, and leadership teams at each school. I would 

institute a mandatory survey of all certified teachers to find out who among the teaching staff 

has the proper training or professional development to become trainers. If the survey did not 

result in enough trainers, I would identify key teachers at each school and send them to State 
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or National RtI training. That group of core teachers would train other teachers and 

continuously progress monitor the staff to make sure that they were properly developing and 

delivering research-based interventions. Although RtI is an unfunded mandate, by investing 

in professional development for a few key teachers, the model of Train the Trainers would 

pay off in the future. I would also meet with officials of the College of Education where the 

majority of my teachers have graduated from and express the desire for pre-service teachers 

to be given an introduction on RtI. In addition, I recommend that they be trained in how to 

assist at-risk and struggling students by developing interventions or by employing vignettes 

to help them understand what can be done to assist vulnerable populations of students. 

This study has opened the door to further studies on the subject of Response to 

Intervention. As soon as I concluded the interviews with the certified regular education 

teachers, I was ready to seek further information from the teachers that I did not interview 

through a survey or other data collection methods. A future study should seek to survey the 

teachers who did not volunteer to participate in this study. In addition, future studies should 

include further information on parents, charter schools, Native American students, inter-

lingual students and the challenges they confront, and the possible replication of the study in 

urban schools. 
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Accelerated Math Renaissance Learning progress-monitoring software tool for math 
intervention (www.renlearn.com/Accelerated-Math) Available since 
1998 utilized as enrichment for individual or small group work 
(www.edsurge.com/accelerated-math). 

 
AIP  Academic Improvement Plan 
 
Apple Tree  Classroom behavior plan 
 
Baldridge Malcolm Baldridge Education Criteria for Performance Excellence 

educational program addresses eleven core values (Walpole and 
Noeth, 2002, www.act.org/research/policymakers/pdf/baldridge.pdf) 

 
BIP  Behavior Improvement Plan 
 
Data Folders Requirement of Baldridge Education Criteria to satisfy requirement of 

data-driven decision making. 
 
DIBELS Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills. Set of assessments 

used for universal screening and progress monitoring in grades K-6 
(www.dibels.uoregon.edu/) 

 
Discovery  Short-cycle assessment. 
 
ELL English Language Learners 
 
Foro Abierto Spanish equivalent of Open Court core language arts and reading 

series published by McGraw Hill 
 
Fountas & Pinnell One-on-one assessment to determine independent and instructional 

Benchmark reading levels. Published by Heinemann Assessment 
 
GLAD  Guided Language Acquisition Design 
 
Guided Reading Fountas & Pinnell reading program implemented in small group to 

differentiate instruction. Published by Heinemann. 
 
IDEA  Individual with Disabilities Education Act 
 
IDEIA  2004 Reauthorization of the IDEA 
 
IDEL  DIBELS assessment for native Spanish Speakers 
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IEP  Individual Education Program 
 
IQ  Intelligence Quotient 
 
K-3 Plus Program Kindergarten to third grade program part of NM House Bill 198. 

Designed to extend school year to provide instruction in literacy, 
numeric and social skills development 
(www.ped.state.nm.us/EarlyChildhood/k3plus) 

 
Kagan Strategies Cooperative learning strategies (www.teach-nology.com/currenttrends/ 

cooperative_learning/kagan) 
 
Low-Performing Defined by Fuchs (2008) as those students who require increasingly 

intensive, individualized interventions. 
 
MAP  Measures of Academic Progress a Northwest Evaluation Association 

 (NWEA) educational short-cycle assessment.  
 
Math Expressions Core math series published by Houghton Mifflin. 
 
MSA  Math and Science Academy 
 
NEOs  Renaissance Learning writing program 
 
NMSBA  New Mexico Standards Based Assessment 
 
Open Court  Core language arts and reading series publish by McGraw Hill 
 
PDP Professional Development Plan. Requirement of NMPED for certified 

teachers. 
 
Phonics Blitz Reading lessons for students in grades 4-12 who have mild or 

moderate decoding weaknesses (www.rgrco.com/phonics/2nd-edition). 
 
Reading Rockets Reading intervention program 
 
RtI or RTI  Response to Intervention 
 
SAT  Student Assistance Team 
 
Second Step  Character education program 
 
SIOP  Sheltered Instructing Observation Protocol 
 
SLD  Specific Learning Disability 
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Slow-Learner Defined by Burgner (2010) as those students who do not qualify for 

special education but continue to struggle in the regular education 
setting. 

 
STAR Math Renaissance Learning computer program to measure student 

achievement in math. 
 
STAR Reading Renaissance Learning computer program to measure student 

achievement in reading. 
 
Struggle Defined by Bryant and Barrera (2009) as students who even after the 

use of best practices has been documented by the teacher and class 
instruction has been adjusted to meet the students’ individual needs, 
require more intensive instruction than general education can provide. 

 
Teach Me ___  Educational application for Apple tablet or telephone. 
Grade 
 
TESOL Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages 
 
TIENET Technology for Improving Education developed by Maximus. Student 

data-base for special education information and Student Assistance 
Team forms. 

 
Tier I Universal screening, appropriate core instruction, and universal 

interventions. 
 
Tier II SAT process and individualized scientific research-based 

interventions. 
 
Tier III  Special Education and an IEP for each student. 
 
Title I Federal program improving academic achievement of disadvantaged 

students. 
 
Traffic Lights  Classroom behavior plan. 
 
WIDA World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment  language 

proficiency assessment. 
 
Woodcock Muñoz Norm-referenced language survey measuring reading, writing, 

listening, and comprehension. 
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Appendix A  

Response to Intervention (RtI) Self-Assessment Survey 

 
Male____   Female ____ 

 

 
Date: 
 

Have you received training in RtI? 
 
Yes_______     No _______ 

How many years have you taught?  
________________________ 
 

Have you taught Special Education?  
 
Yes________     No________ 
 

 Level of Education 
 
B.A./B.S.______  M.A./M.S.______  Beyond M.A.______ 
 

 
Please answer the following questions candidly. If you are do not know the answer without 
asking or researching, please leave blank: 
 
1. What is Tier II of the Response to Intervention Process? 
 
2. What system is in place to regularly verify that Tier II interventions for reading, math or 

behavior are implemented? 
 
3. How do you use information gathered from MAP and NMSBA assessments to make 

instructional adjustments? 
 
4. How do you monitor student achievement and behavior? Give examples? 
 
5. What are some Tier II strategies (reading, math or behavior) you use in your class? 
 
Please circle the response that most accurately describes your own experience with RtI: 
6. To what extent do you understand the three-tier model of Response to Intervention (RtI)? 
 
I understand it completely…..I mostly understand it, but occasionally have questions/concerns..…I do 
not understand it at all…..I have never thought about it 
 
7. To what extent do you understand your role in the RtI model? 
 
I understand it completely..…I mostly understand it, but occasionally have questions/concerns…..I do 
not understand it at all…..I have never thought about it 
 
8. I demonstrate self-confidence to motivate the learning of my students? 

 
Strongly Agree…..Agree…..Disagree…..Strongly Disagree 

 
9. I have received sufficient training in the Response to Intervention model? 
 
  Strongly Agree…..Agree…..Disagree…..Strongly Disagree 
 
10. The administration provides support to the Response to Intervention process? 
   

Strongly Agree…..Agree…..Disagree…..Strongly Disagree 
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Instructions:  Please read the Statement of Participation below.  If you agree to 
participate, please fill out the survey without asking or researching the answers. Place 
the completed survey in the envelope attached and seal the envelope. Return the 
envelope to your building principal. Thank you. 
 

Statement of Participation 
 
A District employee is a graduate student in the College of Education at The University of 
New Mexico. As an assignment for the graduate Educational Leadership program, he/she is 
conducting a series of surveys/interviews in which he/she would like for you to participate. 
You of course may decline at this time or at any time during the process whenever and for 
whatever reason. Please be aware that the survey is designed so that the student can develop 
and practice skills necessary for conducting research. Thank you for your participation. 
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Appendix B  

New Mexico Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) 

 
Under the Federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, all states, school districts, and 
schools must reach 100 percent academic proficiency by school year 2013-14. To ensure 
this goal will be met, schools must strive for improvement each year to make Adequate 
Yearly Progress (AYP), and this improvement must be measured. To this end, students in 
grades 3-8 and grade 11 are tested each year with the New Mexico Standards Based 
Assessment (NMSBA). The results of the tests are used by the New Mexico Public 
Education Department to determine school designations of “Meets AYP” or “AYP Not 
Met.” 
In order to receive a “Meets AYP” rating, all of the following criteria must be met; if a 
school fails to meet any one of the 37 data points within the criteria, the school is rated 
“AYP Not Met.”    
• All students in the school, and students in each of eight “subgroups” (Caucasian, 

African-American, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific, Native American, English Language 
Learners [ELL], Special Education students, and students qualifying for free and 
reduced lunch benefits [FRLP]), must reach the Annual Measurable Objective 
(AMO).  AMOs are set targets indicating the number of students who test proficient 
or above in reading and math. AMOs increase every year, and reach 100 percent in 
2013-14. Table below demonstrates AMOs for elementary school grades K-5: 

•  
AMOs for Grades K-5 (NMPED, 2007) 

Year 200
7 

200
8 

200
9 

201
0 

201
1 

201
2 

201
3 

2014 

         
Readin
g 

49% 59% 63% 67% 77% 81% 90% 100
% 

Math 33% 44% 50% 57% 68% 79% 89% 100
% 

 
• New Mexico uses a non-linear model for determining improvement in AYP. The 

model applied emphasizes an initial gradual increase in performance in the 
beginning years a significant increase in the middle years and slight increases in the 
final years, leading to 100 percent proficient by 2014. Consistent with the statute, 
NM’s intermediate goals increase in equal increments. (NMPED, 2012a) 

• A minimum of 95 percent of all students in each school and 95 percent of students 
in each subgroup must take the tests.  This is called the “participation rate.” 

• Elementary and middle schools must meet a 92 percent attendance rate; high 
schools must meet a 90 percent graduation rate (or meet or exceed the previous 
year’s graduation rate).  

 



128 

 

After 1st year of not making AYP – the school, in partnership with its district and 
local community, will be encouraged to: (a) perform a data analysis to determine 
why it did not make AYP, (b) amend its Educational Plan for Student Success (EPSS), 
and (c) further develop and implement strategies to improve student achievement. 
In addition, the Public Education Department will provide technical assistance, as 
requested, during this process. 
 
After 2nd Year of not making AYP (designated School Improvement I) – the 
school must develop an improvement plan and offer parents the option to choose a 
school that is not in School Improvement. 
 
After 3rd Year of not making AYP (designated School Improvement II) – the 
school must provide supplemental education services (SES) such as after school 
programs, tutoring and summer services, based on budget availability. The school 
must also continue to offer school choice and provide transportation or pay the cost 
of transportation, based upon budget availability, for students who choose to enroll 
in a school that is not in School Improvement. 
 
After 4th Year of not making AYP (designated Corrective Action) – in addition to 
the requirements listed above the school and district must also implement one or 
more of the following: 

• Replace staff as allowed by law 
• Implement a new curriculum 
• Decrease management authority of the public school 
• Appoint an outside expert to advise the public school 
• Extend the school day or year 
• Change the public school’s internal organizational structure 

 
After 5th Year of not making AYP (designated Restructuring I) – in addition to 
the requirements listed above, the school, district and PED must develop a plan 
including one or more of the following actions: 

• Re-open the public school as a charter school 
• Replace all or most of the staff, as allowed by law 
• Turn over the management of the public school to the Public Education 

Department 
• Make other governance changes 

 
After 6th year of not making AYP (designated Restructuring II) – in addition to the 
requirements listed above, the school, district and PED must implement the plan 
developed in Restructuring I. 
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Appendix C  

NMPED School Grading 

School Grading is part of a state and federal statute that mandates accountability for all 
public schools. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) enacted in 1965, 
which was reauthorized in 2001 as No Child Left Behind (NCLB), requires schools to 
show annual improvement in mathematics and reading. In 2011, New Mexico lawmakers 
enacted additional requirements that schools demonstrate progress through a grading 
system similar to that applied to students, A-B-C-D-F [§22-2-1, §22-2-2, and §22-2E-1 to 
§22-2E-4] [6.19.8.1 NMAC – N, 12-15-11]. Schools and districts under the jurisdiction of 
the Public Education Department (PED) must participate in school grading. These 
include:  
 

• School districts, New Mexico has 89 districts.  
• District schools, New Mexico has 750 non-charter schools  
• Charter Schools, in 2011 New Mexico had 48 locally-authorized, and 33 state-

authorized  charter schools.  
 
Non-PED schools are exempt from school grading, including private, home, and Bureau 
of Indian Education schools.  
 
AYP (Adequate Yearly Progress) served as the primary gauge of school success from 
2004 to 2011. In 2012 New Mexico’s school grading model was approved by the U.S. 
Department of Education to serve as the state’s ESEA accountability method for future 
years, replacing Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).  
 
Key distinguishing features favor school grading over AYP:  
 
• Partial credit is given for all indicators. In AYP, targets must be met by schools in an all-
or-none fashion to get any credit. A school that scored near the threshold was treated no 
differently than a school that grandly missed the mark.  
• AYP goals had become unreachable, with 87 percent of our schools failing to make 
targets. Therefore variability did not exist for assisting parents and community members 
to differentiate successful from poorly performing schools.  
• The goal of accountability is to assist in the reform of poorly performing schools, while 
highlighting the methods of successful schools. The AYP model was too limited to inform 
this process. School grading, however, contains a rich set of feedback indicators that help 
schools identify weak areas, plan, and improve.  
• Schools get to see how well they are growing students’ learning over time. Moreover, 
they can differentiate whether their highest achieving students are learning better than 
their lowest achieving students.  
• A letter grade is an easy metric to understand and compare.  
• VAM (Value Added Modeling) provides a much more equitable system for comparing 
schools and seeing what their true effect has been (see discussion of VAM below).  
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The Standards Based Assessment (SBA) has been used since 2005 and was designed to 
assess whether students meet grade-specific standards developed by New Mexico 
professionals. The New Mexico Alternate Performance Assessment (NMAPA) was 
similarly designed for special education students who meet qualifications for specialized 
testing. In school year 2014-2015 New Mexico will implement a new set of assessments 
designed to meet the state standards initiative known as the Common Core.  
 

Points assigned on each part of the report card  
Each component of a school’s grade is assigned points. The final point values are now 
part of New Mexico state law. The points for each component are summed to assign a 
grade. Additionally, the points from all components total 100 for each school, which is 
used to determine the school’s overall grade. The boundaries of points that determine the 
grade for each component are appended at the end of this document, as well as the total 
point spans for A, B, C, D, and F.  
 

 
Example of point conversion:  
Rather than assigning points for the school grade on raw proficiencies, similar to AYP, the PED assigns a 
score based where a school is in relation to all other schools in NM. The graph shows that a school that 
achieved proficiencies that placed them in the top 10 percent of the schools (90th percentile) would earn a 
score of 5.4 on a 6 point scale. The 50th percentile was used to set the criterion for a “C” in 2011. 
 
This process of setting grade boundaries using the grade distribution was important the 
baseline year (2011) to get an accurate picture of realistic goals for improvement. The cut 
points now remain the same for all schools and do not change. However, given dramatic 
change in either performance or assessments, the cut points will be reset. There are 
different points and grading schemes for high schools and elementary/middle schools. 
Because the two grading systems weigh certain components differently, the point values 
have slightly different interpretations. For that reason it is better to look at the grade than 
the points.  
 
Points are assigned in terms of how well a school performed when compared to a target. 
Some indicators have absolute criteria (attendance and graduation), while others (Current 
Standing, School Growth, Student Growth, College and Career Readiness) are based on 
the state distribution in each of these indicators. For indicators with absolute criteria, 
points are assigned based on the ratio of the school’s performance to the target. For the 
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other indicators, we rank every school in relation to all schools in the state. For example 
the school that is in the 80th percentile has scored better than 80 percent of their peers. 
This percentile is then used to compute what portion of the available points the school 
earned. If the indicator is worth 10 points, the school has earned eight points.  
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Appendix D  

TIER I 
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Appendix E  

NMPED TIER II 
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Appendix F  

NMPED RtI Framework 
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Appendix G  

NMPED Behavior Fact Sheet 
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Appendix H  

NMPED SAT Fact Sheet 
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Appendix I  

NMPED TIER III 

 

 



138 

 

Appendix J  

NMPED RtI Fact Sheet 
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Appendix K  

Interview Protocol for Regular Education Teachers 

 
 
Instructions:  Please read the Statement of Participation below.  If you agree to 
participate, please answer the interview questions the researcher will be asking. Thank 
you. 
 

Statement of Participation 
 
A District employee is a graduate student in the College of Education at The University of 
New Mexico. As a requirement of her dissertation research study for the graduate 
Educational Leadership program, she is conducting a series of interviews in which she would 
like for you to participate. You of course may decline at this time or at any time during the 
process whenever and for whatever reason. Please be aware that the interview is a 
requirement for the completion of the student’s dissertation. Thank you for your 
participation. 
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Interview Protocol for Regular Education Teachers 
 

Time of Interview: 

Date: 

Place: 

Interviewer: 

Interviewee: 

Position of Interviewee: 

 
 

Interview Questions: 
  

1. Tell me about yourself and your experience as a regular education teacher. 
 

2. Have you/do you teach students in special education in your class right now.  Do you 
receive assistance administering their accommodations? 
 

3. What do you know about the Response to Intervention Process (RtI)? 
 

4. Did any of your university courses include instruction on the RtI or SAT process? 
 

5. Since you started working in the district, have you received professional development in 
RtI?  If yes, When did you receive the training and for how long? 
 

6. If you need additional training or professional development what have you done to ask 
for or receive assistance? 
 

7. What is Tier II of the Response to Intervention Process? 
 

8. Can you remember a time when the RtI worked and did not work for a particular student 
whom you taught? 
 

9. What system is in place to regularly verify that Tier II interventions for reading, math or 
behavior are implemented? 
 

10. How do you use information gathered from MAP and NMSBA assessments to make 
instructional adjustments? 
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11. How do you monitor student achievement and behavior? Give examples? 
 

12. What are some Tier II strategies (reading, math or behavior) you use in your class? 
 

13. To whom do you turn for help when you are unsure of how to proceed with a student who 
is struggling or needs additional assistance?   
 

14. Is there any additional information that you would like to share concerning the RtI 
process? 
 
 
 

Vignettes: 
 

1. Maria is 10 years old in the fourth grade.  She has lived in the US for four years and has 
been in the District for three years.  Both her parents are from Mexico and do not speak 
fluent English.  Maria has a limited vocabulary and mixes up English and Spanish in her 
writing.  She is not a fluent reader and her reading comprehension is two grades below 
the average cut score.  She is also struggling with multi-syllabic words.  Maria has not 
shown adequate progress as compared to her classmates on standardized or summative 
assessments. 
 

2. Chris is a 9 year old boy in the 3rd grade.  He is articulate and participates in class 
discussions.  He does not volunteer to read aloud.  You have noticed that when he is read 
to his comprehension is proficient to advanced, yet when he reads his fluency and 
comprehension are at a 1st grade level.  Although he expresses his ideas orally, his 
spelling and writing are also at a 1st grade level.  He has demonstrated proficient levels in 
standardized math assessments but not in reading. 
 

3. Jorge is a 5 year old Kindergartener.  His phonological awareness is not in the average 
range of a student in Kindergarten.  He does not participate in the class and hesitates 
when asked a direct question.  He is having difficulties in expressing himself and his 
speech is unintelligible. He has demonstrated proficient levels on standardized 
assessments. 
 

4. Stacy is a 6 year old girl in the 1st grade.  Her reading fluency and comprehension are at a 
4th grade level.  On her own, she reads fiction chapter books and non-fiction books on a 
wide-range of subjects.  She has an extended vocabulary and her writing is proficient to 
advanced.  Her math skills are at a 1st grade level.  She completes her assignments with 
ease and then becomes engrossed in a book, but it is difficult to get her back on task.  In 
addition, she is having trouble making and sustaining friendships. 
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Appendix L  

Interview Protocol for Former School Principal 

 
Instructions:  Please read the Statement of Participation below.  If you agree to 
participate, please answer the interview questions the researcher will be asking. Thank 
you. 
 

Statement of Participation 
 
A District employee is a graduate student in the College of Education at The University of 
New Mexico. As a requirement of her dissertation research study for the graduate 
Educational Leadership program, she is conducting a series of interviews in which she would 
like for you to participate. You of course may decline at this time or at any time during the 
process whenever and for whatever reason. Please be aware that the interview is a 
requirement for the completion of the student’s dissertation. Thank you for your 
participation. 
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Interview Protocol for Former School Principal 
 
Time of Interview: 

Date: 

Place: 

Interviewer: 

Interviewee: 

Position of Interviewee: 

 
Interview Questions: 

 
1. Tell me about yourself and your experience as the principal at LLES. 

 
2. How long were you the principal at LLES? 

 
3. What was your experience with the Response to Intervention Process (RtI)? 

 
4. What was your role in the Student Assistance Team (SAT)? 

 
5. Since you started working in the district, did you receive professional development in 

RtI?  If yes, When did you receive the training and for how long? 
 

6. What was done at LLES in terms of professional development during your tenure? What 
was its impact? 
 

7. Was there mentoring of novice teachers? If so, what was its impact? 
 

8. What system was in place to regularly verify that Tier II interventions for reading, math 
or behavior were implemented? 
 

9. Did teachers turn to you for help you when they were unsure of how to proceed with a 
student who was struggling or needed additional assistance?  Can you recall how you 
assisted a particular teacher? 
 

10. Is there any additional information that you would like to share concerning the RtI 
process? 
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Appendix M  

Interview Protocol for Current School Principal 

 
Instructions:  Please read the Statement of Participation below. If you agree to 
participate, please answer the interview questions the researcher will be asking. Thank 
you. 
 

Statement of Participation 
 
A District employee is a graduate student in the College of Education at The University of 
New Mexico. As a requirement of her dissertation research study for the graduate 
Educational Leadership program, she is conducting a series of interviews in which she would 
like for you to participate. You of course may decline at this time or at any time during the 
process whenever and for whatever reason. Please be aware that the interview is a 
requirement for the completion of the student’s dissertation. Thank you for your 
participation. 
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Interview Protocol for Current School Principal 
 
Time of Interview: 

Date: 

Place: 

Interviewer: 

Interviewee: 

Position of Interviewee: 

 
Interview Questions: 

 
1. Tell me about yourself and your experience as the principal at LLES. 

 
2. How long have you been the principal at LLES? 

 
3. What has been your experience with the Response to Intervention Process (RtI)? 

 
4. What is your role in the Student Assistance Team (SAT)? 

 
5. Since you started working in the district, have you receive professional development in 

RtI?  If yes, When did you receive the training and for how long? 
 

6. What is being done at LLES in terms of professional development? What has been its 
impact? 
 

7. Is there mentoring of novice teachers? If so, what has been its impact? 
 

8. What system is in place to regularly verify that Tier II interventions for reading, math or 
behavior are implemented? 
 

9. Do teachers turn to you for help you when they are unsure of how to proceed with a 
student who is struggling or needs additional assistance?  Can you recall how you 
assisted a particular teacher? 
 

10. Is there any additional information that you would like to share concerning the RtI 
process? 
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Appendix N  

Interview Protocol for District Special Education Director 

 
Instructions:  Please read the Statement of Participation below. If you agree to 
participate, please answer the interview questions the researcher will be asking. Thank 
you. 
 

Statement of Participation 
 
A District employee is a graduate student in the College of Education at The University of 
New Mexico. As a requirement of her dissertation research study for the graduate 
Educational Leadership program, she is conducting a series of interviews in which she would 
like for you to participate. You of course may decline at this time or at any time during the 
process whenever and for whatever reason. Please be aware that the interview is a 
requirement for the completion of the student’s dissertation. Thank you for your 
participation. 
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Interview Protocol for District Special Education Director 
 
Time of Interview: 

Date: 

Place: 

Interviewer: 

Interviewee: 

Position of Interviewee: 

 
Interview Questions: 

 
1. Tell me about yourself and your experience as the Director of Special Education at the 

North Mountain District. 
 

2. How long have you been Director at NMD? 
 

3. Do you have experience with the Response to Intervention Process (RtI)? 
 

4. Have you participated in any Student Assistance Teams (SATs)? 
 

5. Since you started working in the district, have you suggested or been a part of the 
development of professional development in RtI for teachers?  If yes, When did they 
receive the training and for how long? 
 

6. What is being done at NMD in terms of professional development? What has been its 
impact? 
 

7. Have there been changes in SY2012-2013 in the intake process for SAT referrals? 
 

8. What system is in place to regularly verify that SAT referral packets are complete? 
 

9. Have regular education teachers turned to you or your staff for help when they are unsure 
of how to proceed with a student who is struggling or needed additional assistance?  Can 
you recall how you or your staff assisted that particular teacher? 
 

10. Is there any additional information that you would like to share concerning the RtI 
process? 
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Appendix O  

District Permission to Conduct Research 

 
 Application No. ________________________  (Leave blank)   
 
 Date Received __________________________ (Leave blank) 
 
 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF INSTRUCTION 
 

TAOS MUNICIPAL SCHOOLS 
213 PASEO DEL CANON 

TAOS, NM  87571 
(575) 758-5204 

 
APPLICATION TO CONDUCT EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH  

IN THE  
TAOS MUNICIPAL SCHOOLS 

 
As the District’s decision will be based on information provided in this application, it is the researcher’s 
responsibility to provide all requested information on this form. If more space is needed to answer any question, 
please attach additional sheets. Supplementary materials may be attached, as appropriate. All applications must 
be typewritten. 
 
Name of Researcher:  Madelyn P. Mármol Date: January 3, 2013 
 
 
Mailing Address: 285 State Road 240, Taos, NM  87571 
 
 
Office Phone:  575-751-3608 Home Phone: 575-737-0580 
Position: Teacher   
Project Title: Teacher Efficacy within the Response to Intervention (RtI) Framework 
Study Design: Qualitative Research, Case Study 
What question does your study seek to answer?  How does teacher efficacy affect the Student Assistance 
Team (SAT) process and the delivery of the Tier II interventions? 
 
Please describe the ways in which the Taos Municipal Schools would directly benefit from your study. 
 
The Taos Municipal Schools would directly benefit from the insight regular education teachers would provide 
regarding Tier II of the Response to Intervention Process. 
  

Is this study legally mandated? It is in fulfillment of my dissertation requirements for the University of New 
Mexico Educational Leadership Program.    
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If so, by what agency or authority? (Please be specific)    
 
 
Approximated dates of data collection: 
 
 From:        Spring 2013                                                        To:       Fall 2013 
 
Expected completion date of final report:                
 
Fall 2013 
 
Please list the school(s) in which the study, if approved, will be conducted. 
 
Enos Garcia Elementary School 
  
Please explain your selection of this school(s): 
 
It is the largest elementary school in the Taos Municipal Schools with the largest number of Special Education 
students and research shows that the recommendations to Special Education after the RtI process occur in the 
elementary school. 
 
Please indicate the number of participants and the approximate amount of time which would be required 
of each participant: (i.e. one time, per month of year) 
 
 
 Students 

(by grade) 
Teachers 

(by grade) 
Principals Parents  Other 

(Specify) 
Number of 
Participant 

0 
  

Approximately 
12-30 

1 
 

0 Former Principal 
SPED Director 

SAT Team 
Time per 
Participant 

0 Approximately 
2 to 3 hrs. 

Approximately 
2 to 3 hours 

0 
 

2 to 5 hours 
 

 
What funding do you possess to cover costs to the school or district? 
 
No funding is necessary.  I intend to interview teachers, principals, and SPED director during preparatory 
periods or before or after school hours.  
 
Describe the specific procedure to be used to select participants (random selection of classes is preferred 
over random selection of students). 
 
Regular education certified teachers will be purposefully sampled. Teachers will be placed in one of three 
categories: novice, intermediate, or veteran based on years of experience and a percentage from each category 
will be selected to be interviewed. Former and Current Principals and SPED director will be asked to 
participate.  Current Principal will give consent, days or times of a SAT meeting. 
 
Please describe school records that you wish to examine and indicate how they relate to your study. 
 
I will only utilize public school records for demographics on students, teachers, and parents. 
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Please describe and attach the instruments, forms, questionnaires, or tests to be used to collect data and 
explain how those instruments relate to the study. 
 
Proposed interview questions attached. 
 
Who will be responsible for administering tests or questionnaires and how will they be administered? 
 
I will be solely responsible for the questions and dissemination (if needed) of information. 
 
List the facilities at each school that you will need (e.g., tables, chair, room, etc.) 
 
Classroom, meeting room or office. 
 
How will the data be physically tabulated? 
 
Information/recording information will be gathered by me and locked in a fire proof  safe cabinet or stored on a 
pass-protected computer. 
 
What analytical tools will you use in your design? 
 
Qualitative study. 
 
Will you request use of the District computer in either data collection?            or data analysis?  ____ 
 
If yes, explain: 
 
No  
 
Do you plan to send parent permission forms?  
 
    Yes  _____ No  __X___ 
 
My sample population does not include students. 
 
If yes, please attach a copy. If the project is approved, the Office of the Director of Instruction will 
require a copy of the signed permission forms. 
 
 
How will you report the results of the study, and to whom? (If approved, the researcher will provide the 
results of the study to the district.) 
 
The results will be provided to my dissertation committee.  If the district requires a copy of  my dissertation I 
will provide a copy. 
 
 
To this application, attach the following: 
 
1. A copy of all questionnaires, forms, tests, and communication, which will be distributed to participants. 
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2. A parent permission form, if appropriate. 
 

3. A brief summary of your research proposal or dissertation prospectus, if applicable. 
 

4. A copy of your university’s approval of your research on human subjects, if it is required by the university. 
 
 
 
 
Ss 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

____________________________________________________ ________________________ 

                   Superintendent’s Signature                   Date 

____________________________________________________ ________________________ 

                     Director of Instruction  Date 

 
 

Statement of Researcher: 
 

In submitting this application, I assure the Taos Municipal Schools that I will conduct the research in all 
respects according to the conditions under which this application may be approved, including the 
Guidelines for Research Projects in the Taos Municipal Schools. In compliance with the Family Education 
Rights and Privacy Acts of 1974, I will present to the Director of Instruction’s Office of the Taos 
Municipal Schools that identifiable data collected for this study will be kept confidential. Upon completion 
of this research, I will present to the Director of Instruction’s Office of the Taos Municipal Schools a copy 
of the findings and an abstract of my final report. 

 

       

                         

 

 

 

 

 

 

Approval of Supervisor or Study Advisor (if appropriate) 
 

I have reviewed this research request, the description of the research study and the attached instruments, 
and give my approval to this study. 

 

Name:  _____________________________________ Position: _______________________ 

 

School/Instruction: _________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix P  

Recruitment Flyer 

TEACHERS:  I am a graduate student in the College of Education at The University of 
New Mexico. As a requirement of my dissertation research study for the graduate 
Educational Leadership program, I am conducting a series of interviews in which I 
would like for you to participate. You of course may decline at this time or at any time 
during the process whenever and for whatever reason. Please be aware that the 
interviews are confidential and are a requirement for the completion of my dissertation. 
Below is the prospectus of the research study. 

 
PROSPECTUS: DOCTORAL DISSERTATION  

Madelyn P. Mármol 
 

Topic: Teacher Efficacy within the Response to Intervention (RtI) Framework  
 
Research Problem:  How does teacher efficacy affect the Student Assistance Team (SAT) 
process and the delivery of the Tier II interventions? 
 
Methodology: 
  

RESEARCH PHILOSOPHY:  Social Constructivism 
 
RESEARCH PERSPECTIVE:  Qualitative 
 

 RESEARCH TYPE:  Case Study 
 
RESEARCH SITE: La Loma Elementary School of the North Mountain School District. 
The largest elementary school in the District. 
 
RESEARCH METHODS:  The research will make primary use of interviews of certified 
regular education teachers in one elementary school of a rural northern New Mexico school 
district (North Mountain School District). In addition, if consent is granted, the former and 
current principals of the school will be interviewed as well as the Special Education Director 
of the District. The principal investigator will observe SAT team meetings with the exclusion 
of students. 
 
Committee      Time Line 
Dr. Arlie Woodrum, Chair    Defend Proposal: Fall 2012 
Dr. Allison Borden, UNM Professor   IRB Approval: Spring 2013 
Dr. Viola Florez, UNM Endowed Chair  Research: Spring/Summer 2013 
Dr. Anne Tafoya, SPED Director, APS  Dissertation Defense: Fall 2013 
 
PLEASE CALL ME AT 575-779-6243 or email me at madelynmarmol@hotmail.com or 
mmarmol@unm.edu within ten days if you are interested in being a participant in this 
study. Thank you for your consideration. 

mailto:madelynmarmol@hotmail.com
mailto:mmarmol@unm.edu
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Appendix Q  
Consent Form 
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Appendix R  

Research Prospectus 

Madelyn P. Mármol        August 15, 2012 
 

PROSPECTUS: DOCTORAL DISSERTATION 
 

Topic: Teacher Efficacy within the Response to Intervention (RtI) Framework  
 
Research Problem:  How does teacher efficacy affect the Student Assistance Team (SAT) 
process and the delivery of the Tier II interventions? 
 
Problem Statement:  North Mountain School District is five percent over the national average 
for students with disabilities. In addition, the school has double the number of students in 
gifted education as any other school district of its size in the State of New Mexico. Principals 
and/or counselors in the school district have referred an exorbitant amount of SAT 
documentation to the District diagnosticians who review records and conduct evaluations to 
determine Tier III or special education eligibility.  
 
Purpose of the Study:  The purpose of this qualitative research study is to identify teacher 
efficacy in their professional decision making process regarding the initial SAT process and 
Tier II interventions. If teachers understand the RtI process and are properly trained then 
North Mountain School District should be closer or below the national average of students 
who qualify for Tier III. The analysis of the existing data and new findings will determine the 
efficacy of Tier II in the RtI process implemented by teachers in the largest elementary 
school in the District.  
 
Methodology: 
  

RESEARCH PHILOSOPHY:  Social Constructivism 
RESEARCH PERSPECTIVE:  Qualitative 

 RESEARCH TYPE:  Case Study 
 
RESEARCH SITE: La Loma Elementary School of the North Mountain School District. 
The largest elementary school with the largest percentage of special education students in the 
District. 
 
RESEARCH METHODS:  The research will make primary use of interviews of certified 
regular education teachers in one elementary school of a rural northern New Mexico school 
district (North Mountain School District). Teachers will be placed in one of three categories: 
novice, intermediate, or veteran based on years of experience and a percentage from each 
category will be selected to be interviewed. 
 
Committee      Time Line 
Dr. Arlie Woodrum, Chair    Defend Proposal: Fall 2012 
Dr. Allison Borden     IRB Approval: Fall 2012/Spring 2013 
Dr. Viola Florez     Research: Spring/Summer 2013 
Dr. Anne Tafoya     Dissertation Defense: Fall 2013 
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Tables 

Table 1  

La Loma Elementary School Proportion Number of REGED Teachers to be Interviewed 

Teachers by 
Category 

Total Special 
Education 
Teachers 

Regular 
Education 
Teachers 

Overall 
Percentage 
of Teachers 

Percentage of Regular 
Education Teachers 

Proportionate 
Number of Regular 
Education Teachers 
to be Interviewed 

Novice 
Teacher 
 
0-5 years of 
experience 

 
12 

 
2 

 
10 

 
26% 

 
27% 

 
3 

       
Intermediate 
Teacher 
 
6-14.5 years of 
experience 

 
22 

 
7 

 
15 

 
47% 

 
41% 

 
6 

       
Veteran 
Teacher 
 
15-35 years of 
experience 

 
13 

 
1 

 
12 

 
27% 

 
32% 

 
4 

       
 
TOTALS 

 
47 

 
10 

 
37 

 
100% 

 
100% 

 
13 
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Table 2  

Novice Question and Vignette Responses 

QUESTIONS NOVICE 101 NOVICE 102 NOVICE 103 
1 
 

• Regular Education  
• Inclusion 

• Regular Education 
• Dual Language 

• Regular Education 
• Dual Language 

2 • Yes, Inclusion Teacher 
• Assistance from SPED teacher 

and SPED EAs 

• One Student 
• SAT Process 

No 

3 I don’t know • Didn’t know much (beginning of year) 
• Knows Tiers 
• SAT 

Knows Tiers 

4 No No • Yes 
• One class on diversity 

5 No No No 
 

6 TIENET Training SPED Teacher Copy of Guideline for RtI from 
NMPED 
 

7 Gave explanations of interventions • Application form 
• Documenting what has been done 

SAT Process 

8 • Sometimes works 
• Sometimes doesn’t 
• Gave examples 

Described case where it didn’t work It works 

9 • Participant repeated the question 
• System=Interventions 

              Forms 

• Repeat the question 
• Guided Reading 
• Small group intervention (assess daily) 
• System=Interventions 
• Title I program (Reading Rockets) 

• Asked to repeat question 
• System = SpEd Department 

 

10 • DIBELS 
• Guided Reading Benchmark 

Assessment 

Dual Language Assessment • Small groups 
• DIBELS/IDEL 

 
11 • Apple Tree (visual aide) 

• Data Folders 
o Guided Reading benchmark 

• Daily assessments 
• Open Court assessments (Foro 

Abierto) 

• Observation 
• Formal assessments (DIBELs) 
• Alphabet/spelling tests 
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QUESTIONS NOVICE 101 NOVICE 102 NOVICE 103 
assessment 

o DIBEL Scores  
o Running Record 

• Dual Language assessments 
• Math Expressions assessments 
• DIBELS/IDEL 
• Progress monitor 
• Benchmark assessment 

• Student participation 
• Behavior charts 
• Call parents 
• Meet with principal 

12 • Small group 
• Guided Reading 
• Math Expressions 
• Re-teach lesson 
• Manipulatives 
• One-on-one 

• Small group 
• Guided Reading 
• Benchmark assessments 
• One-on-one 
• K3+ Program 
• Manipulatives 
• Minute Math 

• Individualized instruction 
• One-on-one 
• Small group 
• Repeating lessons 
• Homework 
• Talk to students 
• Talk to parents 
• Counselors/social workers talk 

to class 
• Vice-principal 

13 • Reading Interventionist 
• Speech Therapist 
• SpEd Teachers 
• Mentor Teacher 
• Other Teachers/Collaborate 

• Mentor 
• Grade level meeting daily 
• Family members who are colleagues 
• Internet 

• Grade level group 
• Dual Language team 
• Title I personnel 
• Bilingual teacher 
• Social worker 
• Principal 

14 • Need to learn terminology 
• TIENET training 
• How to do SATs 
• Should have learned in college 
• More training on SPED programs 

No More training 
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VIGNETTES NOVICE 101 NOVICE 102 NOVICE 103 
1 • Benchmark Assessment 

• Visual aides 
• Guided Reading 
• Call a SAT meeting 
• Reading Rockets (Tier II 

intervention) 
• Parents 
• Dual Language Program 

• Before/After school tutoring 
• Start a SAT 
• Talk to previous teachers 
• Pullout flashcards 
• Play Games 
• Show Pictures 
• Talk to parents 

• Look at scores 
• Talk to parents 
• Fill out SAT forms 
• Bilingual Teacher 
• One-on-one 
• Small group 
• Start from the beginning/basic 

 
2 • Assess 

• Guided Reading (Tier II 
interventions) 

• SAT team 
• Benchmark Assessments 
• Reading Rockets 

• Encourage 
• Work on spelling 
• Work on comprehension 
• Small Group 
• Writing 
• Talk to parents 
• Find books that interest student 

• Individual 
• Small group 
• Read aloud with peers 
• Visual aides 
• Decodable books 
• Flash cards 

3 • Speech therapist 
• Call a SAT 
• DIBELS 
• Guided Reading 

• Manipulatives 
• Play Games 
• Buddy/Partner 
• Talk to parents 
• Speech teacher 
• Start SAT process 

• Speech therapist observation 
• Circle time 
• Build self-confidence 
• Extra time 
• Play games 
• Partner 
• Talk to parents 
• Flashcards 

4 • Second Steps Program (behavior) • Enhancement 
• Encourage other activities 
• iPad 
• Challenge in other subjects 
• Teach to other students 
• Games/websites 

• Enhancement 
• SAT team 
• Small group for math 
• Set goals 
• Self-confidence 
• Partner 
• Encourage 
• Motivate 
• Tutoring in math 
• Flashcards 
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Table 3  

Intermediate Question and Vignette Responses 

Questions Intermediate 101 Intermediate 102 Intermediate 
103 

Intermediate 104 Intermediate 
105 

Intermediate 106 

1 Regular Ed. Teacher 
 

Inclusion Teacher 
Regular Ed. Teacher 

Regular Education Regular Education Inclusion 
Dual Language 

Inclusion 
Regular Education 
Dual Language 

2 No • Yes 
• No assistance 

• Yes 
• Not received 

much 
assistance 

• Yes 
• No assistance in 

classroom 
• Pull out 

• No 
• Pull out 

• Yes 
• SPED Assistant 

3 • Knows Tiers 
• Explained Tier 

I/II 
• Tier II: DIBELs 

& F & P 
Benchmark 
Assessment 

Different Tiers 
Knows Tiers 

Knows 3 Tiers and 
percentage of 
population in each 
tier 

Knows 3 tiers does 
not know exact 
details 

• Knows tiers 
• Not familiar 

w/all types of 
interventions 

• SAT process? 
or language 
barrier 

• Knows tiers 
• Concerned no 

RtI 
interventions for 
Dual Language 
early childhood 

4 No No • Little bit BA 
• More in MA 

MA a portion 
No 

No No 

5 • Yes 
• State level 

training 
• Solution Tree – 

PLCs and RtI 
• Differentiated 

Instruction 

• Baldridge (like 
RtI) 

• SAT process 
• K3+ 
• RtI a couple of 

yrs. ago 

• 45 minutes 
SY12-13 

• None previous 

No Some training 
Hour here or there 

• Short training 5 
yrs. ago 

• Some training 
in SAT 

• SPED diag. said 
no retentions in 
early childhood 

6 • Facilitates PLC 
leadership team 

• Plans PD 
• Guided Reading 

Training 
• Train each other 
• Continue 

Ask principal • SPED Teacher 
• Reading 

Interventionist 

Not asked for RtI 
training hasn’t had 
the need 

Counselor 
Need visual aid 
for interventions 

• Principal 
• Asked for SAT 

and intervention 
training last two 
years – has not 
received 
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Questions Intermediate 101 Intermediate 102 Intermediate 
103 

Intermediate 104 Intermediate 
105 

Intermediate 106 

training 
Accelerated 
Reader 

GLAD 
7 Knows Tier I/II SAT Team Knows Tier I/II Not clear Not sure Does not know 
8 • Absolutely 

• SAT process 
• Testing for 

SPED 

• Yes 
• Reading Rockets 

or Reading lab 
• Guided Reading 
• Gave examples 

• Can 
Remember 

• Did not know 
best way to 
address 
problems 

Worked using SAT 
 

• Can’t 
• Recalled SAT 

sent back 

RtI in groups 

9 • What system? 
• System is 

broken 
• SAT process 

broken 
• “SAT process 

is broken right 
now” 

• “We don’t see 
every student 
that needs 
extra support.” 

• Asked to repeat 
question 

• Student data 
report 

• Report cards 
• Guided Reading 

folder 
• “going through 

transition” 

Clarification? 
No System 

• Accelerated 
math 

• Reading 
Rockets 

• DIBELS 

• SAT team 
• Progress 

monitoring 
• Through SPED 

Dept. 

• Guided 
Reading 
benchmark 
testing 

• DIBELS 
• Discovery 
• WIDA 
• ACCESS 
• Woodcock 

Muñoz 

• Repeat question 
• Reading 

Rockets 
• DIBELS 
• SAT process 
• Gave example 

of student 

10 • DIBELS 
• F & P 

Benchmark 
Assessment 

• STAR 
• Need to update 

technology 
• Collaboration 

NMSBA addresses 
weaknesses and 
strengths of 
students 

• MAP use data 
• Benchmark 

Assessment 
• Have to request 

data 

• NMSBA 
received too 
late for 
current SY 

• Discovery to 
target specific 
areas of need 

• DIBELS 
• Data profile 

11 • Running 
Records 

• DIBELs 
• Small group 

intervention 

• Running Records 
• Guided Reading 
• Samples of work 
• Positive 

reinforcement 

• Apple Tree 
• Better behavior 

= stronger 
academics 

• Charts 
• Report Cards 
• DIBELS 

progress 
monitoring 

• Data folders 
• Baldridge 
• Disciplined: 

procedures, 
classroom 
management, 

• Folders 
• Behavior on 

individual basis 
• Handle minor 

incidents in 
class 
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Questions Intermediate 101 Intermediate 102 Intermediate 
103 

Intermediate 104 Intermediate 
105 

Intermediate 106 

• Behavior not a 
problem 

• Behavior booklet 
 

• Parents receive 
notes or phone 
conversations 

rules, 
homework 

• One-on-one 
• High 

expectations 
• “a lot of our 

students are 
on survival 
mode all of 
the time” 

• Major incidents 
to principal 

12 • F & P LLI 
system 

• F& P prompting 
guide 

• Reading 
Rockets 

• Open Court 
• Orton Gillingham 
• Syllable cards 
• Project Read 
• DIBELs 
• Small groups 

 

• F & P books 
• Used example 

of student with 
behavior 
problems 

• Accelerated 
math 

• Not using Tier II 
strategies 

• Cannot define  

• Small group 
• Kagan 

strategies 
• Numbered 

heads 
together 

• Round Robins 
• MSA 
• Peer tutoring 

• Learning games 
• Learning 

centers 
• Daily 

observations 
• GLAD 

strategies 
• Collaboration 

time 
13 • Collaborate 

with classroom 
teachers 

• Parents 

• Peers 
• Previous teacher 
• SPED teacher 
• Community 

• Grade level 
teachers 

• Veteran 
teachers 
 

• Dual Language 
teachers 

• Open Court 
intervention 
materials 

• Lead teachers 
• PLC teachers 
• Principal 

SPED teacher 
 

Grade level 
collaboration 
 

14 Fix system • Time to 
collaborate 

• Classroom helper 
• Training for 

parents 

• Weak in RtI 
process 

• Confused 
between Tiers 
I/II 

- Activities 
- Terminology 

 

• Not enough 
knowledge on 
RtI 

• Failing in follow 
through with RtI 

• No RtI PD 
• Not assessed in 

PDP 

• Need more 
training 

• Kept up to 
date with 
changes 

• More visual 
aids 

• More PD 
• Hands on – 

show us 
• Help each other 
• Use District 

resources 
instead of going 
out of district 
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Vignettes Intermediate 101 Intermediate 102 Intermediate 
103 

Intermediate 104 Intermediate 
105 

Intermediate 106 

1 • SAT meeting 
• Not disability, 

language 
• Dual Language 

• Assessed in Spanish 
• Hands on 
• Partner 
• Label items 
• Guided Reading 
• Small group 
• Real-life 

connections 

• Consult 
w/Spanish 
speaker 

• TESOL 
strategies 

• SYOP 
• Vocabulary 
• Speak slowly 

• Dual Language? 
• Should be in DL 
• ESL teachers 
• DL teachers 
• Phonics 

approach 
 

• Guided 
Reading 
benchmark 
assessment in 
English and 
Spanish 

• Peer tutoring 
• Dual 

Language 
• Flashcards 
• Word 

notebooks 

• Bilingual 
teacher  

• Talk to parents 
• Tutoring 
• Dual Language 
• Work on self-

esteem 

2 • Assess 
• Tier II 

interventions 
• Possible 

Dyslexia 

• SAT 
• Possible Dyslexia 
• Possible assessment 

• Assumed 
learning a 
new language 

• Practice 
English 

• Small group 
• Partner 
• Read & speak 

more 

• SAT 
• Possible 

enhancement 
• Talk to SPED 
• Continue to 

monitor 
• SAT process 

long 
 

• Fluency 
testing 

• Timed 
reading 

• Comprehensi
on games 

• Comprehensi
on strategies 

• Read story to 
student alone 
ahead of time 

• Parents read 
aloud at home 

• Needs 
confidence 

• Practice 

3 Assessed by SLP • Child Find? 
• Information from 

cum folder 
• Story time 
• Play games 
• Check hearing – 

eyesight 
• SAT 
• Parents 
• Speech therapist 
• OT 

• Normal 
stage 

• Talking 
• Language 

• Speech usual 
problem 

• Speech 
teacher 

• SAT 
• Home? 
• English 2nd 

language? 
• Bilingual 

teacher 

• Speech 
therapist 

 

• Assumed 
Spanish 
speaker 

• Dual 
Language 
class 

• Interventions 
in home 
language 
 

4 • SAT 
• Enhance 

curriculum 

• Develop friendships 
• Classroom helper 
• Parents 

• Writing 
• Partner 
• Pair off 

• Enhancement 
• SAT 
• Work with 

• Projects 
with reading 
– pop-up 

• Encourage 
student 

• Enhancement 
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Questions Intermediate 101 Intermediate 102 Intermediate 
103 

Intermediate 104 Intermediate 
105 

Intermediate 106 

• Test for 
enhancement 

• Work with 
parents 

• Behavior will 
improve with 
like students 

• SAT 
• Enhancement 
• Extend learning to 

other subjects 
 

w/students 
who need 
extra boost 
 

lower students 
• Teacher 

helper 
• Gave example 

of similar 
student 

books, 
reports 

• Incorporate 
math 

• Limiting 
reading time 
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Table 4  

Veteran Question and Vignette Responses 

Questions Veteran 101 Veteran 102 Veteran 103 Veteran 104 Veteran 105 

1 Regular Education 
Inclusion 

Regular Education 
Dual Language 

Enhancement 
Regular Education 

Regular Education 
Inclusion  

Inclusion 
Regular Education 

2 Yes • Yes 
• Assistance from 

SPED teacher 

• Yes 
• Yes 

• Yes 
• SPED Teacher 

• Yes 
• EA assigned 

and SPED 
teacher 

3 Knows tiers and SAT 
process 

Knows Tiers • Said 
knew/investigated 

• Did not articulate 

• SAT process 
• Go through a lot of 

paperwork 

• Knows Tier I/II 
• SAT 

4 No • No RtI 
• SAT process 

No • No 
• SAT process 

• No 
• Training on how 

to identify but 
not on 
paperwork 

5 • Word of mouth 
• Speaking w/SPED 

teacher 
• Haven’t had RtI 

training 

• Yes 
• When process 

began 
• Couple of Wed. 

afternoons 
• Periodic updates 

• Yes 
• Part of District training 

• Some training – 2 
yrs. ago - probably a 
day 

• Yes 
• Several trainings 

4/5 yrs. ago 
• Process slowed 

down 
• Long time to 

receive services 
6 Collaboration with 

SPED teachers 
• Reading 

Interventionist 
• SPED teacher 
• Colleague 

Research on-line Ask for PD 
“it’s more of what the 
administration wants 
us to be trained in 
rather than what 
we’re asking for 
training in” 

SPED Teacher “held 
my hand” 
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Questions Veteran 101 Veteran 102 Veteran 103 Veteran 104 Veteran 105 

7 Knows Tier II • Document 
• Knows Tier II 

process 

Knows Tier II 
“Double dip” 

• Something different 
from the whole 
group 

• Bridge the gap 
• Other activities 

• Reading Rockets – 
based on DIBELs 
scores 

• Classroom 
performance 

• Data folders 
8 • Helped for SAT 

process 
• Tested for Tier II 

• Yes student 
ended up referred 
to Tier III  and 
placed 

• Lengthy 
procedure 

• Yes 
• Continue to assist and 

monitor after 
graduation from Tier II 

• Yes 
• No Reading Rockets 
• No person for RtI  

• Yes and no 
• Not enough people 

in place for 
channels to be 
followed 

• Turnaround 
slowed down 

9 • Not an actual 
system 

• Teachers 
document  

• SAT process 
• Parent, 

counselors, 
administrator, 
teachers involved 

• Tier II 
accommodations 

• Testing for SPED 

• Don’t have a system 
• Beginnings of a system 

not full-fledged system 

• Repeat question 
• Ton of testing 
• Guided Reading 
• Progress monitoring 
• DIBELs 
• Teacher 

Observations 
• Classroom 

instruction 

• Data folders 
• Test students 
• Title I specialists 

10 • Discovery – item 
analysis report and 
rating – specific 
target areas 

• Related to 
Common Core 

• IDEL 
• ACCESS 
• Woodcock 

Muñoz 
• Math end of unit 

assessment & 
quizzes 

• STAR reading and 
math 

• Progress monitor on 
DIBELs 

• High frequency word 
lists 

• Nonsense 
words/syllables 

• Phonemic awareness 

• NMSBA results too 
late 

• Reflect on 
instruction 

• Discovery 

• Individualize 
• Differentiated 

instruction 
• One-on-one 

 

11 • Discovery 
• No behavior 

monitoring system 

• Portfolio 
w/samples 

• Graphs 

Daily teacher observation  • Take grades 
• Daily work 
• Homework 

• Daily and weekly 
basis 

• Apple Tree 
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Questions Veteran 101 Veteran 102 Veteran 103 Veteran 104 Veteran 105 

• Fluency & 
Guided Reading 

• Discipline program 
• Principal 

12 • Small group 
• Small class size 
• Group work 
• Peer tutoring 
• Journaling 
• Accelerated math 
• NEOs 
• Everything more 

modified 

• Cooperative 
learning 

• Peer Teaching 
• Small group 
• Silabas 
• Hands-on games 
• Manipulatives 
• Math games 

• Double dip (second 
small group or 
individual) 

• iPad programs 
• Computer programs 
• Guided Reading 

 

• More lenient with 
SPED students 

• Shortened 
assignments 

• Flash cards 
• Adapt 
• Anything it takes 

• Peer tutoring 
• Close proximity 
• Abbreviate the 

lesson 
• Visual 
• Audibly 
• Kinesthetically 
• Integrate subjects 
• Music 
• Movement 

13 • SPED teacher 
• Parents 

• Staff PLC 
• Grade Level 

discussions once 
a week 

• Team effort 

• Grade level teachers 
• Collaboration time 
• SPED teacher 
• District-wide meetings 
• Teachers from other 

schools 
• Research on-line 

• Grade level team 
• Meet once/twice 

week 
 

• Colleagues 
• Brainstorm 

14 • More specific 
training 

• Enhancement 
teacher sends out 
information 
strategies for Tier 
II and SAT 
documentation 
 

Not right now • Systems not designed 
in way helpful to RtI 

• Schedule interferes 
with RtI process 

• More resources 
• RtI dependent on pull 

out and only one pull 
out program 

• Guided Reading 
• No math program 
• “Time is our biggest 

enemy” 

• Process lengthy 
• Shortened time 
• Example: SAT in 

Sept. okayed for 
enhancement 
assessment in May 

• “we’ve cheated this 
child” 

• Change process 
• “once you’ve 

made 
improvements, 
give everybody a 
chance to get  
used to it before 
you change it 
again” 



172 

 

Vignettes Veteran 101 Veteran 102  Veteran 103  Veteran 104  Veteran 105 

1 • Dual Language 
placement 

• Testing in native 
language 

• Dual Language 
• Phonemes 
• Syllables 
• Guiding Reading (start 

all over again) 
• Back to the Beginning 
• Special Assistance (not 

necessarily SPED) 

• Small group 
• Focus on language arts or 

written skill development 
• Exposure to highly verbal 

students 
• Encourage reading 
• Vocabulary acquisition 
• Help others in Spanish 
• Large group – listening 
• “Learning happens when 

we listen” 

• Dual Language 
• Test in native 

language 
• Talk to bilingual 

teacher 
• Academic failure 

or language 
barrier? 

• Test her fairly 

• Peer tutor 
• Develop vocabulary 
• Opportunities to 

express in Eng./Span. 
• Ability level in home 

language 
• Dual Language 
• Tier II 
• Tutor 
• Disability in home 

language? 
2 Guided Reading – 

identify struggles – level 
to match needs and work 
from there 

• Possible learning 
disability 

• Referred to Speech 
• Tested for SPED 

• Diagnostics 
• Dyslexic 
• Probing 
• Provide opportunities for 

hands-on, phonics, 
rhyming activities 

• Provide accommodations 

• Reading 
interventionist 

• SAT process 
• Continue oral 

exams 
• Not embarrass 

• Mimic teacher reading 
• Phrase 
• Gave example of 

student 

3 • Age? 
• Missed prior to 

entering school? 
• Think strategies 
• Possible referral for 

SAT 

• Learning disability 
• Referred to Speech 
• Teacher focus on specific 

needs 

• Hearing or vision issues 
• SAT 
• Parents 
• Developmental issues? 
• When did speech start 
• Rhyming games 

• Speech therapist 
observation 

• Might be English 
learner 

• Study speech 
patterns 

• Choral reading 
• Sing song 
• Clap, pattern 
• Team 
• Positive reinforcement 
• Integrate 
• Patterning 
• Left/Right brain 
• Fine motor 
• Trick into learning 

4 • Make math exciting 
• Build on self-esteem 
• Help others 

• Tie math into reading – 
increase interest 

• Tested for enhancement 
• Difficult without data 

• SAT 
• Gifted and Talented 
• Broad range of reading 

• Typical gifted 
• Enhancement 

teacher pull out 

• Obviously gifted 
• Parents  
• Documenting 
• DIBELs 
• Cooperative 
• Sociable 

 


