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ABSTRACT 

ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS OF RTI: IMPLEMENTATION, OVERSIGHT, 

AND INVOLVEMENT 

by 

Stacy Marie Wenzel Williamson 

Doctor of Education in Educational Leadership 

Response to Intervention is a framework that implements best instructional 

practices to facilitate learning for all students. The basis of support for implementation 

for the RtI model must derive first from the district and building administrators. “When 

the district embraces and promotes the use to [of] RtI as the primary method for 

determining the instructional [needs of students]… implementation proceeds more 

smoothly and is more likely to be successful” (Batsche, n.d., para 1). Batsche (n.d.) goes 

on to say that it is difficult for site administration to support the implementation initiative 

if the support is not absolute at the district level.  

This study focuses on administrators’ perception, oversight, and involvement 

within the RtI framework developed by Mesmer and Mesmer (2008), which incorporates 

both assessments and interventions that will immediately benefit students. Additionally, 

assessments are used to determine which intervention to use and progress monitoring 

determines the effectiveness of the interventions tried.  If, after a substantial amount of 

time utilizing specific targeted interventions fail, the RtI team meets to discuss the option 

of referring the student for special education assessment. If all team members decide that 

they have exhausted all possible interventions and there continues to be little to no 

growth, then the student is referred for special education assessment.  
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The study examined school site administrators’ perceptions of RtI, how much 

oversight administrators provide for teachers, and how involved administrators are within 

the RtI process by using a mixed method of surveys, one-on-one interviews, and a 

document review to collect information from school site administrators. Findings from 

this study indicate that there is an overall disconnect in the following areas: district and 

school sites; Tier I instruction; RtI team structures and student referrals; and 

administrators’ role in the RtI process. Results from this study indicated that there is a 

lack of systematic structures in place within the school district, which affects the 

[implementation, oversight, process and procedures at the school sites.    
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Mrs. Martinez is a third grade teacher with students who are falling below grade 

level. She has been working with these students; however, she is not seeing much growth 

and asked me, as her school site administrator, to help. I met with Mrs. Martinez to talk 

and she began by admitting that she was floundering with no idea how to proceed. She 

showed me the different assessments she had given and how she decided what areas to 

work on with each student. She then showed me the activities and re-teaching materials 

she was using.  Mrs. Martinez had started by administering individual assessments and 

working with the students in small groups. Her lessons were targeted and based on data. 

She also had given her students a few more assessments, which showed that she was 

monitoring student progress. The only thing that Mrs. Martinez needed help with was 

identifying target areas for each student.  

She was trying to do too much at one time, which is why she was not seeing very 

much growth. For example, she was working on letter sounds and blending at the same 

time. However, if she had just focused on letter sounds and then moved into blending she 

would have seen greater progress. If the students are struggling with letter sounds then 

they would not be able to blend letters together to read a word.  

Without even knowing it, the model Mrs. Martinez was following to help students 

who were falling below grade level is called Response to Intervention (RtI). The RtI 

framework was developed to create a structure to help students falling behind. When RtI 

is implemented as it is intended, teachers are able to close the achievement gap with their 

students. Teachers have the freedom to apply RtI however they please, but the fact that 

RtI lacks clear, step-by-step instructions causes a certain degree of ineffectiveness, as the 



 

2 
	

program was created with a certain process that must be followed in order to see growth.  

Unfortunately, a clear process and agreed-upon steps are not evident to most users in this 

district and explain many of the failures by RtI administrators.  

It is well known that students have fallen behind grade level, and RtI is one of the 

latest iterations for addressing the need.  Education needs an answer, and RtI appears to 

be one of those answers – for now. 

Research Problem 

Information about RtI has been widely distributed throughout school districts 

across the country; however, there has been little research in regard to administrator 

perceptions, how much oversight administrators provide for teachers, and how involved 

administrators are within the RtI process. A comprehensive study conducted by Bradley, 

Daley, Levin, O’Reilly, Parsad, Robertson, and Werner (2011), at the state and district 

levels, revealed that, “as of 2008-2009 all states had undertaken initiatives to support 

RtI… and in 70% of the districts some or all elementary schools were implementing RtI 

in reading” (as cited in Jenkins, Schiller, Blackorby, Thayer, & Tilly, 2013, p. 36); 

however, “what is less known is the impact of these various state policies and procedures 

on local school implementation of RtI” (White, Drew, & Audette, 2012, p. 76). This 

shows that although RtI is being implemented across the country, the understanding of 

what that implementation actually looks like in schools is unclear.  This indicates that 

additional professional development is needed in order to support both administrators and 

teachers.  

Response to Intervention appears to be a promising intervention that shows 

growth through targeting students’ individual needs. In a recent survey, 75% of 
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prominent literacy researchers stated that they believe that RtI was the best intervention 

strategy available for students today (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008). Although there is a 

belief that RtI is the best route to take to facilitate the learning of students, despite this, 

there needs to be more research to discover how much oversight administrators provide 

for frontline implementers (teachers), and how involved administrators are within the RtI 

process. Implementing RtI provides teachers the opportunity to individualize learning and 

interventions. It is far more in depth than differentiated instruction or other models that 

have been used in the past; however, the implementation requires an understanding of the 

process as a whole and the instruments necessary to accurately monitor student progress. 

School site administrators need to understand the RtI processes so that they can support 

the teachers at their school sites.  

Teachers implementing interventions have a key role in whether or not the RtI 

process will work and both school site administrators’ and teachers’ perceptions are 

critical. “As with most educational reform, RtI implementation requires a paradigm shift 

away from traditional methods for special education referral and a change in pedagogy 

with the use of novel instructional strategies, assessment techniques, and frequent 

progress monitoring” (Castro-Villarreal, Rodriguez, & Moore, 2014, p. 105).  

Many teachers do not have the basic understanding of RtI necessary to implement 

the programs effectively, while research has found that an increased understanding and 

knowledge of the RtI process for teachers is directly related to the success of the 

programs (Castro-Villarreal, Rodriguez, & Moore, 2014). It is critical, then, to better 

understand how the school site administrators are supporting teachers. School site leaders 



 

4 
	

are the support systems for the school staff and site leaders’ perception of RtI will shape 

the amount of involvement, resources, and support that is being provided to the teachers.  

Research Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to examine administrator perceptions, how much 

oversight administrators provide for teachers, and how involved administrators are within 

the RtI process. It is important for school administrators to understand the processes of 

RtI in order to support teachers in areas of need in relation to professional development 

for RtI. This study outlines site administrators’ perceptions and knowledge of RtI and 

how involved school site administrators are within the process. As a school site 

administrator, it is important to understand how teachers are doing at the school site and 

provide additional training or support where needed. There are many teachers who are 

already utilizing the tenets of the RtI process; however, they may not understand that 

what they are already doing is a part of the RtI framework. For example, teachers give 

assessments frequently and adjust their instruction around the results and reteach specific 

areas to small groups of students, which is part of the RtI process, but they may not know 

that what they are doing is part of RtI.  It is important that school site administrators are 

able to help teachers clearly understand what they are already doing that is part of RtI, 

and what they need to change or add to fully embrace the program.  

Research Questions 

The fundamental research question of the study asks: What are administrators’ 

perceptions of the usefulness of RtI? 

 Sub-questions to the study are:  
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a. How much oversight do administrators give teachers?  

b. How involved are the school site administrators during the RtI process? 

Research Design 

This research study used the phenomenological research design to examine school 

site administrators’ perceptions of RtI, how much oversight administrators provide for 

teachers, and how involved administrators are within the Response to Intervention (RtI) 

processes. Phenomenological methodology allowed the researcher an opportunity to 

analyze the participants’ “lived experiences” through interviews, which provided a more 

in-depth analysis and rich description of administrators’ perceptions of RtI (Glense, 2016, 

p. 290). Interviews allowed the researcher the opportunity to “understand the 

experiences and perceptions of each participant, and to examine similarities and 

differences across cases” (Glense, 2016, p. 209). Furthermore, the study also included 

35 administrator surveys in order to analyze general perceptions among a large group of 

school site administrators.   

The study began with a survey that was sent out to all school site administrators 

within the district via Survey Monkey. Then the researcher conducted eight one-on-one 

interviews with school site administrators. Each interview was transcribed and coded to 

look for evidence of school site administrators’ perceptions of RtI, how much oversight 

administrators provided for teachers, and how involved administrators were within the 

RtI process. Finally, a document review was done in order to determine what processes 

of RtI had been put into place within the district and compared to administrator 

responses about those processes.  
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Theoretical Framework 

In order to better understand school site administrators’ perceptions of RtI, how 

much oversight administrators provide for teachers, and how involved administrators are 

within the RtI process, the primary theoretical lens that will be used to examine the data 

within the study is the RtI framework created by Mesmer and Mesmer (2008). This 

framework (see Figure 1) addresses effective implementation of the RtI process that 

includes the following: (1) universal screening; (2) research based interventions; (3) 

progress monitoring;(4) individualized interventions for those who are continuing to 

struggle; and (5) decision-making process. 

 

 

Through interviews, surveys and a document review, the researcher used this 

theoretical framework as a lens to examine school site administrators’ perceptions of RtI, 

how much oversight administrators provide for teachers, and how involved 

administrators are within the RtI process. 

1.	Universal	
Screening	

2.	Research	Based	
Interventions	

3.	Progress	
Monitoring	

4.	Individualized	
Intervention	

5.	Decision	Making:	
Special	Education	
Assessment	

Figure 1: RtI framework Mesmer and Mesmer (2008) 
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RtI Tier System: Tier I. The RtI process is broken up into three different 

tiers.  The teacher in the general education classroom implements the first tier. The RtI 

process starts by screening students before any instruction begins in order to determine 

which students may require further diagnostic assessments.  According to Mesmer and 

Mesmer (2008), this test should be administered approximately three times per week. 

During this time, the student’s scores are compared to initial benchmark scores. Students 

who are not meeting the benchmarks are the ones who will receive extra support. After 

the students have been screened and identified, the teacher moves on to the next step of 

intervention and begins to apply instructional strategies for those selected students. 

Usually this form of intervention consists of small-group instruction and an empirically 

validated tutoring program (Compton, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2012).   

During this time of intervention, the teacher is responsible for collecting data and 

tracking the intervention.  During the progress-monitoring stage, the teacher needs to 

identify whether or not the intervention (for instance, small group or tutoring) is 

addressing the skills that are being targeted (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008).  These 

assessments should be administered repeatedly throughout the intervention process.  The 

assessments are measuring the student’s performance as opposed to acquired knowledge 

(Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008). If the student is not making progress within the small groups 

and tutoring, then the teacher moves the student into a Tier II intervention. 

RtI Tier System: Tier II. The second tier involves the teacher as well as the 

school.  After the general education teacher has completed all of the steps outlined in Tier 

I, the student is then moved to Tier II interventions. Within the second tier, the student 

has been identified as a student who is continuously struggling with a particular 
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skill.  The teacher will then meet with a team consisting of other teachers, reading 

specialists, a school psychologist, and/or parents to develop a more intensive intervention 

strategy (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008).   During a typical RtI meeting, the team may review 

records and previously attempted interventions, operationally define the problem, identify 

factors that could potentially be contributing to the problem, suggest interventions, and 

develop a plan for monitoring the student’s progress (Burns, Wiley, & Viglietta, 2008; 

Etscheidt & Knesting, 2007; Lane, Mahdavi, & Borthwick-Duffy, 2003; Williamson & 

McLeskey, 2011). Once the team has met, specific goals and targets are made for the 

student.  This type of intervention is most successful if it is spread over a six week 

period, depending on the intervention and the needs of the student (Mesmer & Mesmer, 

2008). During this time, it is very important for the teacher to document and track the 

student’s progress. After the allotted time for the intervention, the team meets again to 

assess the data and student’s progress. If the student is not making adequate progress, the 

student will then move to Tier III interventions. 

RtI Tier System: Tier III. The third tier involves the teacher, the school, and the 

district. The third tier is a decision-making process to determine eligibility for special 

education services (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008).  During this process, the team and the 

student’s parents review all data that has been collected during the intervention to 

determine whether the student is eligible for special education services.  The team is 

attempting to discover why the student has not been able to respond to the interventions 

that have been implemented and whether or not the intervention had a sufficient amount 

of time.  “If the team suspects that the student’s lack of response may be explained by 

some other factor (i.e., not explained by a learning disability), then it should request 
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additional assessment of the student’s social, behavioral, emotional, intellectual, and 

adaptive functioning” (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008, p. 283). If the student is found eligible 

for special education services, the Individual Education Plan (IEP) team will determine 

goals as well as the amount and types of supports needed. 

Delimitations and Limitations 

Delimitations. This study was limited to just one school district, and is focused on 

inviting school site administrators to participate. The surveys were sent to all school site 

administers in the district, and of 52 administrators, 35 completed the survey. The 

interviews were conducted with eight of the 35 administrators who had completed the 

survey.   

Limitations. A limitation is defined as “a factor that may or will affect the study in 

an important way, but is not under control of the researcher” (Roberts, 2012, p. 139). This 

study examined school site administrators’ perceptions of RtI, how much oversight 

administrators provide for teachers, and how involved administrators are within the RtI 

process. Since the study focused on administrators’ perceptions, there may be 

inconsistencies with the experiences from one administrator to another, and from one 

school to another. In addition, this study was limited to just one school district; it is 

unlikely that the findings presented within this research can be used to generalize all 

school site administrators’ perceptions of RtI.  

Organization of Dissertation 

This study examined the experiences related to administrators’ perceptions of RtI.  

The goal of the study is to understand school site administrators’ perceptions of RtI, how 

much oversight administrators provide for teachers, and how involved administrators are 
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within the RtI process. This dissertation reviews the literature on the RtI process in regard 

to Mesmer and Mesmer’s (2008) work and administrators’ perceptions. The researcher 

thought it beneficial to look at the need for professional development in order to 

implement a new program. Thus, the literature review discusses professional 

development and the importance of training teachers before segueing into the body of 

knowledge that examines administrators’ and teachers’ perceptions of RtI. 

The third chapter describes the methods used to address the research question in 

this study. This section describes the research design, research setting, sample selection, 

the instruments and procedures used, data collection, and how the data was analyzed. The 

fourth chapter analyzes and synthesizes the data collected within the study and reports the 

results of the study. Finally, the last chapter provides a detailed interpretation and 

analysis of the results from the study along with implications for practice and 

recommendations for future research.  

Response to Intervention is ultimately an intervention that aims to help students 

who are falling below grade level.  This study hopes to better understand school site 

administrators’ perceptions of RtI, how they are holding teachers accountable at their 

own sites, and the level of participation among administrators at each site within the RtI 

teams. Understanding these concepts will help provide the district with information on 

the school site administrators’ perceptions of RtI, how to strengthen teacher capacity, and 

the needs of future professional development in regard to RtI. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

The increased emphasis on providing evidence-based interventions in the general 

education setting prior to referring students for special education has resulted in a focus 

on using Response to Intervention (RtI) as a problem-solving intervention process 

(Reeves, Bishop, & Filce, 2010).  The purpose of this study is to examine school site 

administrators’ perceptions of RtI, how much oversight administrators provide for 

teachers, and how involved administrators are within the RtI process.  If educational 

leaders can understand their own perceptions of RtI, perhaps those leaders can shape 

effective professional development around those perceptions, so that RtI can be 

implemented with fidelity. The following literature review addresses the history and 

background of Multi-Tiered System of Supports, the RtI process, teacher perceptions of 

their practice, and professional development in relation to teachers implementing 

something new in the classroom.  

Multi-Tiered System of Supports  

According to the California Department of Education (CDE), the definition of the Multi-

Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) is as follows,  

In California, MTSS is an integrated, comprehensive framework that focuses on 

Common Core State Standards (CCSS), core instruction, differentiated learning, 

student-centered learning, individualized student needs, and the alignment of 

systems necessary for all students’ academic, behavioral, and social success. 

These include the interventions within the RtI2 processes, supports for Special 

Education, Title I, Title III, support services for English Learners, American-
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Indian students, and those in gifted and talented programs. MTSS offers the 

potential to create needed systematic change through intentional design and 

redesign of services and supports that quickly identify and match the needs of all 

students. 

 

Figure 2: Multi-tiered System of Supports  (CDE.ca.gov, 2016).  

Figure 2 describes the differences between MTSS and RtI. Although the 

framework of RtI has only been in schools within the last decade, the idea behind RtI 

began in 2002, when legislation initiated the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, and 

brought forth big sweeping changes to school accountability. The NCLB Act made 

schools accountable for their academic performances and mandated that schools report 

their performance scores statewide and partake in standardized tests in order for their 

schools to receive federal funding. Schools that fell below state academic improvement 

targets were penalized through more state and federal oversight.   
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In addition to the NCLB Act, in 2004, during the reauthorization of the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), the concept of alternate methods of 

identifying students with disabilities came to the forefront of education.  This 

reauthorization “allow[ed] school districts to use part B funds for Coordinated Early 

Intervening Services (CEIS) for students not yet identified as needing special education 

but who needed additional support to succeed in general education” (Jenkins, Schiller, 

Blackorby, Thayer, & Tilly, 2013, p. 36). Over the last decade, schools have struggled to 

understand how to implement quality programs to carry out this well-intended goal. One 

promising method of this “additional support” was Response to Intervention (RtI) or 

Response to Intervention and Instruction (RtI2). The main reason that Response to 

Intervention was created was because there were so many problems identifying students 

with learning disabilities (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008).  

Although RtI and other outcomes of NCLB demonstrated promise, the Obama 

administration saw flaws within the No Child Left Behind Act that was previously signed 

in January of 2002. The NCLB Act was scheduled for revision in 2007, and over time the 

requirements of the act seemed to become increasingly unworkable for both schools and 

educators. The Obama administration began working on revising the act in 2010. The 

latest version of the act brought forth our most recent law, Every Student Succeeds Act 

(ESSA), which was signed on December 10, 2015.  

 

Purpose of RtI 

According to Mesmer and Mesmer (2008), “RtI was developed because of the 

many problems with the discrepancy model for identifying students with learning 

disabilities” (p. 280).  The beginning of Response to Intervention (RtI) dates back to 
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Stanley Deno’s cascade model, which was developed in 1970 (Buffum, Mattos, & 

Weber, 2009).  The focus of the cascade model was to help students with special needs 

access the curriculum just as those in a general education setting are able to do. The 

cascade model developed curriculum-based measures in order to assess students’ 

academic growth and allowed teachers an opportunity to provide interventions for 

students that were struggling. “The cascade model led to the inclusion movement to 

integrate students with special needs into regular education settings” (Buffum, Mattos, & 

Weber, 2009). Laws began to change again and in 1997 the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA) was passed. With the inclusion of all students, the idea of the 

cascade model began to bridge from the special education world into the general 

education setting and the cascade model was renamed Response to Intervention (RtI) 

which focuses on providing students with early interventions to avoid testing for special 

education. According to Robert Wedl, “RtI provides a unified system of studying student 

difficulties and providing early intervention prior to referral for formal evaluation for 

special education or allowing such evaluation only as a last resort” (as cited in Buffum, 

Mattos, & Weber, 2009, p. 19).  

 With the new direction of the cascade model, teachers are expected to provide 

students with targeted interventions that match the student’s deficits to help close the 

achievement gap within the general education classroom; however, according to Buffum, 

Mattos and Weber (2009), there is a “lack of teacher readiness; general education 

teachers were inadequately trained” (p. 17) which means that school site leaders will need 

to bring in innovative changes to help support the teachers when working with students 

that are struggling. Too often students are assessed for special education prior to 



 

15 
	

receiving any targeted interventions or additional support. As educators we should not 

wait for a student to fall so far behind that we depend on special education to help the 

student.  

Response to Intervention is a framework that is designed to target and meet 

individual student needs. The students’ needs are determined and discovered during 

universal screening, diagnostic testing, teacher observations, and student assessments that 

take place in the classroom with the teacher before the intervention has been started.  In 

order for RtI to be successful, the teacher must be able to answer the following questions: 

“Who, what, when, where, and how” (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008, p. 284) about the needs 

of students. The ‘who’ refers to the student who is in need of the intervention, and the 

‘what’ refers to what the intervention will be.  ‘When’ is asking when the intervention 

will take place. The ‘where’ is referring to where the intervention will happen; for 

example, will the intervention take place within a specific subject area or time of the day? 

The ‘how’ is asking the teacher how he/she will actually incorporate an intervention and 

get the students to meet their goals. 

Within their research, Mesmer and Mesmer (2008) developed a five-step process 

for RtI. The first step is universal screening, the second step is using scientifically valid 

interventions, the third step is progress monitoring, the fourth step is creating 

individualized interventions based on the data from the progress monitoring, and the fifth 

step is when the team meets together to review the data to determine whether the student 

should be referred to special education. If teachers understood these five components, 

then they would have a solid understanding of what RtI is and how to effectively 

implement it within their classrooms. Teachers are doing parts of this process; however, 
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there are some gaps in the fidelity to following the entire process from start to finish.  

Universal Screening  

 In order to help close the achievement gap, it is important that we are able to 

identify students who are at risk of falling below grade level (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008).  

Students should be screened using a universal screener at least three times a year in order 

to determine their literacy skills (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008).  Universal “screening is a 

type of assessment that is characterized by providing quick, low-cost, repeatable testing 

of age-appropriate critical skills (e.g., identifying letters of the alphabet or reading a list 

of high frequency words)” (National Research Center on Learning Disabilities 

www.nrcld.org, 2006, p. 12). There are several different forms of data that teams can use 

in order to identify if a student is struggling or falling behind. Response to Intervention 

teams can use universal screening tools that are scientific, research-based, and nationally-

normed to collect baseline data on the student’s skills or behavior, understand specific 

problems, identify students in need of intensive support, and determine appropriate 

interventions that can be used to address specific skills (Buffum, Mattos, & Weber, 2012; 

Burns et al., 2008; Kovaleski, 2002).  In turn, these tools can facilitate rapid 

implementation of interventions (Buffum et al., 2012).  These measures should be given 

to all students, three times a year, fall, winter, and spring, to ensure that educators can 

identify and compare the performance of at-risk students to grade-level peers performing 

at expected rates (Buffum et al., 2012; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Gerston & Dimino, 2006)  

The goal of the universal screener is not to diagnose the student’s issue, rather to 

identify students who are struggling. Once teachers are able to identify those that are 

struggling, they are then able to give a diagnostic assessment to determine in what areas 
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they are struggling. For example, if a third grader is reading fewer than 50 words per 

minute, the teacher is able to give the student a diagnostic assessment that identifies in 

further detail the area of need, such as blending digraphs, consonant vowel consonant 

(cvc) words, or even blending short vowels. At the present time, there is no clear 

consensus on which criteria should be used for identifying students who are at risk, so 

schools have freedom as to which type of assessment they want to use. Some common 

assessments are: Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS), 

Curriculum Based Measurement (CBM), and Basic Phonics Skills Test (BPST) (Hughes 

& Dexter, n.d.).  Once an assessment has targeted a struggling student, the teacher can 

then provide a scientific, evidence-based intervention.  

Progress Monitoring 

At the point of identification, it is important that the instruction is being 

monitored and student progress is being tracked (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008).  These on- 

going assessments to check student progress should “address the skills that are being 

targeted for intervention and should indicate if the intervention is changing the student’s 

reading” (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008, p. 283). The interventions selected by RtI teams 

should be research-based and have demonstrated effectiveness (Buffum, Mattos, & 

Weber, 2012; Kovaleski, 2002).  However, a nationwide survey found that RtI teams 

often do not recommend evidence-based strategies (Truscott, Cohen, Sams, Sanborn, & 

Frank, 2005).  In order to properly choose an intervention that would be the most 

successful, the team would need to have baseline data (universal screener) and specific 

learning targets in mind (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008). At that point, the teams’ suggestions 

of intervention should be structured with specific steps and tailored to specific areas of 
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weakness (Hoover, 2011).  Additionally, experts in RtI believe that in order to be 

effective, interventions should be mandatory, administered by trained professionals, 

targeted at the specific skills, and timely so that students are receiving interventions 

immediately rather than waiting until they are too far behind to catch up (Buffum, et al., 

2012).  In order to ensure that interventions are implemented and maintained, it is also 

important that teachers find the process and interventions to be acceptable and feasible 

(Burns et al., 2008; Iverson, 2002; Kovaleski, 2002).  The interventions suggested need to 

be monitored and reevaluated after a specified duration of time.  Keeping records of a 

student’s growth provides evidence that the intervention is successful or not. Progress-

monitoring data should be collected throughout the intervention process and specific 

interventions implemented should be recorded so the RtI team can determine whether the 

student is responding at an appropriate rate of progress (Burns et al., 2008; Gersten & 

Dimino, 2006; Hoover, 2011; Kovaleski, 2002; Lane et al., 2003).  Finally, RtI teams 

should follow up, using data to determine whether to continue or modify interventions 

(Buffum et al., 2012). This form of collaboration gives the team accountability in 

reviewing the proposed interventions, making sure they are research-based, and allows 

the team to determine if the interventions are working or if modifications need to be 

made. A key component is not only providing an intervention, but also keeping records of 

student progress so that the RtI team can later determine the next steps.   

Research Based Interventions  

“The content of the intervention should be designated, the teacher responsible for 

implementing it identified, and the assessments determined” (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008). 

Quality scientific research can indicate that a program is likely to be successful if it is 
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implemented as it was designed within the study with high fidelity in the classroom. 

Research cannot tell you what will work with each individual student; rather, research 

provides what is most likely to work for most children. In addition, Mathes, Denton, 

Fletcher, Anthony, Frances, and Schatschneider (2005) go on to state that teachers who 

use teaching approaches that are not grounded in quality research will result in a high 

percentage of students failing to learn to read. Some components to a successful 

intervention include: explicit instructions, careful construction of scope and sequence, 

following the program with fidelity, and mastery tests (Mathes & Torgesen, 2005).  

 In a study conducted by Mathes, Denton, Fletcher, Anthony, Frances, and 

Schatschneider (2005), at-risk first graders were randomly selected to participate in a 

study utilizing both research-based interventions and non-researched-based interventions. 

The interventions took place over a period of 30 weeks. Students worked in small groups 

of three or four, daily, for 40 minutes and were taught by certificated teachers. The results 

of the study proved that the students who received instruction with research-based 

interventions performed significantly better than those who did not receive research-

based interventions. A key component in providing interventions is knowing which 

intervention to use with which student. There is not any one “magic program” for 

teachers to use that will teach all students with reading difficulties.  Various reading 

programs have produced varying results depending upon the students, teachers’ fidelity to 

the program, and matching of intervention with student deficits. 

Decision Making Process-RTI Teams  

In the last step of the RtI process, a team of school-based professionals meets in 

order to review all of the data collected from the interventions and determine if the 
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student is eligible for special education (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008). This can differ from 

site to site as there are detailed definitions of the different tiers in the RtI process; 

however, there are no prescribed procedures or guidelines for the RtI pre-referral process 

(Buck, Polloway, Smith-Thomas, & Wilcox-Cook, 2003; Mesmer &Mesmer, 2008).  

There are currently no set rules or guidelines for schools to follow regarding the 

makeup of Response to Intervention teams.  Within the framework, RtI serves as a 

general education function and should be led by a team of people. The teams may include 

the referring teacher, principal, administrators, school psychologist, counselors, parents, 

general education teachers, special education teachers, or other support personnel (Burns 

et al., 2005; Iverson, 2002; Kovaleski, 2002; Truscott et al., 2005).  Best practices 

recommend that teachers and the RtI team arrive to meetings prepared with 

documentation and data about student progress and previously attempted interventions. 

This evidence promotes discussion geared toward problem-solving and interventions and 

will reduce time spent discussing the problem (Burns et al., 2008; Etscheidt & Knesting, 

2007; Iverson, 2002; Kovaleski, 2002).   If necessary, the team may recommend special 

education evaluation (Burns et al., 2008; Iverson, 2002).  

Best practices also call attention to some potential challenges with the RtI 

process.  For example, some team members may dominate discussions, convincing other 

team members to go along with their ideas (Iverson, 2002).  It is considered best practice 

to use a collaborative approach in which all team members contribute equally, feel 

comfortable sharing their opinions, and feel their perspectives are valued and heard 

(Burns et al., 2008; Etscheidt & Knesting, 2007; Iverson, 2002; Kovaleski, 2002). 
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 A possibility that may arise from the RtI team process is that teachers may be 

deterred from using RtI due to the role administrators play in teacher evaluation out of 

fear that such referrals may be viewed as a sign of weakness in their instruction and 

classroom management (Burns et al., 2005; Kovaleski, 2002). Another problem arises 

when teams have too many students to discuss or spend too much time discussing the 

problem rather than problem solving (Iverson, 2002; Williamson & McLeskey, 2011; 

Young & Gaughan, 2010).  It is recommended that schools allocate enough time to 

thoroughly address each student and her/his needs and focus on one problem at a time 

(Etscheidt & Knesting, 2007; Iverson, 2002; Young & Gaughan, 2010).   

Summary 

Within their research, Mesmer and Mesmer (2008) developed a five-step process 

for RtI in order to help support students that are falling behind grade level. The first step 

is universal screening, the second step is using scientifically valid interventions, the third 

step is progress monitoring, the fourth step is creating individualized interventions based 

on the data from the progress monitoring and the fifth step is when the team meets 

together to review the data to determine if the student should be referred to special 

education or not. Teachers that are able to use these processes have a better chance at 

helping a student make academic growth in areas of need and avoid special education 

assessment if it is not needed.  

Fidelity of Implementation 

“RtI is a process that incorporates both assessment and intervention so that 

immediate benefits come to the student” (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008, p. 287). In order to 

ensure that students are able to make growth within these areas of intervention, it is 
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important that teachers are able to run RtI with fidelity. Fidelity of implementation is 

described as the ability to deliver instruction in the way it was originally designed to be 

delivered (Johnson, Mellard, Fuchs, & McKnight, 2006). Many schools have adopted the 

RtI system as a way to intervene with students falling behind grade level; however, if 

teachers are not following the program with fidelity, then how can we determine if the 

student is or is not making progress (Mellard, 2010; Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008)?  It is 

important that the teacher use assessment data in order to determine the effectiveness of 

the interventions that are being tried (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008). Furthermore, it is unfair 

to hold teachers accountable if the school site administration has not given the teachers 

enough support or training in the area of RtI. An essential component of fidelity is the 

teacher’s ability to be consistent and accurate with the interventions in place.  

Positive and Negative Teacher Perceptions 

Teacher perceptions of RtI fall within a wide spectrum of both positive feelings 

about the process and negative and frustrated feelings (Brendle, 2008). The idea of 

“teaching, re-teaching and working with struggling students is not a new concept for 

classroom teachers” (Martinez & Young, 2011, p. 44). However, the idea of tracking 

student progress and following up with paperwork takes a toll on many teachers. In a 

study conducted by Martinez and Young (2011), the researchers examined how school 

personnel were implementing the RtI process and what their perception of the 

implementation was. Within their study, a common theme that emerged was the amount 

of time teachers were spending on filling out paperwork for the RtI process. “Thirty 

seven percent agreed that the RtI process takes up too much time” (Martinez & Young, 

2011, p. 50). During interviews, the teachers explained that the documentation and 
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preparation for the meetings were time-consuming and there was just too much 

paperwork involved in the process. It is important that administrators are aware of these 

concerns so that they can provide support to teachers in the area of documentation.  

In another study conducted by Greenfield, Rinaldi, Proctor, and Cardarelli (2010), 

teachers were asked about interventions and instruction and 50% of the teachers 

“reported knowing there was a need to make intervention changes, but… [didn’t know] 

how or what kind of changes to make” (p. 53). The teachers also went on to say that they 

were keeping track of student progress and data; however, the progress monitoring tool 

did not let the teacher know what needed to be changed, just that there was a need for a 

change. Another study indicated that 53% of teachers agreed that collecting data was 

difficult and that “computer generated graphs cannot tell more about a student than a 

teacher who works daily with a student” (Martinez & Young, 2011, p. 50).  

Another theme derived from research is that there is not enough funding or 

personnel to implement RtI effectively. In addition, many teachers’ ability to achieve 

fidelity of implementation depend[s] upon whether or not they think that RtI is successful 

(Brendle, 2008). Response to Intervention is not a new process, but it is becoming more 

rapidly implemented by districts in order to help students who are falling behind grade 

level, and although the United States Department of Education encourages the use of RtI, 

however it is not mandated because there is not enough research. In addition, there are 

many models to follow, but there is no specific model that is being mandated to follow 

which creates the frustration that there is no step-by-step directions (Griffin, n.d.). These 

elements cause frustration and mistrust amongst teachers who are being asked to 

implement RtI.  
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Misconceptions and misunderstandings of the RtI process can create negative 

attitudes and perspectives. Castro- Villarreal, Rodriguez, and Moore (2014) found that, 

“most teachers surveyed did not demonstrate comprehensive knowledge of components 

of RtI systems” (p. 109). In their research about teacher perceptions, Castro-Villarreal, 

Rodriguez, and Moore (2014), found it is essential that the teachers understand what RtI 

is and how it works, and without that knowledge, teachers’ perceptions of the program 

and ability to follow it with fidelity are tainted. Teachers in their study also suggested 

ways to improve their understanding of RtI including additional training and more 

collaboration amongst other colleagues as well as administration and specialists. 

Teachers also expressed that they felt isolated in their efforts to move students through 

the RtI process (Castro-Villarreal, Rodriguez, & Moore, 2014). 

When teachers are uncomfortable with the process and their understanding of 

what needs to be done, additional professional development needs to be provided. 

Teachers feel that the frequencies of their meetings are not satisfying the needs of the 

teachers and students. Teachers have claimed a lack of time in their own schedules as 

well as a need for professional development in order to “understand the data, intervention 

practices, and the reform effort itself” (Greenfield, Rinaldi, Proctor, & Cardarelli, 2010, 

p. 54). In addition, researchers also found that there were misunderstandings and 

confusion about the differences between the services needed for students in both Tier II 

and Tier III. 

According to Brendle (2008), many teachers have a broad range of opinions when 

it comes to RtI. Many teachers do not see how RtI can benefit their students or what the 

point of RtI is (Brendle, 2008). However, teachers who have a positive perception seem 
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to be wholeheartedly in favor of RtI and can see all of the advantages for the teachers and 

student success. Some teachers described the gaps that have been closed with students in 

the areas of letters, sounds, and reading (Brendle, 2008).  

In summary, teacher perceptions of RtI fall within a broad range of positive and 

negative experiences and insights about the process. Knowing how teachers feel about 

the RtI process and what areas are in need of additional support is helpful to school site 

administrators when supporting these frontline RtI stewards. Ideally, the goal is to have 

administrators and teachers working jointly in order to support students’ academic 

growth and close the achievement gap as best as possible (Bridich, 2016).  

Roles and Responsibilities 

Within every process there are roles and responsibilities throughout all levels of a 

school district. When implementing an initiative it is important that there are systematic 

structures in place to help support the school sites. The systematic approach begins with 

the district office. It is important that all stakeholders within the district office are on the 

same page and have the same understanding. As a district administrator, it is essential to 

be able to align current practices, provide practical models, furnish school sites with the 

needed technology and materials, render professional development for all stakeholders 

involved, and vocalize the importance of RtI in regard to students’ academic achievement 

(Shapiro, 2014, p. 23).  

School site administration. Whenever there is a change or a new initiative being 

implemented within a school site, it is essential to have the school site administration’s 

support. As the site leaders, principals “must take the lead in ensuring positive change as 
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well as incorporating staff development needs into the building action plan” (Shapiro, 

2014, p. 23). It is the role of the principal leader to also establish a vision for the new 

initiative and gather buy-in from the staff at the school site and provide the necessary 

support for the staff (Batsche, n.d.).  

Teachers. Teachers are on the front lines of correctly implementing the RtI 

process. Some of the teachers’ responsibilities include screening, diagnostic testing, 

formative progress monitoring, benchmark progress monitoring, summative outcome 

assessment, on-going data collection, team collaboration, small group instruction, and 

individualized goals for struggling students (Wixson & Valencia, 2011). Since this 

intervention is so new to the school systems, most teachers lack the training and 

knowledge in order to effectively implement RtI (Wixson & Valencia, 2011).   

One of the most important aspects that teachers lack is the ability to properly 

administer a range of diagnostic assessments to ensure that the students have the correct 

diagnosis (Wixson & Valencia, 2011). For example, McCombes-Tolis and Feinn (2008) 

found that over one-third of teachers they surveyed said that they did not know how to 

administer or interpret screening measures to identify children at risk for reading 

disabilities, and they were not confident of their abilities to use assessments to improve 

instruction (Spear-Swerling & Cheesman, 2011, p. 1692-1693).   

Teachers are a valuable resource in the implementation of RtI, yet researchers 

have found that teachers may not utilize RTI until a student’s problems are so 

pronounced that they feel confident the team will refer the student for special education 

evaluation (Slonski-Fowler & Truscott, 2004).  Additionally, in multiple studies, teachers 
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indicate that teams may suggest generic, unclear interventions that do not specifically 

address individual students’ problems, or strategies that have already been attempted 

prior to referral (Slonski-Fowler & Truscott, 2004; Truscott et al., 2005; White et al., 

2012).   RtI is a very valuable tool if used in the correct way, and teachers can really 

make a difference in student interventions if they have the knowledge and skills to 

implement the intervention with fidelity.   

Part of the RtI process is the teacher’s ability to make instructional decisions 

about what is working with the student and what is not. In a study conducted by 

Greenway, McCollow, Hudson, Peck, and Davis (2013), they found that “many of the 

teachers also described a lack of oversight in their work and understanding of their day-

to-day practice” (p. 466). The teachers did not feel confident in their roles and within 

their regular instruction. If teachers are not confident in their daily practice, how can they 

be confident in providing students with research-based interventions that are specific to 

the students’ needs?  

Professional Development  

 Professional development is an essential component in creating opportunities for 

educators to access new material. However, the way in which school districts utilize 

professional development does not create long-lasting effects for teachers. Ball and 

Cohen (1999) point out that it is more effective to focus on the developmental nature of 

professional development, as opposed to the one stop shop model that many districts use. 

In a study conducted by Darling-Hammond, Chung Wei, Andree, and Richardson (2009), 

it was discovered that while 90 percent of teachers reported that they participate in 

professional development, most of these teachers also stated that the professional 
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development was useless. Thus, the real issue is not that teachers are not being provided 

professional development, but the types of professional development being offered are 

ineffective and do not lead to create any change in a teacher’s practices or an increase in 

student learning. According to Gulamhussein (2013),  “one-time workshops are the most 

prevalent model for delivering professional development” (p. 2). In recognition of the 

ineffectiveness of these types of professional development, districts need to “develop new 

approaches to teacher learning on their campuses, approaches that create real changes in 

teacher practice and improve student achievement” (Gulamhussein, 2013, p. 2). Effective 

professional development allows teachers an opportunity to share and discuss with each 

other, time to practice newly introduced skills, and ongoing follow up and support 

(Guskey & Yoon, 2009; Hill, 2009; Showers, Joyce, & Bennett, 1987; Tate, 2009).  

 Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, and Shapley (2007) conducted a comprehensive 

study that analyzed 1,300 studies around professional development and found that 

“programs that were less than 14 hours (like the one-shot workshops commonly held in 

schools) had no effect on student achievement. Not only did these workshop programs 

fail to increase student learning, they [did not] even change teaching practices” (as cited 

in Gulamhussien, 2013, p. 10).  When teachers are in traditional one-stop workshops, 

only about ten percent of the teachers can actually transfer any skills from the training 

back in their classrooms (Bush, 1984).  In a study conducted by Corcoran, McVay, and 

Riordan (2003), results found that teachers who had 80 hours or more of professional 

development were more likely to transfer what was in the training into their classroom 

practices.  As new ideas and concepts are being introduced to teachers, meaningful 

professional development must also follow. It takes time, practice and collaboration for 
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teachers to implement what is learned within a training and use it back in their 

classrooms.  

Professional Development for Effective Implementation  

 There are five principles in maintaining effective professional development. The 

first principle refers to the amount of time planned for the professional development. 

Teachers need as many as 50 hours of instruction and/or coaching before they can master 

and implement a new strategy (Gulamhussein, 2013). In a study conducted by Darling-

Hammond, Chung Wei, Andree, Richardson and Orphanos (2009), they found in nine 

different situations that the more time that the teachers were given in relation to 

professional development, the greater impact they saw on teacher change, which 

influenced improvements with student learning.  

 The second principle is in relation to support of the teacher during the 

implementation phase. Not only do teachers require professional development, but they 

also need continued support during the implementation phase. When teachers are given 

support through out the process and implementation there is a greater chance of teachers 

changing their teaching practices. Truesdale (2003) conducted a study comparing 

teachers who just attended professional development and those that had professional 

development and coaching during implementation. The study found that the teachers who 

were coached through the implementation process were more effective and willing to 

change their ways. Those that had the professional development training without the 

coaching began to lose interest, which resulted in maintaining the status quo with their 

teaching. Similarly, in a study conducted by Knight and Cornett (2009) it was discovered 

that those teachers who had coaching after a professional development were more likely 
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to use what they had learned in their workshop, whereas those who did not receive any 

coaching did not make any changes.  

 The third principle is the teacher’s engagement through professional development. 

Oftentimes professional development involves teachers as passive listeners. When 

teachers are engaged and asked to make sense of what is being presented, they have a 

higher rate of understanding and valuing the information (French, 1997). Some engaging 

strategies include readings, open-ended discussions, classroom observations, live 

modeling, role-playing and collaboration with peers (Black, 1998; Goldberg, 2002; 

Licklider, 1997; Rice, 2001).  

 The fourth principle is modeling. Teachers need to be able to observe practices, 

especially when it is a new concept for them. If the goal of the training is to teach 

teachers how to conduct a meeting, then the trainers need to role-play how this meeting 

would look. If the training is focusing on how to teach long vowels, then a model lesson 

should be presented to teachers at the training so that they can visually see and 

understand what it looks like (Gulamhussein, 2013).  

 The fifth principle is specific professional development. The professional 

development must meet the needs of the teachers in attendance. Just as we ask teachers to 

create lessons that are differentiated to student needs, professional development also 

needs to be created in a way that is tailored to the teachers’ needs (Gulamhussein, 2013). 

Teachers who attend professional development that meets their individual needs tend to 

give higher ratings to the overall professional development (Darling-Hammond, Chung 

Wei, Andree, Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009).  
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 When teachers have the opportunity to attend effective professional development, 

accompanied by support and coaching, they are more willing to take these new concepts 

and create changes to their everyday practices. However, when teachers are not given the 

extra support and hands-on training, the professional development is less effective and 

teachers are less likely to make any changes. Trying something new is not always easy, 

and teachers need ongoing effective professional development in order to be successful 

with implementation. 

 Professional development is not only needed for the teachers, but also for school 

site administration. Often, teachers are thought of first in relation to professional 

development because they are the frontline implementers of the concepts; however, 

school site administration is just as important. According to Camburn, Rowan, and 

Taylor (2003), “principals who have the opportunity to engage in targeted professional 

development programs are more likely than others to enact the kind of instructional 

leadership that makes a difference to student achievement” (as cited in Moss, Brookhart, 

& Long, 2013, p. 206). When administrators are able to attend professional development, 

they are able to interact with teachers around the area of student achievement and best 

instructional practices (Spillane, Hallet, & Diamond, 2003). School site administrators 

who have professional development are able to deepen their specific content knowledge 

and help support teachers on another level.  

Summary  

 Response to Intervention has many components that teachers may or may not be 

familiar with. It is evident that both district and site administration’s participation and 

support in implementing RtI within the school site in essential. Furthermore, school site 
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administrators need to have knowledge about the different components of the RtI process 

in order to help support teachers. When administration is present in the RtI process then 

school sites can move forward and the needed resources can be provided (Shapiro, 2014). 

As districts begin to implement the RtI framework, it is essential that this new 

idea is accompanied thorough professional development that provides teachers with 

ongoing support as opposed to one-time workshops (Gulamhussein, 2013). In providing 

teachers with ongoing support, it will help teachers feel successful within their 

classrooms and can alter their negative perceptions about RtI. Additionally, the 

professional development should be tailored to the individual needs of the teacher, which 

may mean that the district or school site administrators would need to offer multiple tiers 

of professional development in relation to RtI, depending upon individual teachers’ 

understanding of the process. This study investigates administrator perceptions, how 

much oversight administrators provide for teachers, and how involved administrators are 

within the RtI process. 
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CHPATER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study was to examine school site administrators’ perceptions of RtI, 

how much oversight administrators provide for teachers, and how involved 

administrators are within the RtI process. This chapter elaborates the methods used to 

address the research question and sub-questions in this study. The main research question 

asks: What are administrators’ perceptions of the usefulness of RtI? 

Additional sub-questions that were investigated are: 

a. How much oversight do administrators give teachers?  

b. How involved are the school site administrators during the RtI process? 

The next section will describe the research setting, research design, sample 

selection, the instruments and procedures used, data collection, and how the data was 

analyzed. 

Research Setting 

The research setting for this study was Pleasant School District, a pseudonym for 

one of the largest elementary school districts in California. The researcher selected 

Pleasant School District because of the size and demographics. Pleasant School District 

serves a diverse community of approximately 19,000 learners ranging from transitional 

kindergarten through eighth grade, of which approximately 83% are eligible for free and 

reduced lunch. Approximately 74% of the student population is Hispanic/Latino; the 

African American population comprises 16%; and mix/other comprise 10%. Pleasant 

School District’s English Language Learner population is 27% and the 13% are students 

with disabilities.  
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Of the 26 schools within Pleasant School District there are 18 elementary, four 

intermediate, two kindergarten through eighth grade schools, one alternative school with 

second grade through eighth grade, and one online home schooling option. In addition, 

there are two dual immersion schools, grades kindergarten through eighth grade. Of the 

26 schools, there are 16 transitional kindergarten through sixth grade elementary school 

principals, four sixth through eighth grade intermediate school principals, three 

kindergarten through eighth grade span school principals, and one alternative and online 

home schooling with the same school site administrator. In addition to the principals, 

there are assistant principals assigned to each of the sites for a total of 27 assistant 

principals. There are a total of 52 principals and assistant principals within the district.  

Pleasant School District has hired a new superintendent and the district focus has 

evolved and created a new vision and mission statement for the school district (PSD, 

2016). As part of that new vision, providing quality first instruction and targeted 

interventions are a major focus for the district. For example, in the district’s recent local 

progress monitoring assessments, the data showed that only 30% of the district was at or 

above grade level in English Language Arts (PSD, 2016). Due to the fact that so many 

students were falling below grade level, the district rolled out a plan to help struggling 

students in 2012.  

This research provides a base of knowledge from which the district can draw 

upon to inform them about the need for additional professional development, and what 

kind of professional development and support administrators need in order to effectively 

implement the RtI process within their school sites.   
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Research Design 

The data collection instruments the researcher used in this study were a survey, 

interview protocol, and a document review. The data collection started with a survey 

that was sent out electronically to all school site administrators. The survey focused on 

providing information on administrators’ perceptions of RtI, how much oversight 

administrators provide for teachers, and how involved they are within the RtI process. 

Furthermore, the survey served as a platform to invite administrators to participate in a 

one-on-one interview with the researcher. The interview protocol that followed the 

survey is a viable instrument because interviewing the school site administrators provided 

a more in-depth analysis and rich description of the school site administrators’ 

perceptions of RtI. The interview process allowed the researcher an opportunity to ask 

specific questions about school site administrators in relation to RtI processes at each of 

the school sites. After the participants were interviewed, the researcher transcribed and 

coded the interviews looking for correlations to the steps described by Mesmer and 

Mesmer (2008). The data gathered from different interviews provided a lens on 

administrators’ perceptions of RtI.   

The two document reviews utilized for this research were the number of students 

being referred for assessment at each school site and the Response To Instruction and 

Intervention Plan/Expectations three-year plan developed by the district in 2012. In using 

multiple data instruments to collect data, the researcher was able to collect richer data and 

discover more complex findings (Glesne, 2011). According to Rossman and Rallis 

(2003), triangulation “helps ensure that you have not studied only a fraction of the 

complexity that you seek to understand” (p. 69). In using triangulation within the data 
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collection the researcher is able to develop a more in-depth analysis of the findings. 

Sampling Process and Characteristics  

In order to begin the data collection, the researcher contacted a district office 

official who broadcasted the research survey to all school site administrators within the 

district. The researcher wrote an informational letter to explain the research topic and the 

purpose of the study. The researcher’s contact information was also provided in case a 

participant needed to ask further questions in regards to the research topic. The researcher 

also included the link to the survey within the letter and disclaimers that participants 

could opt out of the research project at any time for any reason without any 

consequences.  All participants were clearly advised that his/her participation was 

completely voluntary.  After the survey window closed, the researcher compiled a list of 

administrators who were interested in being a part of the interview process and utilized 

random sampling to select eight administrators within the same school district who had 

been trained in the procedures of RtI to be interviewed. After selection, the researcher 

contacted those who were selected to be a part of the interview process and set up times 

to conduct the interviews.  

Ethical Considerations. The protection of the participants’ identity is vital in 

securing viable research (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012). Before beginning any of the 

research, it is important to inform the participants what they will be asked to do and what 

the research focus is. By providing the participants with an informed consent, which 

outlined the study and the participant’s participation requirements, the participants were 

able to determine if they were willing to participate in the study.  
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Data Collection Instruments 

According to Creswell (1998), a survey is a research tool in which data is 

collected from the members of a sample group, for the purpose of estimating one or more 

population parameters. A survey can also collect data from part of a group, for the 

purpose of describing one or more characteristics of the whole group (Creswell, 1998).  

The researcher contacted a district office official who broadcasted the research survey 

to all school site administrators within the district. The survey was distributed to 52 

school site administrators, and participants were able to access a Survey Monkey web 

link from their school e-mail address in order to participate in this research.  All 

participants were clearly advised that participation was completely voluntary. 

Additionally, participants’ IP addresses were masked from the researcher. Survey 

Monkey uses Secure Sockets Layer (SSL) encryption, a security protocol developed for 

transmitting private documents or information via the Internet, so sensitive data is 

protected as it moves along communication pathways between the respondent’s computer 

and Survey Monkey servers.  

At the conclusion of the survey, participants were asked if they would like to 

participate in a one-on-one interview with the researcher. Participants who chose to 

complete the survey without participating in the interviews submitted their surveys, at 

which point their participation ended.  If they were interested in participating in the 

interview, they had the option to enter their e-mail address so that the researcher could 

contact them. Indicating an interest in the interview process enabled the researcher to 

download the results of the survey and utilize random sampling to select eight out of 

the 16 participants that showed an interest in being a part of the one-on-one interview.  
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Phenomenological methodology provided the researcher with an opportunity to 

examine the participants’ “lived experiences” through interviews; this form of data 

collection provided a more in-depth analysis and description of school site 

administrator’s perceptions of RtI (Glense, 2016, p. 290). This research study used the 

phenomenological research design to identify how administrators’ perceptions shape the 

implementation of Response to Intervention (RtI), what type of oversight is in place for 

teachers, and how involved the administrators are within the RtI process. 

Interviews provided the researcher an opportunity to gauge the different 

experiences of each participant and provide a lens to cross-examine the participants’ 

similarities and differences and understand where these perceptions are derived from 

(Glense, 2016). The interview also allowed the researcher an opportunity to collect 

evidence offering the specific viewpoints of eight administrators. In addition, 

interviews allowed the researcher an opportunity to ask clarifying questions for deeper 

understanding. By interviewing several people from different settings, the researcher 

was able to utilize theoretical sampling in order to compare and contrast the common 

themes and perceptions that arise within this study. 

A document review “provides(s) valuable information in helping researchers 

understand central phenomena in qualitative studies” (Creswell, 2012, p. 223). The 

document review for the purposes of this study identified the number of students 

referred for assessment per school site and included the Response To Instruction and 

Intervention Plan/Expectations three-year plan developed by the district in 2012. 

Conducting a document review helped provide a background of how many students 
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were being referred and provided evidence of the procedures and processes that should 

be in place at each site. 

Survey  

 According to Creswell (2012), surveys are used to generalize results from a large 

sample group. In order to maintain reliable data and to reduce sample errors, it is 

important to “select a large sample group that will exhibit similar characteristics to the 

target population” (Creswell, 2012, p. 381). Since the study is focusing on the 

perceptions of school site administrators within a particular district, the participants 

within this study are a targeted population of school site administrators. Using a survey 

helped the researcher gain information from a larger group of people and provide 

participants different levels of participation. Not all participants who took the survey 

wanted to be a part of the interview process; however, utilizing the survey allowed those 

contributors an opportunity to share information that can be used within the findings of 

this research.  

Interview Protocol  

According to Glesne (2016), semi-structured interviews are utilized when seeking 

to gain someone’s perception and or attitudes towards a specific topic. Glesne (2016) 

further maintains that the advantage of using semi-structured interviews is that “questions 

often emerge in the course of fieldwork and may add to or replace pre-established ones” 

(p. 96).  Using semi-structured questions will allow the researcher an opportunity to dig 

deeper into the responses provided by the interviewee. The interview protocol began with 

an introduction, which included background information about the study, and a review of 

the informed consent.  
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In an effort to ensure the interviewees’ honesty as well as comfort and to 

minimize interruptions, site administrator was encouraged to communicate their 

preference to meet on or off the school site for the interview. Before the interview began, 

the researcher also explained the participants’ choice to opt out at any time without 

consequence. Permission to record the interview was sought from the school site 

administrator so that the researcher was able to focus on the conversation and transcribe 

later. The researcher used the research questions as a basis for creating interview 

questions. The semi-structured questions explored the administrator’s perceptions of RtI, 

and focused on how they hold teachers accountable for the RtI process at their site and 

how involved they are in the RtI process at the school site. The semi-structured questions 

used for the interview began with:  

 1. Tell me about your background in administration.  

 2. How long have you been the administrator at this school? 

 3. Tell me about the RtI process.  

 4. Tell me about your role in the RtI process. 

 5. How do you know if the process is followed? 

 6. What are your results when using the RtI process? 

 
Based on the answers to these questions, additional questions were asked in order 

to explore, clarify, and reflect on participants’ responses. The interview ended by 

thanking the participant for being a part of the study and allowed them time to ask any 

questions they may have had regarding the research.  
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Document Review 

 A document review “provides(s) valuable information in helping researchers 

understand central phenomena in qualitative studies” (Creswell, 2012, p. 223). In 

addition, document reviews allow the researcher an opportunity to study elements that 

have not been observed within the other capacities of the research collection process. A 

document review can validate or invalidate what has been discussed in both the surveys 

and interviews. For the purposes of this study, the document review was based on the 

number of students that were being referred for assessment and the Response To 

Instruction and Intervention Plan/Expectations three-year plan that was developed by the 

district in 2012.  

Role of the Researcher 

As the researcher, I have to keep in mind the different roles that I maintain in this 

research. In my role as a researcher, I must be aware that some of my biases and 

assumptions about RtI could affect the project. Also, having previously worked as a 

teacher in the district under study, and having a Masters in curriculum and instruction, I 

must continue to focus on the fact that this research is based on administrators’ 

perceptions of RtI, and not my own. In addition to being a researcher, I am an educator 

who is writing about a topic that I am very passionate about and one that I believe can 

make a significant impact on how administrators can help guide teachers in using data to 

inform instruction.  

Another aspect of a bias that can affect the data collection are the subjects 

participating in the study. I will need to be conscious of their protection as individuals 

and ensure that my participants know that the information gathered is for the study and 
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their participation will not affect their standing in the work place. I want to encourage my 

subjects to be open and honest when I am collecting data for my research question.   

 In order to ensure that my researcher biases do not affect my research, one 

effective strategy that I will use as a researcher is triangulation to interpret the data. In 

using multiple methods to collect data, I am able to compare and contrast the data 

collected to ensure that the themes that develop come from the research and not my own 

biases.  

Conclusion 

 The researcher examined the data collected from this study through the theoretical 

lens of Mesmer and Mesmer (2008) in order to generate conclusions about 

administrators’ perceptions of the RtI process, the accountability that has been set up for 

teachers at each site, and how involved the administrators are within the RtI process at 

their own site. The information collected in this study attempts to provide a body of 

knowledge about what administrators understand about RtI, how they are holding 

teachers accountable at their own sites, and the level of participation among 

administrators at each site within the RtI teams. Understanding these concepts will help 

provide the district with information on the school site administrators perceptions of RtI, 

how to strengthen teacher capacity, and the needs of future professional development in 

regard to RtI.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS AND DATA ANALYSIS 

 This chapter addresses the findings derived from all forms of data collection 

including a survey, semi-structured interviews, and document reviews in relation to the 

research question and sub-questions. This chapter begins with a brief description of the 

purpose of the study, the study’s context, and the description of the participants in the 

study.  

The main research question asked: What are administrators’ perceptions of the 

usefulness of RtI? 

Additional sub-questions that were investigated are: 

a. How much oversight do administrators give teachers?  

b. How involved are the school site administrators during the RtI process? 

Study Context 

 The purpose of this study was to examine school site administrators’ perceptions 

of RtI, how much oversight administrators provide for teachers, and how involved 

administrators are within the RtI process. This study attempts to close gaps in the 

literature in regard to administrators’ perceptions of the RtI processes. In addition, this 

study analyzes the oversight and involvement of school site administrators within the RtI 

processes at the school site. The research is anchored in the work of Mesmer and Mesmer 

(2008) that outlines the protocols and measures of the RtI procedures that were described 

in the reauthorization of IDEA in 2004.  

 This study includes both qualitative and quantitative methods. The quantitative 

data includes the survey that was administered to administrators and document reviews 
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on the number of students that were referred for special education assessment within the 

school district during the 2014/2015 and 2015/2016 school year and the Response To 

Instruction and Intervention Plan/Expectations three-year plan that was developed by the 

district in 2012. The qualitative data included the semi-structured interviews conducted 

by the researcher. 

 Data Sources 

Table 1 below indicates how many participants were involved within the study, 

their administrative roles within the school sites, and the document reviews that were 

conducted. The subsection includes the findings of the participants’ responses based upon 

eight interviews with school site administrators that took place at six different school 

sites with the researcher, in addition to a survey and document reviews collected by the 

researcher.  The names of all participants have been excluded to provide anonymity. 

Data Sources 

Online Survey 35/52 respondents (70%) 

One-on-One interviews with 
Principals 

5 Principals 

One-on-One interviews with 
Assistant Principals 

3 Assistant Principals 

Document Review 1. Special Education Information System  
(SEIS) 

2. Response to Instruction & Intervention 

Plan/Expectations three-year plan 

Table 1. Number of participants from the study, their roles, and document review 

The data analysis for this study was conducted after all data was completed and 

collected. All survey responses were collected first, in order to identify willing 
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participants for the one-on-one interview with the researcher.  

During the on-line survey, the administrators were asked if they wanted to 

participate in the study. After that, the next three questions dealt with current job 

background. The last 14 questions were Likert scaled questions that the participants 

answered on a scale of one to five, with one representing “strongly disagree” and five 

representing “strongly agree.” The last question on the survey asked if the participant 

would like to participate in a live one-on-one interview with the researcher. Of the 35 

administrators taking the survey, 16 participants volunteered to be part of the interview 

process. The researcher then took the names of the participants who volunteered to 

participate in the interview process and gave each respondent a number to secure the 

identity of the administrator being selected. The researcher then randomly selected eight 

administrators to participate in the interview. When the researcher contacted the initial 

eight administrators, there was one administrator who did not respond to the invitation, so 

the researcher then randomly selected another participant to be part of the interview 

process. Once the interviews were completed, they were transcribed and coded in order to 

identify emerging themes.  

Results 

 The findings from this study indicated that there was an overall disconnect, such 

as a lack of consistency in responses and contradictions between the survey’s and 

interviews in the following areas: district and school sites, Tier I instruction, RtI team 

structures and student referrals, and administrator roles in the RtI process. As the research 

of Mesmer and Mesmer (2008) indicates, a five-step approach for development and 

implementation of RtI, and an alignment of resources is necessary to ensure RtI success. 
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To reiterate, Mesmer and Mesmer’s five-step process includes a universal screening, 

using scientifically valid interventions, progress monitoring, creating individualized 

interventions based on the data from the progress monitoring, and a team meeting to 

review the data to determine if the student should be referred to special education.  

 Ultimately, the data in relation to administrators’ perceptions of RtI, 

implementation, oversight, and involvement, exposed some common themes of 

disconnect. First, the research indicated discrepancies between the district office and 

school sites. The administrators stated that there was a lack of clarity from the district in 

regard to the expectations and outline of how RtI should look at the school sites. Second, 

there was confusion about what effective Tier I instruction should be across the district. 

According to the administrators, they are aware of what good teaching looks like, but 

there was no district expectation or protocol for administrators to follow with fidelity in 

its implementation in each classroom. For example, one administrator stated, “When 

administrators walk into the classrooms they are seeing content being taught, but the 

delivery method has no consistency. Some teachers are engaging students in cooperative 

learning groups and some teachers are lecturing their students.” Finally, there were 

disparities from site to site as to what the administrators’ roles were within the RtI 

process and the administrators’ understanding of RtI, which in turn affected their 

perceptions of the RtI process. For example, according to the research collected within 

this study from surveys and interviews, some site administrators do not participate in any 

meetings, trainings, or RtI discussions, while other site administrators not only attend the 

meetings, but also participate in the conversations and trainings with their staff.  

District and School Sites. According to Batsche (n.d), the basis of support for 
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implementation for the RtI model must derive first from the district and building 

administrators. “When the district embraces and promotes the use of RtI as the primary 

method for determining the instructional [needs of students]… implementation proceeds 

more smoothly and is more likely to be successful” (Batsche, n.d., para 1). Furthermore, 

it is difficult for site administration to support the implementation initiative if the support 

is not apparent at the district level (Batsche, n.d., CDE, 2008).   

The data collected in this study indicated that there was a divergence between 

what the sites were doing and what the district office wanted the sites to do. In addition, 

the survey that administration took shows a different result than the interviews and 

document reviews. For example, in the survey, administrators’ answers indicated an 

understating of RtI processes and procedures; however, when the administrators were 

interviewed, the answers differed from the results of the survey.  

Table 2. Table of administrators survey responses: RtI processes at the school site   
 

According to Table 2, which indicates the responses of the school site 

administrators regarding the RtI processes at the school site, 74% of administrators 

strongly agreed or agreed that they understood the RtI procedures at their school sites.  

However, when the administrators were asked to explain the RtI process at their school 

sites, there was a sense of confusion as to what the processes were throughout the district. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

Strongly 
Agree 
5 

Admin Perceptions  
of understanding the RtI 
procedures at their school site 
school. 

 
2.86 % 

 
2.86 % 

 
20.00 % 

 
37.14 
% 

 
37.14 % 

Admin Perceptions of teachers  
assessing students to identify 
their baseline scores. 

 
2.86 % 

 
11.43 
% 

 
22.86 % 

 
25.71% 

 
37.14 % 
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Sally, who has been a school site administrator within the district for three years said,  

I think as administrators, we have to actually go in and be like, “This is what's 

going to happen.” For me, I can't do that because it wasn't really clear in the 

district of what they wanted. I think if the district was a little bit more clear of 

what RtI needs to look like, then we could be like, “Well, this is what we need to 

do.” 

As Sally continued to discuss her confusion about what the district wanted, she 

described her prior experience with RtI as a special education teacher and expressed her 

genuine desire to implement the RtI process; however, she did not want to send a 

different message than that of the district. Sally indicated that as a school site 

administrator it can be hard to support the district when the vision or expected 

implementation is unclear.  

In reviewing the Response to Instruction and Intervention Plan/Expectations 

three-year plan document created in 2012 by the district, it was evident that the district 

had developed a three-year plan for sites to help begin the process of implementing RtI at 

the school sites. The document introduced RtI to the sites in year one and then added on 

elements of the process each year so that the implementation was building upon itself 

each year as opposed to full implementation from the beginning. The purpose of the 

three-part progressive plan was to help guide sites through implementing the RtI process 

within their school sites. When this tool was developed, training was given to key staff 

members at each site. The expectation was that these key staff members would return to 

their site and create an RtI team and share the processes that were learned and help build 
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efficacy with the teams back at the site. Additionally, site Learning Support Teachers 

(LSTs) were also trained with the intention to help support the teachers at the school sites 

with implementation of these processes. In the first year of implementation, the plan (see 

appendix) began with teacher teams discussing and documenting student concerns on an 

A-1 form. The second year of implementation continued to focus on teacher teams 

documenting interventions tried on the A-1 form, but added meetings with leadership 

teams to discuss school-wide interventions. In addition, during the second year, universal 

screening was placed at each school site by grade level and teachers were asked to 

monitor ongoing progress documenting student growth. During the third year of 

implementation, the teacher teams discussed interventions and continued with the idea of 

tracking at-risk students’ progress. In addition, the intervention team and leadership team 

meetings continued as well.  

The big shift in the last year of implementation was the district’s provision of a 

universal screening for all schools to use, whereas in the past teachers at the different 

school sites developed it. In addition, the district added a diagnostic test to determine 

specific areas of intervention needs. Another change in the last year of implementation 

was the addition of using a behavior log to track students’ behavior to identify patterns to 

aid in selecting possible interventions with students. By the third year, all components 

and processes were laid out by the district and trainings and handbooks were created as a 

reference or guide for administration and teachers. Furthermore, each school site had a 

Learning Support Teacher (LST), a credentialed teacher who supports the teachers in 

charge of the RtI processes at the school sites and who received on-going training at the 

district level. The goal was to make the LSTs trainer of trainers so that the RtI processes 
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could be taken back to the site and the LSTs could incorporate the professional 

development they received into their school sites.   

An essential part of the plan was to have the RtI teams hold meetings to discuss 

the progress of students that had been referred for special education based on the 

interventions tried and documented by the teachers. During these meetings, students of 

concern would be discussed and these discussions were meant to enable the decision 

making team to determine if students should be referred for assessment. The document 

details and explicitly explains what the teams’ responsibilities look like, as well as the 

teachers’ instruction, and assessment utilized to assess student learning.   

The Response to Instruction and Intervention plan/expectations three-year plan 

that was developed by the district in 2012 seemed to exist on paper; however, it did not 

appear that the school site administrators were able to implement the processes outlined in 

the document.  When Sally was asked about any trainings she had received as an 

administrator she said there might have been one, but she could not recall any real 

training. If, as Sally reported, training was not offered to the administrators, then it seems 

that the district expectation of full implementation of an RtI program was unrealistic. This 

information brings up the question: how can 74% of administrators strongly agree or 

agree that they understand the RtI procedures at their school sites if they themselves have 

never been trained by the district?  

John was an assistant principal previously within the district and was promoted to 

principal this year. When talking to him about his perception of the RtI process within the 

school district and within his site, he indicated that there was an overall disconnect. John 
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reported, “I think the integrity and the fidelity of what RtI is supposed to be is not 

present” and “I know that this discussion is about RtI, but I don’t think that the RtI 

process has really been emphasized within the district.” Although John is a new school 

site principal this year, he was an assistant principal at another site last year and he 

indicated that there was a lack of understanding at his previous site as well. John also 

indicated an interest in RtI and had some prior knowledge about the RtI processes from 

his previous position in another district, but stated that he was unsure of his current 

district’s vision, expectations, and processes, of implementing RtI at the school sites.  

Joe is also new to the district; however, he has past experience as a special 

education teacher and site administrator who oversaw the special education department at 

his previous school site.  When Joe was asked about RtI at his current site in the district, 

he said, that he was not familiar with the A-1 form, which is the documentation process 

within RtI.  Similarly, many other site administrators indicated that they did not know 

what the A-1 form was for. Joe also indicated that he did not agree with how the school 

site was implementing RtI based on his past experiences from previous districts. He is 

new to the district and has used this year to observe the practices of his school site and 

has said that he would like to make changes to the processes. He said he does not see 

evidence of a true RtI team or process taking place at the school site. He also indicated 

that he is new and unsure if what is happening at his school site is indicative of what the 

district is expecting. He is interested in seeing how the district has outlined RtI compared 

to what he is seeing happen at his school site.   

John, Joe, and Sally all seemed to have the same opinion about the lack of 

communication from the district.  They felt the district’s inability to describe RtI to the 



 

52 
	

school sites created a gap between what the sites were doing and the district’s 

expectations. In failing to properly align the school sites with the district’s vision of RtI, a 

school site leader’s negative attitude is a probable symptom of being asked to run a 

program s/he does not understand. When RtI is not followed with fidelity, the process can 

become overwhelming and lack the desired results of student achievement. These 

comments from the interviewed administrators indicate that there was a disconnect 

between the district expectations outlined in the three-year plan and the school sites’ 

understanding. When the school site leaders are unsure of the process, it is nearly 

impossible to have proper oversight of the program or support its implementation with 

any amount of efficacy. Additionally, when there is such confusion, the school site 

leader’s perception of the RtI process is not positive and these types of feelings or 

comments become obvious to the staff.  

Part of the administrators’ knowledge of RtI is the ability to understand the 

processes in order to help support teachers. Mesmer and Mesmer (2008) identify the first 

component of the RtI process as administering a universal screener to see which students 

are at grade level and identify students that need additional support. The district decided 

to utilize STAR 360 which is a formative assessment tool that allows teachers an 

opportunity to administer fixed-form assessments to target specific domains, standards, 

and skills as the universal screener to determine which students are at grade level and 

which students are below grade level. When the administrators were surveyed, 63% of 

the administrators said they knew what a universal screening was on the survey, but when 

interviewed and asked to specifically define a universal screening, they mistakenly 

described different types of tests such as, common formative assessments, rainbow 
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words, spelling tests every week or the Local Progress Monitoring assessments (LPM) 

that are given to students quarterly. The responses that administrators gave were clear 

evidence that there was a misunderstanding between what the district designated as a 

universal screener and the sites’ understanding of what that should be. If there is such 

disparity between the school sites and the district office about what RtI looks like, 

including the correct universal screener as identified by the district, there will be a 

complete failure of the school site administrators to oversee the fidelity of the program.  

Tier I Instruction. According to Shapiro (2014), it is essential that teachers 

receive sufficient and on-going professional development with the core curriculum as it 

directly affects student achievement. Shapiro (2014) goes on to say that, “The expectation 

is that if the Tier I (first instruction) program is implemented with a high degree of 

integrity and by highly trained teachers, then most of the students receiving this 

instruction will show outcomes upon assessment that indicate a level of proficiency that 

meets minimal benchmarks for performance in the skill area” (para 3). Additionally, after 

a lesson is taught, 75%–80% of children should be able to reach successful levels of 

competency through Tier I delivery (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008; Shapiro, 2014).  

When looking at students that need additional support, the first assumption in 

using the RtI process is that there has been good first instruction; however, according to 

school site administrators, there seems to be a discrepancy between the district and an 

understanding of what Tier I instruction should look like at the school sites. Tianna is a 

junior high school site administrator with over eight years of experience. She has 

successfully implemented RtI within her previous experience as an elementary school 

principal. She comes with a full background in utilizing different instructional strategies 
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and supports for students at all levels.  

When Tianna was asked about RtI within the junior high setting that she is 

currently in, Tianna indicated that the problem of RtI goes back to first instruction. 

Tianna pointed out that she has observed teachers and noted that the teachers are not 

teaching Tier I instruction properly and actually create the RtI population. In order to 

mediate that problem, Tianna suggested that the district develop a systematic way to 

deliver Tier I instruction by saying,   

You're going to have a multitude of varieties of first instruction models. Even if 

we had, as simplistic as it is, you state the objective, you model the big idea, then 

you guide them through… If everybody was good at that and did that, you would 

get a more clean first teach.  

Tianna went on to say that she is seeing a lot of lecturing happening in the 

classrooms and a lack of student participation. Similarly, when looking deeper into the 

lesson planning processes, Tianna discovered that teachers on her staff are lacking 

effective first instruction and told me,  

I have a distinct difference between my honors students and my general 

population. My honors students are performing at 80%, 76%, 74%, on their 

LPM's, whereas my general students are down in the tank. That tells me that the 

kids are doing the work.   

Tianna went on to say that students in the honors program are high achieving 

students who are driven to do the work. They have been taught “coping skills and 

strategies to access… information without having the teacher help.” The rest of the 
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students are in general education and special education classes and Tianna believes that 

the students who are struggling do not have the same coping skills as the honor students. 

She indicated that the students who are struggling lack the ability to ask “a clarifying 

question… [or the ability] to discuss with their neighbors.” In trying to dig deeper into 

Tianna’s response, the researcher asked about the variances in the teacher's classroom 

and if there is consistency or differences in how teachers are implementing first 

instruction, and she told me,   

Yeah, there are a lot, especially in Junior High there's a lot of lecture. So the 

lecture is, according to brain research, the least effective way to give information. 

Discussion [does not yield the] most retention… but if the students actually get to 

see it modeled and then discuss it, their retention of the information increases ... 

We're not there, we're just giving out information, and the students don't get to 

discuss and have that conversation, that rich dialogue that people are supposed to 

have, that collaboration that goes with the common core. Students just get the 

information, they write it down or they handle the information, and then it's gone. 

Tianna also discussed the frustration level that students feel during the statewide 

assessments that they have to take at the end of the year. She indicated that students who 

struggle in the classroom have difficulties retrieving information for assessments.  

Additionally, when Sally discussed the RtI process at her school site, she went on 

to discuss the teachers’ lack of knowledge in how to look at a lesson and create 

differentiation to accommodate all students within the classroom, which indicates a larger 

problem in the implementation of first instruction rather than RtI.  She also indicated that 
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there are so many students that are “low” that teachers feel overwhelmed. Furthermore, 

Sally indicated a need for teacher training in regard to academic content and how to 

utilize differentiation in their lessons in order to meet the needs of all students. Sally said 

that one of her biggest hurdles is the teacher mindset of,  “This is what we need to teach. 

We're going to teach it. If they pass it, they pass it.” 

John touched upon his impression that the teachers do not understand how to read 

data; therefore, there is a lack of follow through with both first instruction and the RtI 

process at the school site. It is evident from Sally, John, and Tiana that teachers are just 

“teaching” and not looking at the data in order to connect to students. In order to 

effectively differentiate teaching to meet student’s needs, teachers need to be able to read 

and understand data.  

Kari has been a school site administrator for four years. She too is seeing a lack of 

ability to read and interpret data with her staff. She knows what needs to happen; 

however, she is aware that it is not happening. She told me,  

We're barely tapping into this instead of really analyzing the assessment because 

it can be so easy just to give a test and give a grade and then call it a day without 

really looking at, well, what problem do they get wrong and why did they get it 

wrong. That's where we need to be. 

 Not having the ability to read data and respond appropriately to students is a 

disservice to the students. Materials are being presented, but there is no accountability for 

the teachers to determine if the issue is related to first instruction or if a student is missing 

steps and struggling, which will in time affect the student’s ability to stay at grade level 
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academically.   

John discussed his teachers’ lack of ability to differentiate and meet the needs of 

all students. He has found that “If a kid is not performing at [grade] level… [then] 

teachers tend to think immediately, there’s a learning disability, as opposed to, there’s an 

achievement gap.” He went on to say that the teachers are not utilizing specific 

interventions with students:  

You’d go into each room and they were all using the same materials. That’s not 

really RtI, because they’re not really focusing on the group of kids that they have. 

It’s not anybody’s fault, I just think the process has not been as promoted, or 

supported, as it should be.  

Response to Intervention is the layer under first instruction. When students are 

unable to access the curriculum during Tier I then students receive additional support 

from teachers. However, as pointed out by the site administrators that were interviewed, 

when teachers are unable to effectively teach and differentiate their first instruction to 

meet the needs of the students, then the intervention becomes less effective. According to 

the school site administrators that were surveyed, teachers lack knowledge in how to 

properly provide and track interventions. Table 3 indicates the responses of the school 

site administrators regarding administrators’ and teachers’ knowledge of interventions 

and support. 
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 Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
Admin Perceptions 

of understanding different types of 
interventions. 

 
0.00 % 

 
0.00 % 

 
0.00 % 

 
40.00 

% 

 
60.00 % 

Admin Perceptions of teachers  
training in an array of academic 

interventions to use with students. 

 
0.00 % 

 
14.29 

% 

 
37.14 % 

 
40.00 

% 

 
8.57 % 

Admin Perceptions of teachers 
using intervention strategies that 
address students’ specific needs. 

 
2.86 % 

 
22.86 

% 

 
42.86 % 

 
25.71 

% 

 
5.71 % 

Admin Perceptions of teachers  
trying several types of intervention 

strategies before a student is referred 
for special education assessment. 

 
2.86 % 

 
14.29 

% 

 
34. 29 

% 

 
31.43 

% 

 
17.14 % 

Table 3. Table of administrators survey responses: Intervention strategies  

 When school site administrators were asked about the teacher training in an array 

of academic interventions, 48.57% strongly agreed or agreed that their teachers have had 

that training; however, when administrators were surveyed and asked if they themselves 

understood an array of academic interventions, their responses were 100% strongly agree 

or agree, which indicates that the administrators have a strong background and 

understanding in academic interventions, but their teachers do not. This indicates that 

there is a large gulf between the administrators having the knowledge needed to provide 

the teachers with the needed training and the teachers getting that information, which is a 

disservice to students since teachers are the frontline implementers of both Tier I 

instruction and intervention supports.    

In the area of interventions, only 31.42% of the administrators surveyed strongly 

agreed or agreed that the interventions tried in the classroom specifically address the 

students’ needs. Again, this data related to the administrators having a strong 

understanding of different academic interventions and the disconnect between 
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administrators’ knowledge and teachers’ understanding of how to effectively implement 

appropriate interventions within the classroom. This data suggested that the 

administrators had the knowledge, but had not yet fully trained their staff members. The 

data was contradictory in the sense that administrators had indicated that they were 100% 

familiar with interventions; however, it was discovered through interviews that the school 

site administrators had misunderstandings of the RtI process. The data collected indicated 

that there was a disconnect in relation to the teachers utilizing RtI correctly within the 

classroom in regards to interventions tried, how to assess students, and how to monitor 

progress.  Additionally, if the administrators did have a clear understanding of 

interventions and what they looked like, then the school site administrators should be able 

to assess the work and create the documentation teachers are expected to complete.    

RtI Team Structures and Student Referrals. Part of the RtI process is team 

monitoring of the individualized interventions attempted with a student. Mesmer and 

Mesmer (2008) say that the team can be made up of teachers, reading specialists, the 

school psychologist, and the students’ parents. When the process comes to the decision-

making meeting, there need to be additional members from the team present, such as 

administration and special education teachers to help discuss the student’s data and 

information to determine if further testing or a referral to special education services is 

needed. According to Buffum, Mattos, and Weber (2009), “Our experience tells us that 

successful implementation depends greatly upon a staff’s collective motivations and 

convictions for starting down this path” (p. 169). They go on to say that they have seen 

many success stories within their research about student success when RtI is implemented 

correctly. 
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 Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
Admin Perception of the RtI Team 

being supportive and helpful to 
students at their school site 

 
0.00 % 

 
17.14 

% 

 
20.00 % 

 
31.43 

% 

 
31.43 % 

Table 4. Table of administrators’ survey responses: RtI Team Effectiveness   

Table 4 indicates the responses of the school site administrators regarding how 

supportive and helpful RtI teams are to the individual school site. When administrators 

were asked about RtI teams at their school sites, 62.86% strongly agreed or agreed that 

they had a supportive RtI team at the school site that helps students, which indicates that 

either not all sites have an RtI team, or that not all sites have a functioning RtI team. 

Furthermore, when administrators were asked about RtI teams at their site there were 

varying answers of what the teams looked like. Some sites indicated that the team was 

composed of the AP, LST, and voluntary teachers, other sites indicated that the team was 

a representative of administration and a representative per grade level, and a few other 

sites indicated that they did not have an RtI team. If sites have either a non-functioning 

RtI team or the team is non-existent, then there is a lack of follow- through with the RtI 

process.  

Mesmer and Mesmer’s (2008) framework includes using scientifically valid 

interventions within the classroom in small group settings. During this time, the teacher is 

documenting the attempted interventions and if there is little to no growth, their 

framework suggests moving on to specific individualized interventions with the assist of 

the RtI team. If the student is still not making progress, then the team may decide that a 

referral for assessment is necessary.  
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RtI is intended, among other purposes, to proactively support students who are not 

progressing as expected, thereby reducing referrals to special education. As stated by 

Mesmer and Mesmer (2008), part of the referral process is based on the support of the RtI 

team within the school site. However, administrators indicated that only 48.57% of 

teachers tried several interventions before referring a student for special education.  Once  

a teacher has tried several interventions, the student’s data is brought to the RtI team for 

the next steps, which is not consistently happening at all sites. Comparatively, it appears 

that five out of the six school sites have almost identical numbers of students that were 

referred within the 2014/2015 and 2015/2016 school year. School one had the exact 

number of 26 whereas school two, three, four, and six were all within one or two referrals 

between the two years. An outlier is school five which had nine more referrals than the 

previous school year.  

Table 5. Referrals for Special Education  

Table 5 details how many students were referred for special education assessment 

at each of the school sites where administrators were interviewed. This data includes the 

 School 1 School 2 School 3 School 4 School 5 School 6 
School 
Year 

2014-
2015 

2015-
2016 

2014-
2015 

2015-
2016 

2014-
2015 

2015-
2016 

2014-
2015 

2015-
2016 

2014-
2015 

2015-
2016 

2014-
2015 

2015-
2016 

 School 1 School 2 School 3 School 4 School 5 School 6 
Total % of 

students 
referred 

 
3.8% 

 
3.8% 

 

 
2.3% 

 
2.4% 

 
1.9% 

 
1.9% 

 
1.7% 

 
1.5% 

 
2.3% 

 
3.4% 

 
2.4% 

 
2.1% 

Total % of 
students 

that 
Qualified 

 
 

80% 

 
 

62% 

 
 

89% 

 
 

90% 

 
 

100% 

 
 

90% 

 
 

43% 
 

 
 

83% 

 
 

78% 

 
 

63% 

 
 

89% 

 
 

89% 

Total % of 
students 
that did 

not 
Qualify 

 
 

20% 

 
 

27% 

 
 

11% 

 
 

10% 

 
 

0% 

 
 

10% 

 
 

57% 

 
 

17% 

 
 

22% 

 
 

26% 

 
 

5% 

 
 

11% 
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students that were referred, how many qualified, and how many did not qualify for 

special education. Some sites had results that were pending so those results could not be 

included in the study. When the researcher interviewed Sally she said that her school site 

did not have an RtI team and when asked who is in charge of RtI, Sally indicated that the 

LST at the school site was in charge of the RtI process. Moreover, when looking at the 

referrals for Sally’s school, it was evident that there was a need for an RtI team to assist 

in the referral process. Between the 2014/2015 school year and 2015/2016 school year, 

Sally’s school referred the highest amount of referrals of the six schools that were studied 

in depth. When RtI is being implemented with fidelity and there is an active RtI team, the 

amount of referrals should fall rather than rise. The interview with Sally revealed that 

administration is not part of the RtI process and there is no RtI team at her site, which 

may be the causes of a high number of referrals.  

It is especially significant that the number of students who qualified for special 

education services appeared consistent across the district. During the 2014/2015 school 

year, a total of 608 students, 3% of the student population, were referred for special 

education assessment. Five hundred and four students qualified, an 83% qualifying 

percentage. During the 2015/2016 school year, a total of 575 students, which is 3% of the 

student population, were referred for special education assessment. Four hundred 

seventy-seven qualified, an 83% qualifying percentage. During the past two years, the 

referrals fell by 33 students, but the qualifying percentage stayed the same. This data 

showed inconsistency within the data in two ways. This data suggested that RtI was not 

being implemented with fidelity because the percentage of students being referred was 

the same. The data suggested that most schools were qualifying students at an 80% rate. 
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The high qualification percentage suggested accurate referral numbers, contradicting the 

idea of high referral numbers equaling incorrect implementation of RtI, an interpretation 

of the data held by the district, but not the school sites. The high qualifying rate may be 

interpreted as a lack of rigor in implementing RtI. If teachers are tending to identify early 

on those students who will need special education, their interventions may not be as 

robust as possible.  

Administrators’ Role in the RtI Process. The school site administrator “must 

support RtI” and the decisions regarding the resources available to students are also the 

direct responsibility of the school site administrator (Batsche, n.d.). Since the “decisions 

are critical to the implementation of RtI, the participation and support of the building 

administrator is necessary to ensure successful implementation” (Batsche, n.d.). As 

indicated in the framework of Mesmer and Mesmer (2008), the RtI process incorporates 

multiple tiers of support for students and it is crucial that throughout the process, 

administration is an important factor in helping determine if all resources and 

opportunities have been provided to the student. Additionally, the team needs support 

from administration in relation to purchasing additional resources or insights about the 

student’s individual needs.  

When the school site administrators were asked about their role within the RtI 

process, there was an array of responses. There was a theme of caring and believing in 

the importance of RtI, however the administrators felt the direction and role of the site 

administrator was insignificant or non-existent. In regard to site administrator roles, one 

school site administrator named Manny explained that his role “in the RtI process as the 

principal is basically to assign my vice principal to be the RtI, one of the RtI co-
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committee people.” That apparent indifference and willingness to delegate the role to 

someone else, was challenged, however, as the conversation continued and he was asked 

how administrators ensure that the process was being followed. Manny responded by 

saying that he was in weekly communication with his LST and assistant principal. He 

went on to say that they discussed any concerns that they had and if there was anything 

that he could do to help develop the program.  

Although Manny was not directly involved in the RtI process, he showed an 

interest in helping the program succeed. Two years ago, Manny took his LST to another 

school site that was having success with the implementation of the RtI process. During 

his visit, he interviewed the other LST to determine what was in place at the other site 

and then adopted some of these components within his own site. As Manny continued to 

discuss administration’s role within the process, he ventured the idea that administration 

should be present to help discuss available resources for students.  

 Another administrator, Sally, said that she felt as if her role within the RtI 

process was just to attend meetings. She also indicated that the LST was the one who was 

in charge of the RtI process at the school site and that she had little to no involvement 

within the process besides attending the meetings. Sally said, “It just feels like it’s more 

like, ‘We’ll [administration will] be at the meetings.’ It’s their thing. We know that 

there’s supposed to be cycles. That’s basically it.” In trying to glean more information, an 

additional question was asked about whether or not the school site administrator’s 

opinions and beliefs about RtI were shared with the staff and Sally went on to say, “She 

[the school principal] did at the beginning [of the year]. She was just explaining why it’s 

important and everything. It’s not really like, ‘this is what we’re doing, step one, step 
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two, step three.’ It was like, ‘Let the LST explain it.’” Again, the idea of helping students 

was there, however, the procedures and processes were not being monitored by 

administration and there was little involvement of administration in the meetings. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

Strongly 
Agree 
5 

Administration 
attend RtI 
meetings. 

 
11.43 % 

 
17.14 %  

 
11.43 % 

 
37.14 % 

 
22.86 % 

Table 6. Table of administrators survey responses: Attendance at RtI Meetings 

Table 6 indicates the responses of the school site administrators regarding 

attending RtI meetings at their school sites. When the school site administrators were 

surveyed about their attendance in the RtI meetings, 60% strongly agreed or agreed that 

they attend RtI meetings. In reviewing the data there appeared to be some inconsistencies 

in regard to the responses from administrators at the same site about their attendance to 

RtI meetings. For example, Jerry was asked if he went to all of the RtI meetings and he 

responded by saying, “No, not all of them. It's physically impossible for me to be present 

in all of them. I have my assistant principal who goes, and then we debrief.” The 

researcher then asked, “Is an administrator always present at the meeting?”  He 

responded in the affirmative. However, during the interview with the other administrator 

at the same school site, he indicated that there was not always an administrator present at 

the RtI meetings. He went on to say that “sometimes, we have parents who may be a little 

more difficult at times and they want to have an administrator there just to make sure that 

everything is peaceful and kind of act as a mediator between everybody.” This shows a 

lack of alignment with the administrators that were interviewed in relation to their 

involvement within the RtI process. Additionally this data indicates a lack of creating and 
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following a systematic process of RtI at the schools sites the researcher studied.  

Another area of disconnect is the responsibility of the teachers within all of the 

grade levels at the school sites. RtI is meant to help struggling students in all grade levels. 

During my interview with Sally, she indicated that there was difference between how the 

grade levels were implementing RtI even within a single school site. Sally told me,  

The RTI process, it depends on what grade we're looking at. If we're looking at 

the primary grades, I think, teachers are more willing to do the RTI, going 

through the interventions. The only thing that, I think, keeps them from doing it is 

that so many of them have a lot of kids that they feel that they need to be in the 

RTI process. If it's up to teachers, they would have, probably, eight or nine in 

each class… the upper grades, we don't see as many referrals. That's where we see 

the RTI process gets… forgotten. The teachers, at that point, they're like, “Well, if 

the kids are already low, they're still going to be low and nothing I could do to 

help them anymore." I think in the primary grades, it's a lot stronger than the 

upper grades. 

This indicates that at Sally’s site, the teachers in the lower grade levels are willing 

to implement interventions for students, however the teachers that work with the upper 

grade levels are unwilling to do anything. Additionally, Jenny indicated that she too sees 

a higher achievement in the lower grade then in the upper grades. She told me,  

For some grade levels it's actually really good. For kinder, the results are 

extremely high. It seems like there's some noticeable growth in kinder, first 

second, but it seems like fourth grade kind of ... it just seems like fourth grade 
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kind of tanks. 

This indicates that there are issues within the system not only at the district level, 

but within the school sites as well when implementing RtI in the upper grades at the 

school sites. The district expectation is that all teachers use RtI to help students that are 

struggling, but that does not seem to be the case at the school sites. As Sally and Jenny 

indicated within their school sites, they believe that the lower grade teachers are more 

invested in trying to help students, whereas the upper grade teachers seem to have given 

up.  

There are varying responses among those interviewed as to what the 

administrators’ role within the RtI process looks like, which shows another level of 

disconnect. Many administrators knew the importance of RtI and agreed that it was good 

for kids; however, when they described what they were doing or the processes of the 

school site it was evident that there was a disconnect with the fidelity of RtI. When a 

program is systematically administered throughout the district, the structure of the 

program should be the same at each site. Certain student situations may change and alter 

some of the routes taken to get an end result; however, the involvement, oversight, 

procedures, and processes should not differ from site to site. In interviewing the different 

site administrators it was clear that administration changes sites often and when some 

principals have moved to a new site, the RtI process has been dramatically different and it 

takes time to understand the culture and processes being implemented. Furthermore, the 

vision for what all administrators should be doing at each site has not been clearly 

defined by the district, which interferes with the accountability present for teachers and 

school sites.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the administrators’ perceptions, 

implementation, oversight, and involvement in regard to RtI. The study focuses on the 

theoretical framework of Mesmer and Mesmer (2008) and evaluates the five different 

areas of the RTI process, which are: universal screening, researched based interventions, 

progress monitoring, individualized interventions, and decision-making.  

The data collected from this study shows that the school district and the school 

sites differ in their visions of RtI implementation. It is evident that the school site 

administrators who were interviewed want to help students and see value in the RtI 

process; however, there is a clear disconnect between the school district and school sites’ 

implementation and interpretation.  

Recommendations for the District Office 

Many school site administrators indicated that they were unclear about the 

expectations from the district. Additionally, school site administrators interviewed 

indicated that they had not been trained in RtI nor did they understand how to implement 

RtI at the school sites.  Further, they indicated that turnover within the district and 

relocation of administrators to new sites causes problems regarding differing expectations 

and procedures of RtI. Participants explained that the district had spent their resources in 

training the LSTs on campus; however, if the LST was not a strong leader or taking the 

information back to the sites then there was no push for implementation.  

Often, school site administrators have either said that they have not met with their 
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LST or that they allow the LST to run the RtI process and trust that it is getting done. As 

you can see from Sally’s school, letting the LST run RtI with no oversight is not 

effective. Sally’s school does not have an RtI team or processes for referring students and 

in turn, the site has one of the highest numbers of students being referred for special 

education assessment. Not having a functioning RtI team will affect the process and in 

turn means that the site is not following the RtI framework with fidelity. When the sites 

are not implementing the RtI processes correctly at their own school site, it suggests that 

they are just going through the motions of saying yes we have an RtI team. School sites 

must have high functioning RtI teams in order to make the best choice for students in 

relation to special education assessment. In turn, the school psychologist should not allow 

assessment referrals without proper documentation and evidence of tired interventions 

including recommendations from the RtI team.  

Furthermore, the disconnect between the school sites and district office make it 

hard for school site administrators to oversee the program, especially if there is no clear 

focus. Without a clear focus, administrators are not clear about how they should proceed 

and the RtI framework cannot be followed with fidelity. Leaders at the district level 

should not expect school sites to run a program such as RtI without any support or 

training. School site leaders indicated that the LST is in charge of RtI at the school sites; 

however, if the LST is inadequately prepared and for whatever reason cannot lead the 

program, then the school site leader must be able to support the LST. Whatever the 

necessary level of support, it is difficult for a school site leader to endorse and aid a 

program that they know little to nothing about. Although a district may feel that they 

have shared their expectations with the school site leaders, it is evident that was not done 
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in a clear systematic way, as there are several site administrators who are unsure of what 

the processes are.  

Administration indicated that when they go from site to site the RtI process 

changes. If the district truly had a systematic approach to the RtI process within the 

district, then the process would not change or differ. A systematic approach that 

originates from a district should create systems that stay intact at a school site whether or 

not there is a change in administration. Furthermore, the vision for what all 

administrators should be doing at each site has not been clearly defined by the district, 

which interferes with the accountability of teachers and school sites. As the district 

moves forward it will be essential for the district office to assess what the vision of RtI is 

and begin to develop a plan of what these systems will look like at a school site level. 

After the district establishes a systematic approach to RtI, this message needs to be 

brought to the school site administrators. There is a clear need for the district to provide 

some training set with clear expectations of the districts vision and site responsibilities.  

Creating a systematic approach to RtI will help the district create a system that 

will keep RtI running steadily and consistently even when there is administrative 

turnover. In addition, it is recommended that the district develop a system in which new 

hires are able to learn about the processes and procedures that have been set forth within 

the district so that inevitable employee movement will not negatively affect RtI. It would 

be beneficial for the district to include ongoing professional development for 

administrators and teachers within the three-year plan that was created.   

Additionally, according to the responses from the school site administrators, the 
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RtI program is lacking research-based interventions. Some examples school site 

administrators gave of interventions that have been tried included: generic answers of 

before/after school tutoring, imagine learning, small groups, and tutoring, which are all 

important ways to provide interventions, but do not address students’ specific gaps in 

learning. The recommendation for the district would be to purchase research-based 

interventions district wide. Every school has a budget, but the school site principal may 

or may not be spending that money on effective research based interventions in order to 

support RtI, therefore students who are struggling to stay at grade level are at a 

disadvantage.  

The district needs to support the sites by purchasing the interventions and giving 

school sites access to the resources. In doing so, the district would ensure that all school 

sites had the correct and consistent interventions and that all students had access to these 

interventions. In addition, it is imperative that the district not only provides interventions 

but also training for teachers in order to obtain fidelity. Some research-based 

interventions the district could purchase include: Systematic Instruction in Phoneme 

Awareness; Phonics, and Sight Words (SIPPS) for phonics; SOAR to Success for 

Comprehension; and Six-Minute Solution for fluency. Different students will have 

different intervention needs; however, providing research-based intervention options 

from a district level will help keep fidelity to the program. Teachers often create their 

own interventions within their classroom, which may work for some students; however, 

those that are still struggling need access to research-based interventions as stated within 

the RtI framework (Mesmer & Mesmer, 2008).  

The documentation that was collected and analyzed showed that there was a 
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universal screener chosen by the district; however, the administrators have not been fully 

trained in how to use the universal screener and how to understand and read the data that 

it provides. Many administrators are utilizing any form of assessment as a universal 

screener that does not really assess students in an appropriate way such as the Star 360. 

For example, some administrators indicated that they use rainbow words as a universal 

screener, which only assesses students in the area of sight words. It is evident that the 

universal screener that the district has selected to use is not being implemented 

cohesively among the entire district. In order to move forward with the RtI process, there 

needs to be training with school administrators on what a universal screener assessment 

is, when it is to be administered, and how to understand and move forward with the data 

collected (Jenkins et al., 2013). 

In addition to issues with universal screening, the school sites had differing 

definitions of the RtI process and RtI teams. A recommendation for the school district 

would be to create a systematic definition of the purpose of RtI team meetings and 

allowing discussions about student placement in special education for those students 

whose data warrants such discussions. District administrators’ roles should include 

aligning practices of RtI, providing models of RtI, technology and other supports, and 

professional development for all staff members.   

Part of building capacity and supports for the school sites begins at the district 

level. It is important to have district support in order to make the implementation process 

run more smoothly and successfully. There are many roles and responsibilities that must 

be put into place before new initiatives can be carried out. It is recommended for RtI to 

have the following supports from the district level: (1) Decide on a model to use within 
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the district; (2) Provide a vision for the outcome-based service delivery; (3) Reinforce 

effective practices; (4) Expect accountability; (5) Provide tangible support in the areas of 

training, coaching, technology, and policies (Batsche, n.d.).   

Response to Intervention has a framework that school sites and districts should be 

following and has been outlined by several researchers; however, it appears that PSD is 

not following that model. The district is lacking in multiple areas and these concerns need 

to be addressed in order for the district to be able to move forward. One of the key areas 

is expectation of accountability; however, after talking to the different school sites, it is 

evident that there is no accountability and that there is no consistency among the schools 

and there is no oversight. For example, the protocol on how to refer a student for special 

education assessment differs from site to site. Additionally, there is a lack of providing 

tangible support in the areas of training, coaching, technology, and policies, which is 

evident in the differing programs at each school site. In order to move forward, district 

leadership needs to re-visit the protocols and systems at the district level and begin to re-

build and re-train the school sites in order to align RtI to the proper framework with 

fidelity.  

Recommendations for Site Administrators  

The data identified conflicting results. The administrators who took the survey 

indicated that they felt they had 100% knowledge about RtI and had been trained; 

however, the interviews revealed that the administrators actually did not feel that they 

had an understanding of what RtI is or looks like in this district. Administration went on 

to say that they themselves had never been trained in the process from the district. Some 

of the school site administrators that were interviewed indicated that they have 
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background knowledge in RtI from previous positions or school districts, but are not 

seeing the same procedures or components of the RtI process happening at their present 

school sites.  

There are people at some of the sites that have been trained, but they are teachers 

on special assignment (LSTs), not the administrators. There is a problem when the school 

site leaders themselves have not been trained, but are expected to oversee the program. 

School site administrators are the leaders of the site and it is important that they are 

knowledgeable about the programs on their site and what the components are. Even if 

they cannot attend every meeting, they should still know the basics of the program in 

order to oversee it and hold people accountable. In not understanding the procedures and 

processes of RtI, there is no way to properly be involved and oversee the program and 

ensure that it is followed with fidelity.  

No one involved in the study said they did not want to help kids; in fact, all of the 

administrators who participated were dedicated educators, just frustrated and unsure. 

There is a clear message that school administrators need training; however, it is important 

that the school site administrators are not only given training in the area of RtI, but also in 

the areas of team building, academic innovation, and implementing systematic 

approaches to execute processes and procedures. Furthermore, when staff members are 

aware that the site administrator has little to no knowledge of a program, there is often 

less follow through because buy-in has not been created, there is a lack of coherent and 

thoughtful visionary leadership about the intervention itself, and the administrator could 

be perceived as only paying lip-service to a policy or program because the “district 

office” wants it implemented. Site administrators do not have to be present at every 
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meeting; however, site administrators should attend RtI team meetings monthly, 

participate in the team meetings, monitor interventions being used and the data that is 

being collected. The principal’s support of the RtI process is not only shown by his/her 

participation in the meetings, but also by the resources they make available for students.  

Participants in this study also indicated that only 54% of the administrators 

trained their staff. Not training the staff can affect the implementation of RtI at the school 

site. Research shows that teachers need about 80 hours or more of professional 

development in order to transfer what was in the training into their classroom practices 

(Corcoran, McVay, & Riordan, 2003). Professional development in this context includes 

formal professional development; time to practice in the classroom, on-going coaching 

and additional formal professional development. Part of the LST’s role is to support 

teachers with the implementation process of RtI, but if school site administrators are not 

utilizing their LSTs appropriately this will affect the amount of support the teachers are 

receiving.  

Another resource teachers utilize to help struggling students is before- and after-

school tutoring which can be an effective model if implemented correctly. School sites 

that utilize this option should have a plan set in place to help at-risk students. 

Administration should ask teachers for a comprehensive plan for providing before and 

after school intervention. For example, the teachers should submit the data that they are 

utilizing, a process of how students will be selected to participate in the intervention, a 

focus for the group of students and samples of progress monitoring that will be utilized 

during the intervention time, along with a post test that will be used at the conclusion of 

the intervention block time. 
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When implementing a new program within a school site, it is important that the 

school site leaders feel supported by the district and have a clear understanding of what is 

expected of them as school site leaders. Once clear expectations from the district have 

been shared, there are certain roles that administrators must take on such as: (1) Setting a 

shared vision for the problem-solving process; (2) Supporting the development of the set 

expectations; (3) Allocating the needed resources at the school site; (4) Facilitating 

proper settings; (5) Ensuring follow-up with the team and staff; (6) Supporting the 

programs evaluation process; and (7) Monitoring staff support and climate (Batsche, 

n.d.).  

This study indicates that school site administrators have not been following the 

RtI model with fidelity, which affects student learning.  The consequence is that students 

who are falling behind grade level and do not have a learning disability or need special 

education assessments, but rather, just need additional resources, differentiated 

instruction, and often times small group instruction to help them reach grade level 

academics are losing out. When RtI is being implemented correctly, the universal 

screener quickly identifies those students that are falling behind grade level, provide 

interventions immediately, and helps the student attain grade level. Predictably, because 

RtI has not been followed with fidelity, the achievement gap has surpassed one year and 

in some situations students are several grade levels behind making it harder and harder to 

help students get back to their academic grade level. Once RtI is implemented with 

fidelity and followed for a few years, the achievement gaps will begin to close. The 

problem that PSD has is that there is no fidelity to the program and that is why there is 

frustration and why RtI is not succeeding.  
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Recommendations for RtI Teams 

 The data results on the levels of support for RtI teams at the school sites varies.  

Of those administrators surveyed, 67% either strongly agreed or agreed that the RtI team 

on campus was supportive in helping students. When interviewing the different 

administrators at the school sites, only five out of the eight administers indicated that 

their site even had an RtI team. This is additional evidence of a disconnect with the 

school district because part the Response To Instruction and Intervention 

Plan/Expectations three-year plan that was developed by the district in 2012 is to have an 

RtI team at the sites to help support teachers.  

 In fact, there was confusion among the administrators about the definition of an 

RtI team in general. There were variances in responses from school site administrators as 

to who is on the RtI team, how often they meet, and what the role of the team is. Some 

teams stated that there was a check-in virtually every day; some reported every six 

weeks, while others indicated that there were check-ins about twice a year.  

It is evident from all sources that the district does not have a systematic RtI 

process in place. In order to assess if the students are making adequate progress with the 

interventions tried, the programs needs to be cohesive and have guidelines both school 

and district wide.  

Building the capacity of the staff requires making changes to the current practices. 

Teachers are receptive to making changes as long as they understand the reason for the 

changes and feel supported when implementing the change (Batsche, n.d.). Within the RtI 

team, there needs to be a team facilitator. The role of the team facilitator is to: (1) Ensure 

there is pre-meeting preparation; (2) Review the steps in the process and the desired 
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outcomes; (3) Facilitate movement through the steps; (4) Facilities consensus building; 

(5) Sets a follow-up meeting; (6) Creates an evaluation criteria or protocol for the team, 

and (7) Ensures parent involvement. Once the team facilitator has set up the expectations 

for the team, the process can move forward. The responsibilities of the RtI team at the 

school site are to: (1) Review the request for assistance forms prior to meeting; (2) 

Complete individual problem solving; (3) Maintain an attitude of consensus building; (4) 

Understand and interpret the data; and (5) Research interventions for the academic or 

behavioral problem areas (Batsche, n.d.). In order for the team to run effectively, teachers 

must understand the importance of RtI in order to initiate any “changes or activities 

related to the delivery of instructional and support series for students” (Batsche, n.d., para 

14).  

Currently, the district and school sites are feeling frustrated and are not seeing 

much growth with student achievement, which can create negative perceptions of RtI; 

however, one of the main issues is that the program has lacked fidelity from the 

beginning. The importance of the RtI team at the grade level is to determine if the 

interventions being tried match the student’s deficits. Many times teachers are trying an 

intervention that does not meet the student’s deficits which often leads to a teacher or 

team viewing the student as not making any progress. When universal screeners and 

diagnostic assessments are used properly, a team of teachers can easily determine the area 

of need for an at-risk student. It is important to remember, however, that Tier I instruction 

is a critical piece of the RtI framework. It is evident from this research that the district is 

lacking in effective and cohesive Tier I instruction, which indicates that the district’s first 

concern should be about first-time instruction rather than interventions.    
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Recommendations for Future Research 

        Given the limited timeframe and resources, this research study is limited in its 

transferability. If this study were conducted again, an additional piece could be added at 

the beginning about collecting administrators’ responses about their perception of RTI, 

providing the administrators with training on the RtI process and the district expectations, 

and then re-interview them to determine if their level of understanding and 

implementation, oversight, and involvement had changed over time.  

In addition, it would be interesting to do a comparative study between school 

districts. By comparing two school districts, a great deal could be learned about the 

different structures in place at the district level as well as the school site levels and 

compare what is being done at one district compared to the other.  

Finally, it is my recommendation that the research be conducted in the area of 

teacher perceptions on the influence of school site administrators. By exploring teachers’ 

thoughts about RtI and what their perception is, we can learn why teachers are or are not 

implementing RtI with fidelity, what supports are needed, and what the teachers 

perception is when the school site leader is or is not involved.  

Final Thoughts  

 In order to build support for implementation, it must first occur at the district and 

school site administrative level. When the district has a clear vision, expectations, and 

training in place, implementation across the district runs more smoothly. It is very 

difficult for a school site administrator to implement a new initiative if the support is not 

present at the district level. Additionally, school site administrators play an important role 

as well. The school site administrator is responsible for training teachers, providing 
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feedback, monitoring the process, and participating in the RtI meetings where decisions 

are being made. Once the systems are in place at the district level and support is being 

provided, it is essential that the school site leader embraces and promotes the use of RtI at 

the school site.  

Teachers are the frontline implementers for Tier I instruction with students and 

are important in the process. Before any conversation can be had about RtI as an 

intervention, school site administrators need to look at the data to determine if the issue is 

in fact first instruction or the need for interventions. When over 60% of the class is 

lacking a skill or concept the school site administrator has to be knowledgeable enough to 

have a conversation with the teacher about the data and what it means. In this situation, 

the focus moves from RtI to the teacher’s level of effectiveness with first time teaching.  

Often teachers spend so much time and planning on what type of intervention 

they can implement if the students do not grasp a skill the first time it is being taught. 

That same amount of energy and planning should be spent on first time instruction. When 

teachers are able to provide effective first instruction, the number of students in need of 

intervention decreases. School site administrators need to not only oversee the 

intervention process, but also the first instruction models that teachers are utilizing and 

determine if effective strategies that meet the needs of all students are being 

implemented. Many teachers are receptive to change when they understand the change 

and they believe that there is support and training to help with the change; therefore, the 

school site administrators’ role is to help support teachers and provide resources where 

needed, although, if school site administrators are unsure of what the expectations are or 

what their role is, this can be difficult. 
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Appendix A: Research Invitation 

Invitation to Participate in a Research Study 
November 9, 2016 
 
Dear Participant,   
 

My name is Stacy Williamson and I am a doctoral student at California State University Northridge. For my 
dissertation I am examining how administrator’s perceptions shape the implementation of Response to Intervention 
(RtI), what type of oversight is in place for teachers, and how involved the administrators are within the RtI process.  

The first part of this research will involve an anonymous online survey that will be offered to all school site 
administrators within the Pleasantville School District. The survey will require approximately 10 minutes to 
complete. All answers submitted through the online survey are anonymous and all participants’ identity will remain 
anonymous and confidential.  

 
The second part of this research involves a live interview. The interviews will take approximately 30-45 

minutes. If participants are interested in participating in the interview, participants may volunteer within the 
electronic survey by identifying themselves and listing an e-mail address for contact purposes. The researcher will 
contact each participant to schedule an interview.  

 
There is no compensation for responding/participating nor is there any known risk. In order to ensure that all 

information will remain confidential, please do not include your name, unless you wish to participate in an interview.  
If you choose to participate in this project, please answer all questions as honestly as possible and please complete 
the online survey promptly Participation is strictly voluntary and you may refuse to participate at any time. The 
information provided will only be shared with the principle researcher.  I appreciate your time and contribution to the 
field of education and my research study. 

If you wish to participate in the anonymous online survey, you may begin by completing the survey @ 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/adminperceptionsofrti. If you wish to participate in the live one to one interview, 
please indicate your interest in the designated section of the on-line survey.  

 
If you have any questions, concerns, or comments about this research or your participation in this study, you 

may contact the following: 
 

Stacy Williamson (Doctoral Candidate Researcher) 
via email at stacy.williamson.447@my.csun.edu 

Dr. Gregory Knotts (Faculty Advisor) 
via email at greg.knotts@csun.edu 

 
Sincerely, 
 
Stacy Williamson
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Administrator Perceptions of RtI: Implementation, Oversight, and Involvement 

	
	
	
	
* 1. I consent to my anonymous survey responses being used as part of a research study. 
	

Yes 
	

No 
	
	
	
* 2. How long have you been in administration? 
	

0-3 Years 
	

3-6 Years 
	

7 Years or more 
	
	
	
* 3. For what grade level span are you an administrator? 
	

K-8 
	

TK-6 
	

K-8 Dual Immersion 
	

2-8 
	

6-8 
	
	
* 4. Approximately how many times have you used the RtI process in the past year? 
	

Never 
	

1-3 times 
	

4-6 times 
	

7 times or more 
	
* 5. Please read each item and choose the response that best represents your experience: 

	
Strongly Disagree 

1  2  3  4 
Strongly Agree 

5 
	

 
I understand the RtI  
procedures at my 
school. 

	
I have provided my staff 
with training on our RtI 
procedures. 

Appendix B: Online Survey 
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Strongly Disagree 
1  2  3  4 

Strongly Agree 
5 

	
At the beginning of the 
school year, teachers 
assess students to 
identify their baseline 
scores. 

	
Teachers know how to 

collect data to monitor                                                                                                                                       
students' progress. 
	

Teachers collect data on 
students as they are 
trying interventions. 

I attend RtI meetings.                                                                                                                                       

The main purpose of the 
RtI process is to be the 
first step toward special 
education. 

	
I understand different 
types of interventions. 

	
I have been trained in an 
array of academic 
interventions to use with 
students. 

	
My teachers have been 
trained in an array of 
academic interventions 
to use with students. 

	
The intervention 
strategies that my 
teachers use address 
their students' specific 
needs 

	
Teachers try several 
types of intervention 
strategies before a 
student is referred for 
special education 
assessment. 

	
I feel the purpose of RtI 
is to problem solve and 
get intervention ideas 
that teachers can use to 
address students' 
challenges within the 
classroom. 

	
We have a supportive 
RtI team at our school   
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site that helps students. 

* 6. The second  part of this research involves  a one-on-one interview with the researcher. 
Would you be interested in being interviewed? 

0 Yes 

0 No 
	

	
	

7. If yes, please provide  your name and school site 
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Appendix C: Interview Protocol 

1.     Tell me about your background in administration. 

a.     How long have you been an administrator?  

b.     How many grade levels/students are at your site? 

2.  How long have you been the administrator at this school? 

3. Tell me about the RtI process in general.  
 
4. Tell me about your role in the RtI process. 
 
5. How do you know if the process is followed? 
 
6. What are your results when using the RtI process? 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


