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In the 2024 legislative session, the Tennessee General Assembly passed Chapter 551 of the Public Acts of 

2024 (PC 551), the Mathematics Supports Act (the Act), codified at Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 49-1-233 – 49-1-234. 

The Act indicates the General Assembly’s commitment to strong mathematics instruction in Tennessee to 

prepare students for postsecondary opportunities and high-demand, high-wage careers. The Act required 

the Tennessee Department of Education (the department) to undertake several actions to improve 

mathematics instruction in the state. Those requirements are: 

• Prepare a landscape analysis of mathematics practices in Tennessee districts and educator 

preparation providers, which is the purpose of this report. This landscape analysis focuses on 

grades K-8 math practices and achievement in line with the legislation’s focus on grades K-8 math 

professional development. 

• Convene a Mathematics Expert Review Panel comprised of state and national educators and 

experts in mathematics to inform the department on procuring a free, optional mathematics 

professional development (PD) opportunity for teachers in grades K-8. The panel’s 

recommendations are included in Section 4 of this report. 

• Identify, approve, and provide at no cost an optional math PD by summer 2025. The 

department is working with its math content experts and other team members to fulfill this 

requirement. 

• Develop a math-specific course in the Teaching as a Profession Career and Technical 

Education program of study that will be available to students in the 2025-26 school year. The 

department is proposing standards for this course to the State Board of Education (SBE) on first 

reading in February 2025. If SBE approves the standards on final reading in May 2025, the course 

will be available for the 2025-26 school year. 

This report is organized around the requirements for the landscape analysis listed in Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 49-

1-233 – 49-1-234. 

• Section 2 and Appendix A provide data on current math proficiency levels in Tennessee 

disaggregated by different grade levels, student groups, and LEAs. 

• Section 3 details the instruction and intervention practices used in Tennessee school districts 

with varying levels of math proficiency. Appendix B lists the high-quality instructional materials 

(HQIM), or curricula, adopted by each LEA. 

• Section 4 describes the professional development practices related to math in different districts. 

Appendix C indicates which districts participated in recent state-provided math PD opportunities 

related to HQIM implementation. Section 4 also includes the PD recommendations from the 

Mathematics Expert Review Panel, and Appendix D provides professional biographies of the 

panelists. 
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• Section 5 describes the practices of educator preparation providers (EPPs) in Tennessee used to 

prepare teachers of mathematics. 

• Section 6 provides an analysis of the benefits and potential outcomes of requiring teachers who 

hold endorsements that enable them to teach math in grades K-8 to complete a standards-aligned 

mathematics PD to obtain, advance, or renew their educator license. 

Key Findings 

• The 2024 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP, or “The Nation’s Report Card”) 

showed Tennessee students outpacing the nation in improvement in 4th and 8th grade math. In fact, 

while national average scores declined from 2022 to 2024, Tennessee’s improved in one of the few 

bright spots across the country. Math scores for several student groups, particularly English 

learners, also showed improvement. 

• In terms of state assessments, the 2024 Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) 

data indicates that math proficiency remains an area of improvement in Tennessee. Although some 

increases in math achievement are found in specific grade levels, more students scored “below” or 

“approaching” expectations than “meeting” or “exceeding” expectations on the mathematics section 

of the TCAP in spring 2024, and these results are exacerbated when looking specifically at historically 

underserved student groups. However, students identified as English learner transitional 1-4 show 

increased achievement when compared to current English learners and students who were never 

English learners.  

• Tennessee Academic Standards for Mathematics, the adoption of standards-aligned textbooks and 

instructional materials, and the implementation of Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI2) 

framework influence the learning acceleration, intervention, and supports provided to students in K-

8 mathematics.  

• Interviews with high achieving LEAs across various school and student populations demonstrated 

that keys to success in K-8 mathematics include aligning standards and curriculum to instructional 

practice, utilizing structured instructional models, maintaining ongoing PD, addressing gaps in 

student learning through curriculum-aligned resources, and supporting English learners through 

collaborative measures with teachers and families and prioritizing direct math vocabulary 

instruction. 

• The Math Implementation Supports Grant Program and the Middle Grade Math Training provided 

state-level PD opportunities related to high quality K-8 math instruction. An LEA-focused survey 

collected data on “professional development and pedagogical practices” utilized by mathematics 

teachers and found similarities across grade bands, including equal attention to procedural fluency 

and conceptual understanding in instruction, type of mathematics PD provided by LEAs, desired 

topics of mathematics PD, PD models, types of PD providers, and employment of coaches 

supporting mathematics instruction. 

• The Tennessee Educator Survey and the Mathematics Expert Review Panel provided educator 

perspectives on the current practices and needs that should be addressed in a statewide PD 

program for K-8 mathematics. Findings include maintaining access to students’ diagnostic 
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assessment data and participation in professional learning communities (PLCs), diversifying PD 

delivery methods, aligning PD with state standards and resources, focusing on research-based 

practices, and supporting differentiated instruction, particularly for diverse learner needs.  

• An additional survey sent to Tennessee State Board approved-education preparation providers 

(EPPs) requested data on EPP practices in relation to licensure for mathematics teachers. Variations 

were found across endorsement areas, but similarities include timing and type of exposure to 

mathematics content classrooms and the incorporation of EPPs primary partner LEA’s HQIM into 

candidate coursework.  

• While there may be benefits to establishing a requirement for teachers to successfully complete a 

standards-aligned mathematics professional development course to obtain, renew, advance, or 

maintain an educator license with an endorsement to teach K-8 mathematics, there are likely more 

unintended yet challenging outcomes that outweigh those positives. 

 

As part of the landscape analysis in Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 49-1-233 – 49-1-234, the department is charged with 

providing data on current math proficiency levels in Tennessee disaggregated by LEA, grade levels, and 

student groups, including student achievement and student growth in math. This section of the landscape 

analysis, along with Appendix A, fulfills the statutory charge. 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) Results 

NAEP provides a broad, national overview of student achievement and trends by evaluating a sampling of 

students within a subset of schools in each state. NAEP is administered biennially, and the 2024 

administration occurred in January through March 2024. NAEP does not directly align with state standards 

or assess individual student performance. In contrast, the TCAP assessment is aligned with Tennessee’s 

academic standards, offering insights into individual student performance and helping identify areas for 

targeted support within specific schools and districts. Together, these assessments provide a 

comprehensive picture of student progress both nationally and within the state. Several math-related 

highlights from Tennessee’s 2024 NAEP results include: 

4th Grade Math: 

• Overall, 42 percent of tested students scored proficient, a six-point increase from 2022, outpacing 

the nation (40 percent proficiency rate nationwide)  

• English learners’ scores increased by 11 points  

8th Grade Math: 

• Overall, 31 percent of students score as proficient, a seven-point increase from 2022, outpacing the 

nation (27 percent proficiency rate nationwide) 

• English learners’ scores increased by 13 points 
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Tennessee’s strong performance compared to the national trends suggests that the state’s approach to 

instructional programming, teacher professional development and support, and state-level resources 

contribute to higher rates of proficiency. 

Tennessee State Assessment Results 1 

In the spring 2024 TCAP administration, Tennessee students made great strides in grades 5 and 7—with a 

nearly three percentage point gain, these students saw the largest gains in math. This is an especially 

notable achievement given that educators were teaching newly revised Tennessee Academic Standards for 

Mathematics in the 2023-24 school year, implementing newly adopted textbooks and instructional 

materials, and preparing students for a revised state assessment. 

Despite these gains, however, mathematics achievement remains a challenge in Tennessee. More students 

scored “below” or “approaching” expectations than “meeting” or “exceeding” expectations on the 

mathematics section of the TCAP in spring 2024. When compared to all Tennessee students, students 

identified as economically disadvantaged, English learners, or students with disabilities “meet” or “exceed” 

expectations on the mathematics TCAP at a lower rate. These findings are comparative between 

economically disadvantaged and non-economically disadvantaged students, and students with disabilities 

and students without disabilities. However, students identified as English learner transitional 1-4 – meaning 

they have attained high enough scores on the English language proficiency assessment to exit ESL services – 

“meet” or “exceed” expectations at a higher rate than both English learners currently receiving ESL services 

and students who were never eligible for ESL services. 

 

1 Data supporting the analysis in this section can be found in the 2024 Assessment Files listed on the Department’s Data 

Downloads page. 

https://www.tn.gov/education/districts/federal-programs-and-oversight/data/data-downloads.html
https://www.tn.gov/education/districts/federal-programs-and-oversight/data/data-downloads.html
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Figure 1 

Math Proficiency, 2023-2024  

Figure 2 

Percentage of Students Meeting or Exceeding Expectations by Student Group, 2023-2024 
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Percentage of Students Meeting or Exceeding Expectations by Student Socioeconomic Status, 2023-2024  

Figure 4 

Percentage of Students Meeting or Exceeding Expectations by Student Disability, 2023-2024  
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The state also disaggregates assessment data based on students’ race/ethnicity. This is required by the 

federal Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), and the racial and ethnic categories are established by the 

federal government and self-reported by students or their parents upon enrollment in school.  

 

Figure 5 

Percentage of Students Meeting or Exceeding Expectations by Student English Learner Status, 2023-2024  
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LEAs with Varying Proficiency Levels 

Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 49-1-233 – 49-1-234 requires reporting on LEAs with varying levels of math proficiency. 

For specific information on each LEA’s math proficiency rates and student growth (TVAAS) scores in the 

2023-24 school year, please see Appendix A: Math Proficiency by LEA.  

 

Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 49-1-233 – 49-1-234 charges the department with including information on math-related 

instructional programming and strategies to close gaps, intervene, and provide supports to students, 

designed to improve proficiency in mathematics. This section of the report provides state-level information 

on instruction and intervention practices, followed by qualitative data gleaned from interviews with LEAs 

that have high levels of math achievement overall, for specific populations of students, or for district 

settings. 

  

Figure 6 

Percentage of Students Meeting or Exceeding Expectations by Student Race/Ethnicity, 2023-2024  
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State-Level Information 

State-level policy decisions affect math instruction and intervention in Tennessee. This section of the 

landscape analysis describes the key elements of state policies and department supports regarding math, 

including Tennessee Academic Standards for Mathematics, adoption of standards-aligned textbooks and 

instructional materials, and implementation of state-required intervention practices through the Response 

to Instruction and Intervention (RTI2) framework. 

Tennessee Academic Standards for Mathematics 

Tennessee’s academic standards describe what students should know and be able to do at the end of each 

grade or course. Standards drive key instructional decisions, including textbook adoption, daily instruction, 

state assessments, and teacher professional development.  

Under Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-1-311-313 and State Board Standards Review Policy 3.209, the State Board of 

Education is required to review and revise standards in English language arts, math, science, and social 

studies at least every eight years. State Board staff lead the standards review process that follows a 

consistent, legislatively required two-year progression. The process includes all the following steps: 

1. A public feedback survey on existing standards released to collect public feedback,  

2. Educator Advisory Teams (EAT) comprised of Tennessee K-12 and postsecondary educators work 

within each grade band (K-5, 6-8, and 9-12) to propose revisions to the standards, 

3. A Standards Development Committee (SDC), a subset of EAT members, ensure vertical coherence, 

or alignment, between the proposed revisions across all grades K-12, 

4. A second public survey released for input on the proposed revision, 

5. Final edits made through the Standards Recommendation Committee (SRC), a group of individuals 

appointed by the Governor, Lt. Governor, and Speaker of the House,  

6. Adoption on first reading by the State Board of Education,  

7. Notification to the House and Senate Education Committees at least 60 days before final reading, 

and 

8. Approval on final reading by the State Board of Education. 

Revised math standards were approved by the State Board in 2021 for implementation in the 2023-24 

school year. After the State Board approves revisions to standards, there are several additional steps for 

state and local education agencies prior to teachers implementing the revised standards in classrooms. 

Textbook and Instructional Materials Adoption 

The State Textbook and Instructional Materials Quality Commission (the Textbook Commission), in 

collaboration with teachers and other expert stakeholders, began a process to review textbooks and 
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instructional materials aligning with the revised math standards. The Textbook Commission proposed an 

official list of textbooks and instructional materials for mathematics to the State Board for final approval, 

indicating that these materials met the state’s expectations for high-quality instructional materials (HQIM). 

Finally, each LEA conducted a local adoption process to determine which of the state-approved textbooks 

LEAs chose to adopt and submitted notification of their choices to the department. 

The following flow chart (Figure 7) tracks the process of revising Tennessee Academic Standards for Math 

and adopting aligned textbooks from 2019 to 2023. 

 

 

All districts submitted their adoption selections for mathematics to the department and have indicated that 

they intended to purchase materials. Figures 8-10 provide a summary of trends by grade band.2  

  

 

2 Appendix B provides HQIM adoption by LEA.  
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Figure 7 

Standards Review and Materials Adoption Process  
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Figure 10 

Grades 6-8 Adoption Trends          
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Implementation Support 

The department supported implementation of high-quality instructional materials (HQIM) through guidance 

documents framing HQIM implementation for multiple stakeholder groups within districts. Further, the 

department provided mathematics-specific Instructional Practice Guides (IPG) to be used as a coaching tool 

developed to improve classroom instruction and to connect administrative leadership to teacher practice. 

The IPG focuses on four key areas consisting of the culture of learning and three core actions: (1) 

maintaining focus, coherence, and rigor at the center of instruction; (2) using teacher strategies to develop 

math meaning; and (3) providing all students with opportunities to do mathematical thinking. The identified 

strengths and areas of growth provide a lens to identify strategies which aim to support math instruction by 

prioritizing effective teaching practices, student engagement and understanding, and continuous 

improvement for teachers. 

Through utilizing math consultants within the department’s Centers of Regional Excellence (CORE) offices as 

well as vendors supporting the Math Implementation Grant initiative, detailed in the Professional 

Development Practices section of this report, the IPG was utilized to collect data from classrooms across the 

state. Data collection was primarily focused on the culture of learning in mathematics classes and core 

action 1 as these are the focus for the first year of implementing new instructional materials. Baseline data 

was collected for core actions 2 and 3 at the end of the 2023-24 academic year. The goal was to collect 

evidence of whether an atmosphere conducive to all students learning mathematics, coupled with 

instruction grounded in adopted instructional materials that provided on-grade level instruction for all 

students, was present. This data could then be analyzed alongside student outcomes. The department also 

supported HQIM adoption through methods like grant funding and training programs, detailed in the 

Professional Development Practices section of this report. 

Teacher Perspectives on Math HQIM 

The Tennessee Educator Survey (TES) is an annual survey administered in partnership between the 

department and the Tennessee Education Research Alliance at Vanderbilt University (TERA). In Spring 2024, 

over 44,000 educators participated in the survey to provide insights that help inform policy and 

programmatic decisions. Several survey questions related to teachers’ experiences with the implementation 

of math HQIM.  

Almost 90 percent of teachers reported that the math curriculum used at the local level aligned well with 

Tennessee Academic Standards for math, while almost 70 percent reported that the math curriculum was 

easy to use. Almost half of teachers indicated that the assessments included with their math curriculum 

could be used “off-the-shelf” without teacher modifications.  

  

https://educatorsurvey.tnk12.gov/
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About two-thirds of teachers indicated that they modify their curriculum with self-selected supplemental 

materials for some or most of their lessons each week. While this is a high percentage, it represents a 

decrease of about 12 percent since the prior school year, indicating that teachers are implementing HQIM 

more frequently and that the HQIM are better meeting their students’ needs. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 11 

Teacher Responses to the 2023-2024 Tennessee Educator Survey Regarding Math Curricula 

Figure 12 

Teacher Responses to the 2023-2024 Tennessee Educator Survey Regarding Supplemental Materials Use in Math 
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Intervention and Student Supports 

 

Under the RTI2 framework, which must be implemented by LEAs pursuant to State Board Rule 0520-01-03-

.03 and implemented in July 2014, all LEAs must universally screen students to identify any deficit areas in 

reading or math and provide students with supports that best fit their specific needs, including deficit-

specific interventions, scaffolds, or any appropriate classroom supports. RTI2 applies to reading, writing, and 

math, per State Board rule. Tennessee’s RTI2 framework indicates that students in grades K-6 should be 

screened three times per school year, students in grades 7-8 at least once per school year and more often if 

flagged for potential deficits, and students in grades 9-12 are screened via an early warning system. 

RTI2 is a multi-tiered approach in providing structured services to students, founded on high-quality core 

instruction for all students (i.e., Tier I), targeted learning acceleration supports for some students (i.e., Tier 

II), and intensive skills-based intervention for a few students (i.e., Tier III). However, if a student fails to 

respond to interventions and is suspected of having a specific learning disability, regardless of any tiered 

services currently being implemented within the framework, then the student must be referred for an initial 

evaluation for special education. 

In addition to the State Board rule that requires RTI2 implementation overall, there are specific 

requirements related to universal screening for literacy. Tenn Code Ann. § 49-1-905 and State Board 

Universal Screener Policy 3.302 require LEAs to use either the Tennessee universal reading screener (TN-

URS), a screener provided by the department at no cost to LEAs, or another reading screener approved by 

the State Board of Education for students in grades K-3 and then share student screening data with the 

Department. In other grade bands, LEAs use locally adopted screeners, in which student performance data 

is not shared with the department. 

For math, however, there are no laws, rules, or policies requiring specific screening tools or requiring data-

sharing from LEAs to the department. LEAs have flexibility in choosing a screener that meets their local 

needs, and the department does not have consistent insight into those selections or data from the 

screeners to allow overall reporting or comparison between districts. 

Math calculation and math problem solving are math areas of deficit that can be identified through 

universal screeners. Deficits in math calculation include number sense and operations, one-to-one 

correspondence, and learning foundational concepts. Deficits in math problem solving include difficulty 

identifying important information, filtering out unimportant information, determining steps in problem 

solving, and monitoring one’s own learning. Universal design and accommodations, evidence-based 

instructional strategies, and addressing language needs are identified as effective instructional strategies in 

managing students’ math deficit areas in the classroom. Teachers and educators also utilize progress 

monitoring to determine intervention effectiveness and adjust instruction and intervention as necessary to 

maintain alignment with students’ goals.  
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These intervention practices are general requirements across the state. To gain insight into their 

implementation specific to math-related student needs, the department conducted qualitative interviews 

with LEAs of varying levels of math proficiency, as described in the following sections. 

Practices from LEAs with Varying Achievement Levels 

To gather in-depth information on effective instruction, learning acceleration, and intervention practices for 

mathematics instruction, department staff interviewed several Tennessee LEAs that had high levels of math 

achievement in the 2023-24 year overall, for specific populations of students, or for district contexts. Those 

LEAs were: 

• Collierville School District: high math achievement overall, particularly for grades 6-8 math and for 

English learners 

• Knox County Schools: high math achievement among large urban districts 

• Lakeland School District: high math achievement particularly for grades 3-5, students with 

disabilities, and English learners 

The department is grateful for these LEAs’ participation in these interviews and for their dedicated, focused 

work to improve students’ math achievement. The following strategies were shared during those interviews. 

Instructional Practices 

Standards and Curriculum 

In these districts, teachers prioritize Tennessee Academic Standards for mathematics and use the 

department-provided Instructional Focus Documents (IFDs) to guide instruction. The districts also 

emphasized alignment to standards when selecting their math curricula; however, teacher input and local 

needs led to different curricular selections among the districts.  

 

Some districts selected a single curriculum for grades K-8 or K-12. They found it beneficial for students in all 

grades to experience similar math vocabulary and styles of resources. Other districts selected different 

curricula for each grade band (K-5, 6-8, 9-12). The teachers in those grade bands found that their students’ 

needs were better met through different instructional materials. These districts are intentional about 

surfacing any differences between the curricula so that teachers in transitional grades are prepared to help 

students make the shift. For example, 6th grade teachers need to be aware of how the K-5 materials explain 

specific topics if the grades 6-8 materials use different phrasing to discuss the same issue. 

 

All the districts indicated that they encouraged teachers to use the districts’ adopted curriculum, also known 

as HQIM, largely “as-is” for the first year of implementation, the 2023-24 school year, and are now making 

strategic adjustments to the materials to fit students’ needs. Examples of those adjustments include 

adapting the pacing of certain lessons or changing the order in which the content is taught. Some districts 

also supplemented the curricula with standards-based resources, including district-provided technological 
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tools, but others supported implementing the district-adopted curriculum, focusing on and looking within 

the curriculum for resources teachers may be unaware of. 

 

 

Structured and Direct Instructional Models 

Teachers in these districts provide structured instruction that supports students’ developing knowledge in 

mathematics. Examples of these models include guided notes pages that include academic vocabulary, 

procedural understanding, and conceptual depth that students complete in class and can refer to while 

completing homework or studying, and “I do, we do, you do” gradual release models of instruction that 

ensure students understand topics before small group or independent practice. District and school 

administrators also stressed the importance of maximizing instructional time with bell-to-bell teaching and 

protecting math class time from interruptions as much as possible. 

 

Elementary schools at several participating districts departmentalize (i.e., designate specific teachers to 

teach only math, or only English language arts, etc.) earlier than in other districts, as early as second grade 

in some schools. This approach gives teachers time to specialize in their subject areas and grow their own 

content and pedagogical expertise, rather than trying to teach all academic subjects, every day. 

 

Finally, several districts acknowledge that they tend to serve higher-achieving populations of students, 

particularly in the suburban districts. They emphasized a shift in teachers’ mindset to focus on growth for 

on-track or advanced students: by teaching these students multiple approaches to problem-solving, they 

can foster deeper conceptual understanding of math and give students more tools to succeed in high-level 

math courses throughout their educational journeys. 

 

 

Ongoing Math-Focused Professional Development 

 

The districts interviewed reported a variety of approaches to math-focused professional development, with 

a common theme across districts being that teachers routinely participate in math-related PD during the 
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school day and in collaboration with colleagues both in their building and across the district. The PD 

opportunities took different forms, including: 

• Collaborative planning times, which are weekly sessions during teachers’ planning periods in which 

they prepare for upcoming units, analyze the standards and IFDs, design common formative 

assessments, and review student data. 

• Coaching from district-level staff who support teachers new to teaching or to their grade level. 

• Monthly PD times, like PD mornings, where teachers share effective strategies with their peers or 

district staff share resources and best practices. 

The topic of vertical alignment, or the connections between math topics in different grade levels, came up 

repeatedly in these interviews. It is important that teachers know both what students have learned in prior 

grades and how they will need to apply math skills in later grades. District-level staff or coaches were 

especially valuable in making connections because of their lens into different schools and grade bands. For 

example, a district math supervisor in one district heard concerns from middle school teachers that 

students had weak foundations in understanding place values. In addition to supporting the middle school 

teachers to address that gap, the supervisor took that concern back to teachers in the elementary school to 

see how to improve instruction on that topic when it is first introduced to students. 

 

Knox County, which has the most schools of districts interviewed, also provided PD on the district’s math 

curriculum for school leaders. These executive and assistant principals can better support implementation 

of math HQIM with fidelity and can provide more specific feedback on math teaching in their buildings. 

 

Learning Acceleration and Intervention Practices 

Emphasize the Use of Grade Level, Curriculum-Aligned Materials 

Students sometimes come into a grade having not yet mastered math standards from prior grades. Districts 

used several strategies to address these gaps in content knowledge. First, districts used diagnostic 

assessments that are either included in their curriculum or aligned to it to test students’ base knowledge 

prior to a unit. Then, teachers collaborated to analyze the data and plan for small-group instruction before 

and during the unit to prepare students for success with grade-level standards. This “just-in-time” approach 

supports students in building foundational skills while also engaging with rigorous, grade-level standards. 

 

Other students might have more significant gaps in over-arching math skills and be identified through a 

universal screener process for support through the RTI2 model or through the special education evaluation 

and eligibility process, resulting in the need for specially designed instruction in math. For students with 

more intensive needs, districts were more likely to use intervention programs outside their core curriculum, 

including tutoring and specialized software programs. Manipulatives such as base-ten blocks were also a 

common strategy for providing students with a concrete representation of math problems. Districts 
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stressed the importance of teaching students multiple problem-solving approaches in early grades, so they 

have a broad toolkit of strategies ready to tackle more complex math in later grades. 

 

Strategies for Supporting English Learners in Accessing Math Instruction 

The districts emphasized the importance of collaboration between ESL teachers and classroom teachers to 

support ELs. This looked like ESL teachers providing classroom teachers with strategies like pairing EL 

students with non-EL partners in some activities, scaffolding with students’ native languages initially and 

gradually transitioning to English, and using translation technology resources both to enhance student 

learning and to share information with parents to support family engagement. Several districts identified 1-

1 device access as a crucial resource for supporting ELs, given the numerous options for translation 

software now available.  

Several school and district teachers indicated that EL students may be able to access math instruction more 

easily than other subjects if they are familiar with numerical concepts. However, math vocabulary can be a 

barrier to problem-solving, particularly with word problems, so teachers emphasized contextual 

understanding of math-related terms. Direct classroom instruction in math vocabulary benefits all students, 

especially English learners. 

 

Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 49-1-233 – 49-1-234 requires the department to include information on professional 

development and pedagogical practices used by LEAs for teachers in mathematics in this landscape 

analysis. As in the previous section, this section is organized into themes related to state- and LEA-level 

practices. In addition, this section includes the findings of the Mathematics Expert Review Panel convened in 

compliance with Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-1-234 (b). 

State-Level Professional Development Practices 

In the last several years, the department has provided two primary professional development opportunities 

for math teachers, administrators, and other stakeholders. 110 LEAs participated in the department’s Math 

Implementation Supports Grant and 98 LEAs participated in the optional Middle Grades (Grades 5-8) Math 
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Training, indicating high interest in and demand for math-related professional development options. 

Between these two options, a total of 130 LEAs (88 percent) participated in at least one of the state-provided 

professional development initiatives that supported high quality instruction in mathematics. 

Math Implementation Supports Grant Program 

This grant was designed to support districts in implementing the math textbooks and instructional materials 

they adopted to align with revised Tennessee Academic Standards. All LEAs both adopted and purchased 

math textbooks from the state-approved list. Due to the stringent review process in place by the Tennessee 

Textbook and Instructional Materials Quality Commission, inclusion on the approved list is a signal to 

districts that the adopted materials were in fact high-quality instructional materials (HQIM). 

Through this grant program, five state-approved vendors provided direct support to districts that were 

implementing new math standards as well as new HQIM in the 2023-24 school year. The department 

distributed grants among 110 applicant districts across Tennessee which represented 100 percent of the 

districts that applied for the grant. Based on local need, districts determined the grade band(s) on which 

they wished to focus. The grant spanned both the 2022-23 and 2023-24 academic years. Districts were able 

to contract with the state-approved vendor of their choice considering alignment with district-specific needs, 

so long as those needs supported the implementation of HQIM in mathematics and met the assurances of 

the grant. The following are examples of direct one-on-one supports vendors provided to LEAs: 

• Math standards trainings for teachers: These trainings focused on supporting teacher 

understanding of the changes that occurred to the standards in the most current revision led by the 

State Board of Education. Some also focused on utilizing the Instructional Focus Documents to 

discuss the aspects of rigor aligned to the standards and/or vertical alignment of the standards 

across grade levels.  

• Math instructional practice guide (IPG) trainings: These trainings focused on providing the 

opportunity for district and school leaders to familiarize themselves with the IPG and discuss how 

this observation focused, non-evaluative tool could be used in supporting teacher implementation 

of HQIM.  

• Norming expectations for math teachers with district leaders: These opportunities included 

opportunities for the vendor to participate in classroom walkthroughs alongside school and district 

leaders to provide support in utilizing the IPG as a walkthrough tool to gather evidence of strong 

materials implementation practices. Vendors also provided coaching as to what strong mathematics 

instructional practice looks and sounds like in the classroom. The walkthrough would be followed 

with an opportunity for all participants to discuss their scores and to develop next steps as a result 

of evidence collected. 

Because districts’ requests were dependent on their local needs, professional development was an option 

for using grant funds, but not all LEAs used grant funds for that purpose. Grant approval and distribution 
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was also contingent on the district’s agreement to share information related to the implementation of 

vendor support, such as data from informal classroom observations known as walkthroughs, and to adopt 

and purchase materials supporting HQIM.  

Federal relief funds provided the grant funds, which were distributed across two years to support districts 

prior to implementation as well as during implementation. This two-year timeframe ensured that districts 

had time to plan and prepare for using HQIM in math classrooms.  

The General Assembly appropriated funds to continue to support network models, and the department is 

launching Math Implementation Networks in January 2025. These networks will provide support for all 

districts and public charter schools that want further support with the complexities of not only 

implementing HQIM, but also in providing systems and structures to ensure that all students have access to 

effective, on-grade level, standards-aligned mathematics instruction across the K-12 spectrum. The 

networks will be ongoing for a minimum of the next three calendar years. The networks provide the 

following free opportunities for districts and charter schools: 

• Participation in regional convenings: These convenings occur three times per year. They will focus 

on building instructional leaders understanding of the tenets of strong task-based mathematics 

instruction as well as their understanding of the IPG. 

• Smaller virtual learning communities: Virtual convenings offer instructional leaders the 

opportunity to do a deeper, targeted dive with the learning that occurred in the regional convenings. 

• Support with mathematics walkthroughs and data collection utilizing the Tennessee Math 

IPG. 

• Access to asynchronous learning modules: These asynchronous learning modules provide 

additional support to personnel who are not directly participating in the direct supports mentioned 

above. They offer the opportunity for all stakeholders to have a normed understanding of strong 

instructional practice in mathematics and the necessary systems and supports to foster increased 

student achievement in math.  

These networks are designed to build the capacity of district and school instructional leaders as it pertains 

to strong mathematics instructional practice. To continue building congruent messaging between education 

preparation providers (EPPs) and school districts, EPPs will be invited to participate in regional convenings 

and virtual learning communities as appropriate as well as having access to the asynchronous modules. The 

facets of the network will be supported by a state-approved vendor through a contract that is structured to 

model a curriculum focused community of practice for participating schools and districts. 

Department-Provided Middle Grades Math Training 

In the years after the COVID-19 pandemic, middle grades students showed decreased performance and 

growth in mathematics. Lower performance in middle grades correlates with students’ likelihood of success 



23 

 

in Algebra I and therefore the ability to progress through high school math efficiently. Thus, the department 

identified middle grades as a priority area for this training. The department received a grant alongside an 

implementation vendor from the Council of Chief State School Officers for the development and delivery of 

the training for an academic year. In the 2023-24 school year, the department provided this free, optional 

training on math for grades 5-8 teachers. The training comprised a five-day training program and was open 

to mathematics stakeholders in many roles, such as teachers, instructional coaches, principals, and other 

administrative leaders to bolster math instruction in grades 5-8. EPP partners were also invited to 

participate with the goal of strengthening the connection in messaging between what is taught to pre-

service teachers and what they will experience as a teacher. The funding the department received to 

operationalize this aspect of mathematics training was through a state-awarded grant totaling $200,000. 

Those funds were utilized predominately to design training content and facilitate in-person learning 

opportunities.  

The training included two days of asynchronous training and three days of in-person training with a state-

approved vendor in November 2023 and May/June 2024. The department provided a professional learning 

community (PLC) guide for districts that choose to participate in the asynchronous section of the training, 

which is available for free on the department’s website.  

LEA-Level Professional Development and Pedagogical Practices 

Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-1-234 charges the department with conducting a landscape analysis of mathematics 

instruction in Tennessee, which includes collecting and reporting on “professional development and 

pedagogical practices used by local education agencies (LEAs) for teachers in mathematics.” To gather data 

in response to this requirement, the department requested that LEAs complete a survey to report on these 

topics. The LEA survey was open from September to October of 2024, and 118 LEA responses were recorded 

and analyzed.  

Pedagogical Practices and Instructional Shifts 

For almost 15 years, Tennessee has emphasized three integral instructional shifts in math instruction that 

support student learning. Those three shifts include procedural fluency, conceptual understanding, and 

application. Two of those shifts, conceptual understanding and procedural fluency, have been of particular 

focus in state led initiative and thus LEAs were asked specifically to indicate if their vision for mathematics 

instruction was polarized to one or the other or if their vision put forth an equal focus on both. Most LEAs 

report a vision that supports equal attention being placed on both procedural fluency with conceptual 

understanding.  

• Procedural fluency is the ability to apply procedures efficiently, flexibly, and accurately; to transfer 

procedures to different problems and contexts; to build or modify procedures from other 
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procedures; and to recognize when one strategy or procedure is more appropriate to apply than 

another (NCTM, 2014, 2020; National Research Council, 2001, 2005, 2012).  

• Conceptual understanding means making sure students understand the “why” behind 

mathematical operations and can apply them in new and different contexts and both precedes and 

coincides with the development of procedural fluency (NCTM, 2023).  

• An equal approach indicates that both are seen as important for the learning of mathematics and 

are an intentional focus of instruction. The pedagogical practices (i.e., methods and activities used to 

teach within the classroom) for mathematics are grounded in the two aforementioned instructional 

shifts alongside the third, application, which entails students being able to apply what they have 

learned in mathematical to real-world situations. 

 

 

Professional Development Practices 

Most of the survey questions focused on LEAs’ PD practices related to math so the department could share 

the data with the Mathematics Expert Review Panel to help them identify key areas of need and inform their 

recommendations.  

When asked what type(s) of math PD they had offered teachers for K-8 math in the last calendar year, 

almost all LEAs reported providing math PD aligned to their adopted math curriculum. PD related to content 

knowledge was more common in later elementary grades. PD related to differentiating for various student 

needs was offered in less than half of the responding districts, as was PD related to supplemental resources 

and educational technology. 

88%

7%
5% We have about an equal balance

between math fluency and
conceptual understanding.

We primarily focus on building
math fluency.

We primarily focus on
developing conceptual
understanding.

Figure 13 

LEA’s Pedagogical Approaches to Math Instruction 
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The survey also asked LEAs to select their top three PD goals by grade level. Differentiating for students who 

are experiencing challenges in math and building teachers’ math content knowledge were the top two 

selections in every grade band. While responses were similar across grade bands, districts reported a 

slightly higher priority on PD related to curriculum implementation for grades 3-8 than K-2, on 

differentiating for advanced learners in grades K-2, in differentiating for ELs in grades 3-5, and on 

educational technology in grades 6-8. 
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Types of Mathematics Professional Development LEAs Provided to Teachers in the Last Calendar Year  
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The survey also asked how districts typically provide PD opportunities for their teachers. The most common 

type of PD delivery model was in-person, ongoing professional learning communities (PLCs), with 108 of 118 

responding LEAs using that model with grades K-8 teachers. One-time, in-person workshops were the next 

most common, while online-only formats of PLCs, synchronous, and asynchronous trainings were used in 

the fewest LEAs. LEAs could report more than one type of PD delivery model. 
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Topics That Leas Would Most Like to Offer Mathematics Teachers in the Next Calendar Year  
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In addition to different modalities, LEAs used a variety of PD providers, with the three most common by far 

being district-selected vendors, internal LEA staff, and the department. 

 

 

Note. Districts could report more than one type of provider. 
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Professional Development Models Used With K-8 Mathematics Teachers in the Last Calendar Year  

Figure 17 

Types of Professional Development Providers LEAs Used with K-8 Mathematics Teachers   
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Another form of professional support for educators is coaching from experts in a subject area or 

instructional methodology. LEAs take different approaches to coaching support related to mathematics. 

Most LEAs that employ math coaches were about evenly split between hiring math-specific coaches and 

general content coaches who support math and other subjects. More LEAs have math coaches at the district 

level, supporting more than one school, than LEAs that have math coaches assigned to individual schools. 
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LEAs Employment of Coaches that Support Math Instruction  

Figure 19 
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Overall, this survey had a high response rate with 118 of 147 LEAs responding (over 80 percent) and 

indicated a strong commitment to, and ongoing need for, PD that supports teachers in grades K-8 with 

several aspects of mathematics instruction. 

Educator Perspective 

The Tennessee Educator Survey administered in Spring 2024 asked teachers questions related to the math-

related supports they received in the preceding year. Almost 90 percent of teachers had access to their 

students’ diagnostic assessment data for math, which aligns with requirements related to screening 

students for math-related skills deficits through RTI2. Teachers also commonly participated in PLCs and 

received feedback via walk-through observations and instructional coaches. 

 

 

Recommendations of the Mathematics Expert Review Panel 

The department convened a panel of Tennessee educators and mathematics and national experts, as 

required by Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-1-234. The panelists represented each Grand Division of Tennessee, 

traditional public schools and public charter schools, Tennessee EPPs, and national researchers on best 

practices in math instruction and intervention. The panelists’ professional biographies are included in 

Appendix D. 

 

This panel held two virtual meetings in October and November 2024 during which panelists discussed 

research-based practices for effective math PD, reviewed responses from the department’s survey on 

district PD practices and developed and refined the following recommendations. While the department staff 

Figure 20 

Responses to the 2023-2024 Tennessee Educator Survey Related to Math Supports  
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supported the panel’s convenings, the following recommendations represent the consensus of the panelists 

themselves. 

 

Recommendation 1: Diversify Professional Development Delivery Methods and Expand Access 

• Expand Modalities: Offer diverse professional development (PD) formats, including in-person 

sessions, online modules, live virtual training, and hybrid models. This will increase flexibility and 

accommodate varying schedules of educators across the state. 

• Train-the-Trainer and Facilitator Support: Include facilitator manuals, PLC guides, and train-the-

trainer opportunities. Empower district and school staff to redeliver content within local education 

agencies (LEAs), enabling a scalable model that can increase participation, especially in larger LEAs. 

• Evergreen Resources: Create on-demand resources that are accessible throughout the school year. 

These should include short, focused video clips of Tennessee teachers demonstrating specific 

standards or strategies. Resources should be organized by grade band and made searchable by 

topic to allow for just-in-time learning when relevant to instruction. 

• Support Pre-Service Educators: Provide access to in-person and online PD resources to educator 

preparation provider (EPP) faculty members and pre-service teacher candidates. Offer facilitator 

training to EPP faculty.  

 

Recommendation 2: Align PD Content with State Standards and Resources 

• Leverage Existing State Tools: Centralize PD content around Tennessee Academic Standards, 

Instructional Focus Documents, and other state resources. Include resources housed on existing 

state-provided resources to ensure coherence and reduce redundancy. 

• Local Context and Relevance: Use examples and videos from Tennessee classrooms to ensure 

content feels relevant. Avoid out-of-state examples to maintain alignment with local standards and 

practices. 

• Highlight Vertical Alignment: Explicitly address vertical alignment within PD content, clarifying 

what students are expected to learn in earlier grades and how it connects to future learning. This 

supports a coherent understanding of student progression across grade bands. 

 

Recommendation 3: Focus on Research-Based Practices 

• Content Knowledge and Pedagogy: Prioritize PD that is grounded in research, enhances teachers’ 

content knowledge, and fosters conceptual understanding. Topics should include word problems, 

fractions, procedural and conceptual fluency, equivalence, and algebraic-geometric connections. 

• Vocabulary and Strategies: Emphasize accurate math vocabulary starting from early grades. Avoid 

“tricks” that compromise conceptual clarity and focus on strategies that deepen understanding. 

Include opportunities for teachers to practice multiple problem-solving approaches. 

• Rationale for Practices: Embed explanations of the research behind recommended strategies and 

approaches. Providing the “why” helps teachers understand the rationale, making it easier for them 

to apply best practices consistently. 
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Recommendation 4: Support Differentiated Instruction for Diverse Learner Needs 

• Integration of Differentiation: Embed differentiation strategies within all PD modules rather than 

isolating them as separate topics. This includes supporting English Learners (EL), students with 

disabilities, and those at risk for math difficulties; it also includes strategies for supporting advanced 

or accelerated learners. 

• Explicit Vocabulary Instruction: Include explicit vocabulary strategies within PD to help diverse 

learners, particularly ELs, engage with math content. Highlight how strong vocabulary instruction 

connects to conceptual understanding and problem-solving. 

• Grade-Banded and Cross-Grade Training: Offer a mix of grade-banded training while also 

incorporating elements that span grade levels. This fosters an understanding of foundational 

concepts introduced in early grades and their relevance in later learning stages, encouraging 

teachers to think beyond their immediate grade level. 

 

 

The department also surveyed Tennessee’s State Board-approved educator preparation providers to gain 

data and insights relevant to Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 49-1-233 – 49-1-234. The Act charged the department with 

collecting and reporting on “the practices used by educator preparation providers in this state to prepare 

mathematics teachers for educator licensure.” The EPP survey was open for a month from mid-September 

to mid-October 2024, and 43 EPP responses were recorded. The survey was anonymous to ensure candid 

responses. 

EPP Survey Results 

The survey asked EPPs to report on several different characteristics, including their location, type of EPPs, 

and math-related endorsements offered. Most State Board-approved EPPs responded to the survey, and 

their basic characteristics are reported in Figures 21-23 below. 

 

 

East Tennessee Middle Tennessee West Tennessee 

16 EPPs 16 EPPs 11 EPPs 

 

  

Figure 21 

Responding EPP’s Geographic Distribution  
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Private College or 

University 

Public University Education-Related 

Organization 

LEA-Run EPP 

27 EPPs 10 EPPs 3 EPPs 3 EPPs 

Note. Education-related organizations include, for example teacher residencies and Teach for America programs. 

 

 

Early Childhood 

Pre-K – 3 

Elementary K – 5 Math 6 – 8  Math 6 – 10 Math 6 – 12 

21 EPPs 38 EPPs 17 EPPs 9 EPPs 34 EPPs 

 

Clinical Experiences at EPPs 

According to State Board Rule 0520-02-04, clinical experiences are: “guided, hands-on, practical applications 

and demonstrations of professional knowledge of theory to practice, skills, and dispositions through 

collaborative and facilitated learning in field-based assignments, tasks, activities, and assessments across a 

variety of settings.” 

EPPs have developed intentional clinical experiences for their candidates that align with candidates' 

endorsement areas. EPPs offering an Early Childhood Pre-K-3 or an Elementary K-5 endorsement reported 

that candidates’ math clinical experiences directly related to their endorsement areas at a lower rate, 95 

percent and 92 percent, than EPPs offering a Math 6-8, Math 6-10, or Math 6-12 endorsement, in which all 

EPPs reported that 100 percent of candidates’ clinical experiences are directly related to their endorsement 

area. This slight variation is likely due to candidates in Early Childhood and Elementary endorsement areas 

also needing to gain experience with teaching other content areas, including early literacy, whereas middle 

and high school teachers typically focus exclusively on one content area. 

Figure 22 

Responding EPP’s Type of EPP  

Figure 23 

Math-Related Endorsements Offered at Responding EPPs  
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EPP Requirements for Math Content-Specific Coursework 

The number of math content courses required for candidates varies by endorsement area, as candidates 

seeking higher grade level endorsements are more likely to complete more required courses. For 

candidates seeking an Early Childhood Pre-K-3 endorsement, most EPPs require two or three math content 

courses, and more EPPs require Elementary K-5 endorsement candidates to complete three math content 

courses. Candidates for the Pre-K-3 and K-5 endorsements must also complete coursework in other 

subjects, including early literacy, and pass licensure assessments that encompass multiple subject areas.  

The majority of EPPs offering a Math 6-8, Math 6-10, and Math 6-12 endorsements require candidates to 

complete more than three math content courses. These teacher candidates’ coursework and licensure 

assessments are more specialized to math content. 
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Figure 24 

Direct Relation of Candidates’ Math Clinical Experiences and Endorsement Areas   
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Across all endorsement areas, EPPs were more likely to report that candidates were exposed to math 

content classrooms throughout their program of study. The most common type of exposure to math 

content classrooms was to in-person teaching, followed by a combination of in-person teaching, video 

lessons, and independent reading. 
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Required Number of Math Content Courses by Endorsement Area  

Figure 26 

Timing of Exposure to Math Content Classrooms by Endorsement Area  
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EPPs and High-Quality Instructional Materials for Math 

It is important for educator candidates to become familiar with the instructional materials they are likely to 

use in the classroom early on in their preparation experiences. Each EPP in Tennessee designates an LEA as 

its “primary partner,” which means the EPP and LEA (or charter management organization) collaborate to 

ensure candidates in the EPPs are prepared for the expectations of the LEA. To support that goal, most EPPs 

reported incorporating their primary partner LEA’s HQIM into their coursework for candidates. Of the 

available HQIM, SAVVAS, McGraw Hill, and Curriculum Associates were used by EPP’s primary partners most 

often, thus incorporated into candidates’ coursework.  
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Figure 27 

Type of Exposure to Math Content Classrooms by Endorsement Area  
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Figure 28 

EPP’s Incorporation of Primary Partner’s High Quality Instructional Materials (HQIM) by Endorsement Area 

Figure 29 

Primary Partner’s High Quality Instructional Materials (HQIM) by Endorsement Area  
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Candidates’ exposure to HQIM in clinical experiences varies by endorsement area, as more variation is 

observed among Early Childhood Pre-K-3 and Elementary K-5 programs in comparison to the higher grade 

level programs. For candidates seeking an Early Childhood Pre-K-3 or an Elementary K-5 endorsement, EPPs 

were more likely to report candidates’ exposure to HQIM as occurring in 25 to 50 percent of candidates’ 

clinical experiences than other endorsement areas. Most EPPs offering a Math 6-8, Math 6-10, or Math 6-12 

endorsement reported that candidates were exposed to HQIM in at least 75 percent of their clinical 

experiences.  

 

 

 

The survey of EPPs indicated that, as may be expected, candidates in math-specific endorsement areas for 

middle and high school grades experience more math content courses, more frequent exposure to HQIM 

for math, and to experience math content classrooms throughout their program of study. Teacher 

candidates in Early Childhood and Elementary endorsement areas must also have time in their programs to 

prepare to teach other subjects, including early literacy, which may be a challenge to balance with math-

specific coursework and clinical experiences, though EPPs are incorporating math into those endorsement 

programs as well. 
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Candidates’ Exposure to High Quality Instructional Materials (HQIM) within Clinical Experiences by Endorsement Area  
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The final requirement for this landscape analysis as listed in Tenn. Code Ann. § 49-1-234 is that it describes 

“the benefits and potential outcomes of requiring teachers to successfully complete a standards-aligned 

mathematics professional development course to obtain, renew, advance, or maintain an educator license 

with an endorsement that qualifies the teacher to teach mathematics to students in kindergarten through 

grade eight (K-8).” While there may be benefits to establishing this requirement, there are likely more 

challenging outcomes that outweigh those positives. 

 

Potential Benefits 

If the Tennessee General Assembly were to require that all educators wishing to obtain, renew, or advance a 

license with an endorsement that qualifies them to teach mathematics in grades K-8, that would ensure 

that, in the next decade, all educators who hold the related endorsements would have a consistent training 

completed. Because professional-level licenses are valid for a ten-year period, it would take that amount of 

time for all relevant educators to be required to complete the training to renew their licenses. If there is a 

desire for educators to complete the training sooner than that time frame, there may need to be a new 

accountability mechanism created to ensure timely completion for current educators. A similar process was 

created to implement the Tennessee Literacy Success Act’s (TLSA) requirements related to educator PD and 

assessment. 

Potential Unintended Consequences 

There are several potential unintended consequences to consider regarding new requirements for math 

teachers. 

• Exacerbate existing teacher shortages. Math, particularly middle and high school math, has been 

a shortage area for many LEAs for multiple years in a row. Adding requirements to earning or 

maintaining a math-related endorsement could limit an already small population of educators. 

• Barriers to licensure for out-of-state educators. The department has found that educators who 

move to Tennessee and seek licensure can face delays in complying with the PD and assessment 

components of the Literacy Success Act, which can lead to an increase in requests for emergency 

credentials (e.g., permits) as LEAs have urgent timelines to fill vacancies. To allow out-of-state 

candidates to meet a PD requirement for licensure in this high-need content area, the State would 

need to provide a highly accessible PD option (i.e., online, asynchronous, and free). 

• Prolonged implementation period. As noted above, professional licenses are valid for ten years; 

therefore, it could take up to a decade for all current educators to complete the PD in order to 

renew their licenses. A faster timeline would require additional work on the part of the department 

and districts to identify educators who are required to participate and ensure they do so within a 

designated time frame. 

• Similarity to existing expectations. The TLSA required educators to either complete a PD or a 

foundational literacy skills assessment because it represented a new approach to teaching reading 

that most teachers had not had extensive experience with before. Based on this landscape analysis, 
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the recommendations of the Mathematics Expert Review Panel, and comparisons to research-based 

and other states’ best practices, there is not a similar challenge in math. While there are always ways 

to improve math instruction, the findings to date suggest that educators may need additional 

support with certain topics, but not a wholesale shift in their instructional practices. 

 

With the support of Governor Lee and the General Assembly, Tennessee teachers, school and district 

leaders, educator preparation providers, and the department have invested significant work in improving 

math achievement to date. Although current math proficiency levels are below expectations, there is 

significant potential for growth. Utilizing the data from Tennessee’s high achieving districts highlights key 

areas that present opportunities for targeted improvement in K-8 mathematics instruction, learning 

acceleration, intervention, and professional development. Additionally, feedback collected from LEAs, 

teachers, and leaders with the K-8 mathematics space establishes a comprehensive understanding and 

baseline for analyzing the experiences of mathematics educators and setting goals for future practices in 

the classroom. This can be achieved through connecting data and feedback from educator preparation 

providers to understand their capacity and set direction for how current and future educators should 

approach and teach K-8 mathematics to students. To strengthen future efforts in addressing student 

mathematics achievement, the department continues to collect and analyze data to inform the 

development of math PD provided to all Tennessee math educators that is rooted in the current needs of 

students, teachers, and schools of Tennessee.  

 Permission is granted to use and copy these materials for non-commercial educational purposes with attribution 

credit to the “Tennessee Department of Education.” If you wish to use these materials for reasons other than non-

commercial educational purposes, please contact the Office of General Counsel at (615) 741-2921 or 

TDOE.GeneralCounsel@tn.gov. 

  

 

mailto:TDOE.GeneralCounsel@tn.gov
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Appendix A 

Grades 3-8 Math Proficiency by Local Education Agency (2023-24 school year) 3 

 

Note: LEAs listed by percent of students meeting or exceeding proficiency are on the Grades 3-8 Math TCAP.  

For further disaggregations of scores, please see the Data Downloads page on the department’s website. 

 

Local Education Agency 

(LEA) 

% Below or Approaching 

Expectations 

% Met or Exceeded 

Expectations 

Grades 3-8 Math 

TVAAS Score  

Germantown Municipal 

Schools 

25.0 75.1 

4 

Collierville Schools 26.8 73.3 3 

Williamson County 

Schools 

27.6 72.4 

3 

Arlington Community 

Schools 

29.9 70.1 

1 

Maryville City Schools 32.4 67.6 1 

Lakeland School System 35.9 64.1 1 

Johnson City Schools 40.5 59.5 2 

Bells City School 41.7 58.3 5 

Sumner County Schools 42.0 58 5 

Gibson County Special 

School District 

42.2 57.8 

1 

Trousdale County 

Schools 

43.2 56.8 

5 

Alamo City Schools 43.3 56.7 3 

Wilson County Schools 44.2 55.8 1 

Franklin Special School 

District 

44.3 55.7 

1 

Oak Ridge Schools 45.4 54.5 1 

Bartlett City Schools 46.1 53.9 5 

Clinton City Schools 48.5 51.5 5 

Paris Special School 

District 

48.9 51.1 

1 

Rhea County Schools 49.0 51 5 

Dyer County Schools 49.8 50.2 1 

 

3 Data supporting the analysis in Appendix A, excluding TVAAS score data, can be found in the 2024 Assessment Files on 

the Department’s Data Downloads page. TVAAS data is also included on this page under TVAAS Composites.  

https://www.tn.gov/education/districts/federal-programs-and-oversight/data/data-downloads.html
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Local Education Agency 

(LEA) 

% Below or Approaching 

Expectations 

% Met or Exceeded 

Expectations 

Grades 3-8 Math 

TVAAS Score  

Henry County Schools 49.9 50.1 3 

Decatur County Schools 50.3 49.8 2 

Obion County Schools 50.2 49.8 4 

Van Buren County 

Schools 

51.3 48.8 

5 

Weakley County Schools 51.3 48.7 3 

Putnam County Schools 51.4 48.6 3 

Rutherford County 

Schools 

51.4 48.6 

5 

Alcoa City Schools 51.5 48.5 5 

Chester County Schools 51.6 48.5 1 

Crockett County Schools 52.1 48 5 

White County Schools 52.1 47.8 3 

Elizabethton City Schools 52.6 47.4 1 

Huntingdon Special 

School District 

53.1 46.9 

1 

Lexington City Schools 53.2 46.8 3 

Etowah City Schools 53.4 46.6 4 

Manchester City Schools 53.4 46.6 2 

Greene County Schools 53.8 46.3 5 

Union City Schools 53.8 46.3 5 

Athens City Schools 53.9 46.2 2 

Milan Special School 

District 

53.8 46.2 

5 

Washington County 

Schools 

54.2 45.9 

3 

Greeneville City Schools 54.2 45.8 5 

Kingsport City Schools 54.2 45.8 5 

Murfreesboro City 

Schools 

54.4 45.6 

1 

Dayton City School 54.8 45.3 5 

Henderson County 

Schools 

54.7 45.3 

5 

Stewart County Schools 55.4 44.6 5 

Loudon County Schools 55.6 44.4 1 

Bristol City Schools 55.9 44.2 1 
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Local Education Agency 

(LEA) 

% Below or Approaching 

Expectations 

% Met or Exceeded 

Expectations 

Grades 3-8 Math 

TVAAS Score  

Tipton County Schools 55.9 44.1 1 

McKenzie Special School 

District 

56.1 43.9 

1 

Bradley County Schools 56.6 43.4 2 

Moore County Schools 56.7 43.3 4 

Dyersburg City Schools 57.0 43 5 

Lebanon Special School 

District 

57.1 43 

3 

Smith County Schools 57.2 42.7 1 

Roane County Schools 57.7 42.4 2 

Unicoi County Schools 57.5 42.4 3 

Cumberland County 

Schools 

57.9 42.1 

5 

Lawrence County Schools 58.3 41.7 1 

Macon County Schools 58.3 41.7 1 

Overton County Schools 58.2 41.7 1 

Dickson County Schools 58.5 41.6 4 

McMinn County Schools 58.6 41.4 3 

Knox County Schools 59.7 40.3 5 

Newport City School 60.1 39.9 2 

Hollow Rock – Bruceton 

Special School District 

60.2 39.8 

3 

Cheatham County 

Schools 

60.3 39.7 

4 

Hamblen County Schools 60.3 39.7 1 

Hamilton County Schools 60.6 39.4 1 

Bradford Special School 

District 

60.7 39.3 

2 

Giles County Schools 60.8 39.2 3 

Marshall County Schools 60.8 39.2 1 

Blount County Schools 61.0 39 1 

Sevier County Schools 61.7 38.3 5 

Carter County Schools 62.1 37.9 5 

Clarksville-Montgomery 

County Schools 

62.1 37.9 

1 

Jefferson County Schools 62.4 37.6 1 
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Local Education Agency 

(LEA) 

% Below or Approaching 

Expectations 

% Met or Exceeded 

Expectations 

Grades 3-8 Math 

TVAAS Score  

Sweetwater City Schools 62.5 37.5 1 

Sullivan County Schools 62.5 37.4 1 

Cocke County Schools 62.7 37.3 2 

Lincoln County Schools 62.7 37.3 1 

Jackson County Schools 62.9 37.1 3 

Coffee County Schools 63.1 36.9 2 

Trenton Special School 

District 

63.4 36.6 

2 

Lenoir City Schools 63.6 36.5 5 

Grundy County Schools 63.7 36.4 3 

Anderson County Schools 64.4 35.6 1 

Bedford County Schools 64.4 35.6 5 

Marion County Schools 64.4 35.6 3 

Tullahoma City Schools 65.2 34.8 3 

Bledsoe County Schools 65.5 34.6 5 

Fentress County Schools 65.6 34.4 2 

Scott County Schools 65.6 34.4 4 

Meigs County Schools 65.9 34.1 1 

Polk County Schools 66.1 33.9 1 

Oneida Special School 

District 

66.3 33.7 

1 

Hickman County Schools 66.4 33.6 1 

Fayetteville City Schools 66.7 33.3 1 

Maury County Schools  66.7 33.2 5 

Campbell County Schools 67.3 32.7 3 

Grainger County Schools 67.5 32.5 3 

McNairy County Schools 67.5 32.5 4 

Rogersville City Schools 67.9 32.1 4 

Sequatchie County 

Schools 

68.2 31.8 

1 

Hawkins County Schools 68.2 31.7 4 

Hardin County Schools 68.6 31.4 1 

Robertson County 

Schools 

68.6 31.4 

1 

DeKalb County Schools 69.6 30.4 5 

Cleveland City Schools 69.7 30.3 3 
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Local Education Agency 

(LEA) 

% Below or Approaching 

Expectations 

% Met or Exceeded 

Expectations 

Grades 3-8 Math 

TVAAS Score  

Benton County Schools 70.1 29.8 2 

Millington Municipal 

Schools 

70.4 29.6 

1 

Humphreys County 

Schools 

70.6 29.4 

3 

Metropolitan Nashville 

Public Schools 

70.7 29.3 

5 

Hancock County Schools 71.0 29 4 

Tennessee Public Charter 

School Commission 

71.1 28.9 

5 

Claiborne County Schools 71.6 28.3 1 

Franklin County Schools 71.9 28.1 1 

Perry County Schools 71.9 28.1 3 

Lewis County Schools 72.3 27.7 1 

Warren County Schools 72.3 27.7 2 

Monroe County Schools 72.4 27.6 1 

Clay County Schools 72.6 27.4 2 

Lauderdale County 

Schools 

73.1 26.9 

3 

South Carroll Special 

School District 

74.0 26.1 

3 

Pickett County Schools 74.0 26 3 

Morgan County Schools 74.4 25.6 2 

West Carroll Special 

District 

74.5 25.5 

3 

Jackson-Madison County 

Schools 

74.8 25.2 

5 

Houston County Schools 76.4 23.6 5 

Johnson County Schools 77.0 23 1 

Hardeman County 

Schools 

77.2 22.9 

1 

Wayne County Schools 78.9 21.1 4 

Memphis-Shelby County 

Schools 

80.0 20 

5 

Richard City Schools 80.8 19.2 3 

Union County Schools 82.2 17.8 1 
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Local Education Agency 

(LEA) 

% Below or Approaching 

Expectations 

% Met or Exceeded 

Expectations 

Grades 3-8 Math 

TVAAS Score  

Cannon County Schools 82.9 17.1 3 

Fayette County Public 

Schools 

83.0 17.1 

2 

Lake County Schools 85.0 15 1 

Haywood County Schools 89.1 10.9 3 

Achievement School 

District 

90.4 9.6 

5 

Humboldt City Schools 92.0 8 1 

Tennessee Schools for 

the Deaf 

** ** 

3 

Department Of Children's 

Services Education 

Division 

** ** 

#N/A 

Tennessee School for 

Blind 

** ** 

#N/A 

West Tennessee School 

for the Deaf 

**  ** 

#N/A 
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Appendix B 

Math Textbook and Instructional Materials Purchase Trends by LEA 

Local Education 

Agency (LEA) 

CORE Region K-2 Grade Band 3-5 Grade Band 
6-8 Grade Band 

Alamo City Schools Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Alcoa City Schools East SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Anderson County 

Schools East 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Arlington 

Community Schools Southwest SAVVAS SAVVAS McGraw Hill 

Athens City Schools Southeast Zearn Great Minds SAVVAS 

Bartlett City Schools Southwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Bedford County 

Schools South Central SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Bells City Schools Northwest 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt SAVVAS  

Benton County 

Schools Northwest McGraw Hill 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Bledsoe County 

Schools Upper Cumberland SAVVAS SAVVAS Big Ideas Learning 

Blount County 

Schools East 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates McGraw Hill 

Bradford Special 

School District Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Bradley County 

Schools 
Southeast 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Bristol City Schools First McGraw Hill McGraw Hill Big Ideas Learning 

Campbell County 

Schools East 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Cannon County 

Schools Upper Cumberland 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Carter County 

Schools First SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Cheatham County 

Schools Mid Cumberland McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Chester County 

Schools Southwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Claiborne County 

Schools East SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 
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Local Education 

Agency (LEA) 

CORE Region K-2 Grade Band 3-5 Grade Band 
6-8 Grade Band 

Clay County Schools Upper Cumberland SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Cleveland City 

Schools Southeast SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Clinton City Schools East 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates (6 

only) 

Cocke County 

Schools First 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Coffee County 

Schools South Central 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Collierville Schools Southwest McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Crockett County 

Schools Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Cumberland County 

Schools Upper Cumberland McGraw Hill SAVVAS Big Ideas Learning 

Dayton City Schools Southeast 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Decatur County 

Schools Southwest McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

DeKalb County 

Schools Upper Cumberland SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Dickson County 

Schools Mid Cumberland 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates McGraw Hill 

Dyer County Schools Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Dyersburg City 

Schools Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Elizabethton City 

Schools First Great Minds (K-1) 

Curriculum 

Associates (2-5) Big Ideas Learning 

Etowah City Schools Southeast SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Fayette County 

Schools Southwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Fayetteville City 

Schools South Central 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates SAVVAS 

Fentress County 

Schools Upper Cumberland McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Franklin County 

Schools South Central SAVVAS SAVVAS Big Ideas Learning 
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Local Education 

Agency (LEA) 

CORE Region K-2 Grade Band 3-5 Grade Band 
6-8 Grade Band 

Franklin Special 

School District Mid Cumberland 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

McGraw Hill (5-6), 

Big Ideas Learning 

(7-8) 

Germantown 

Municipal Schools Southwest Great Minds Great Minds SAVVAS 

Gibson County 

Special School 

District Northwest 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Giles County Schools South Central McGraw Hill SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Grainger County 

Schools East SAVVAS SAVVAS 
SAVVAS 

Greene County 

Schools First McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Greeneville City 

Schools First McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Grundy County 

Schools Southeast SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Hamblen County 

Schools First McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Hamilton County 

Schools 
Southeast 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Hancock County 

Schools First 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates McGraw Hill 

Hardeman County 

Schools Southwest 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates Big Ideas Learning 

Hardin County 

Schools Southwest 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Hawkins County 

Schools First 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Haywood County 

Schools Southwest 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Henderson County 

Schools Southwest McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Henry County 

Schools Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Hickman County 

Schools South Central 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates Big Ideas Learning 
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Local Education 

Agency (LEA) 

CORE Region K-2 Grade Band 3-5 Grade Band 
6-8 Grade Band 

Hollow Rock 

Bruceton Special 

School District Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Houston County 

Schools Mid Cumberland 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates McGraw Hill 

Humboldt City 

Schools Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Humphreys County 

Schools Mid Cumberland 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt Big Ideas Learning 

Huntingdon Special 

School District Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Jackson County 

Schools Upper Cumberland SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Jefferson County 

Schools East 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Johnson City Schools First SAVVAS SAVVAS Big Ideas Learning 

Johnson County 

Schools First 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Kingsport City 

Schools First Great Minds Great Minds Big Ideas Learning 

Knox County Schools East 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Lake County Schools Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS Big Ideas Learning 

Lakeland School 

System Southwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Lauderdale County 

Schools Southwest Great Minds Great Minds McGraw Hill 

Lawrence County 

Schools South Central 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Lebanon Special 

School District Mid Cumberland McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Lenoir City Schools East 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Lewis County 

Schools South Central 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Lexington City 

Schools Southwest 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Lincoln County 

Schools South Central 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 
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Local Education 

Agency (LEA) 

CORE Region K-2 Grade Band 3-5 Grade Band 
6-8 Grade Band 

Loudon County 

Schools East SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Macon County 

Schools Upper Cumberland McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Madison County 

Schools Southwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Manchester City 

Schools South Central SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Marion County 

Schools Southeast SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Marshall County 

Schools South Central 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt (K-5) SAVVAS (K-5) Big Ideas Learning 

Maryville City 

Schools East 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates (6-7), 

SAVVAS (8) 

Maury County 

Schools South Central 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

McKenzie Special 

School District Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

McMinn County 

Schools Southeast Great Minds Great Minds SAVVAS 

McNairy County 

Schools Southwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Meigs County 

Schools Southeast 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates SAVVAS 

Metropolitan 

Nashville Public 

Schools Mid Cumberland Accelerate Learning Accelerate Learning 

Open Up 

Resources 

Milan Special School 

District Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Millington Municipal 

Schools Southwest McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Monroe County 

Schools East McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Montgomery County 

Schools Mid Cumberland McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Moore County 

Schools South Central 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates (3-6) 

Big Ideas Learning 

(7-8) 
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Local Education 

Agency (LEA) 

CORE Region K-2 Grade Band 3-5 Grade Band 
6-8 Grade Band 

Morgan County 

Schools East 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Murfreesboro City 

Schools Mid Cumberland 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Newport City 

Schools First 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Oak Ridge Schools East Open Up Resources Open Up Resources Amplify 

Obion County 

Schools Northwest McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Oneida City Schools East 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates Big Ideas Learning 

Overton County 

Schools Upper Cumberland 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Paris Special School 

District Northwest 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates (3-4) SAVVAS (5-8) 

Perry County 

Schools South Central McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Pickett County 

Schools Upper Cumberland SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Polk County Schools Southeast SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Putnam County 

Schools Upper Cumberland McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Rhea County 

Schools Southeast SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Richard City Schools Southeast SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Roane County 

Schools East 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Robertson County 

Schools Mid Cumberland 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt SAVVAS 

Rogersville City 

Schools First SAVVAS McGraw Hill Amplify 

Rutherford County 

Schools Mid Cumberland 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt SAVVAS 

Scott County 

Schools East SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Sequatchie County 

Schools 
Southeast 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt 

Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt (3-4) SAVVAS (5-8) 

Sevier County 

Schools East McGraw Hill McGraw Hill Big Ideas Learning 
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Local Education 

Agency (LEA) 

CORE Region K-2 Grade Band 3-5 Grade Band 
6-8 Grade Band 

Shelby County 

Schools Southwest SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Smith County 

Schools Upper Cumberland SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

South Carroll Special 

School District Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Stewart County 

Schools Mid Cumberland 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates McGraw Hill 

Sullivan County 

Schools First Great Minds Great Minds Big Ideas Learning 

Sumner County 

Schools Mid Cumberland Great Minds Great Minds 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Sweetwater City 

Schools East 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

TN School for the 

Blind Mid Cumberland 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates Big Ideas Learning 

TN School for the 

Deaf East McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Tipton County 

Schools Southwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Trenton Special 

School District Northwest 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Trousdale County 

Schools Upper Cumberland 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Tullahoma City 

Schools South Central SAVVAS SAVVAS Big Ideas Learning 

Unicoi County 

Schools First 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates McGraw Hill 

Union City Schools Northwest McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Union County 

Schools East Great Minds Great Minds Amplify 

Van Buren County 

Schools Upper Cumberland 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Warren County 

Schools Upper Cumberland 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Washington County 

Schools First SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

Wayne County 

Schools South Central SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 
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Local Education 

Agency (LEA) 

CORE Region K-2 Grade Band 3-5 Grade Band 
6-8 Grade Band 

Weakley County 

Schools Northwest SAVVAS SAVVAS SAVVAS 

West Carroll Special 

School District Northwest 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

Curriculum 

Associates 

West Tenn School 

for the Deaf Southwest McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

McGraw Hill (6 

only) 

White County 

Schools Upper Cumberland 

Curriculum 

Associates SAVVAS Big Ideas Learning 

Williamson County 

Schools Mid Cumberland McGraw Hill McGraw Hill McGraw Hill 

Wilson County 

Schools Mid Cumberland SAVVAS SAVVAS McGraw Hill 
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Appendix C 

LEA Participation in the Math Implementation Supports Grant and Middle Grades Math Training 

Local Education 

Agency (LEA) 

Received the Math 

Implementation  

Supports Grant? 

Participated in the 

Middle Grades Math 

Training? 

Chosen Vendor 

Alamo City Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Alcoa City Schools No Yes N/A 

Alvin C. York Institute Yes No New Teacher Center 

Anderson County Schools Yes Yes Schoolkit 

Arlington Community 

Schools No Yes N/A 

Athens City Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Bartlett City Schools No Yes N/A 

Bedford County Schools Yes Yes Instruction Partners 

Bells City School Yes No SchoolKit 

Benton County Schools Yes No SchoolKit 

Bledsoe County Schools Yes No TNTP 

Blount County Schools Yes No TNTP 

Bradford Special School 

District Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Bradley County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Bristol City Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Cannon County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Carter County Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Cheatham County 

Schools Yes Yes Instruction Partners 

Chester County Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Claiborne County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Clarksville-Montgomery 

County Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Clay County Schools Yes Yes New Teacher Center 

Cleveland City Schools Yes Yes Instruction Partners 

Clinton City Schools Yes No NIET 

Cocke County Schools Yes No TNTP 

Coffee County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Collierville Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Crockett County Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Cumberland County 

Schools Yes Yes TNTP 
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Local Education 

Agency (LEA) 

Received the Math 

Implementation  

Supports Grant? 

Participated in the 

Middle Grades Math 

Training? 

Chosen Vendor 

Dayton City School Yes Yes NIET 

Decatur County Schools No Yes N/A 

DeKalb County Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Dickson County Schools Yes No New Teacher Center 

Dyer County Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Dyersburg City Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Elizabethton City Schools Yes No SchoolKit 

Etowah City Schools Yes No NIET 

Fayette County Public 

Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Fayetteville City Schools No Yes N/A 

Fentress County Schools Yes No NIET 

Franklin County Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Franklin Special School 

District No Yes N/A 

Germantown Municipal 

Schools No Yes N/A 

Gibson County Special 

District Yes No New Teacher Center 

Giles County Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Grainger County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Greeneville City Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Grundy County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Hamblen County Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Hamilton County Schools Yes No New Teacher Center 

Hancock County Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Hardeman County 

Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Hardin County Schools No Yes N/A 

Hawkins County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Haywood County Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Henderson County 

Schools No Yes N/A 

Henry County Schools Yes No TNTP 

Hickman County Schools Yes No SchoolKit 

Hollow Rock – Bruceton 

Special School District Yes No SchoolKit 

Houston County Yes Yes SchoolKit 
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Local Education 

Agency (LEA) 

Received the Math 

Implementation  

Supports Grant? 

Participated in the 

Middle Grades Math 

Training? 

Chosen Vendor 

Humboldt City Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Huntingdon Special 

School District Yes Yes New Teacher Center 

Jackson County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Jackson-Madison County 

Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Jefferson County Schools Yes No TNTP 

Johnson City Schools No Yes N/A 

Johnson County Schools Yes No Instruction Partners 

Kingsport City Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Knox County Schools No Yes N/A 

Lake County Schools No Yes N/A 

Lakeland School System No Yes N/A 

Lauderdale County 

Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Lawrence County Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Lebanon Special School 

District Yes Yes NIET 

Lenoir City Schools Yes No TNTP 

Lexington City Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Lincoln County Schools Yes No SchoolKit 

Loudon County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Macon County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Manchester City Schools Yes No SchoolKit 

Marion County Schools Yes No Instruction Partners 

Marshall County Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Maury County Schools No Yes N/A 

McMinn County Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

McNairy County Schools Yes No SchoolKit 

Meigs County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Metropolitan Nashville 

Public Schools No Yes N/A 

Milan Special School 

District Yes No NIET 

Millington Municipal 

Schools Yes No Instruction Partners 

Monroe County Schools Yes No NIET 

Moore County Schools No Yes N/A 
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Local Education 

Agency (LEA) 

Received the Math 

Implementation  

Supports Grant? 

Participated in the 

Middle Grades Math 

Training? 

Chosen Vendor 

Morgan County Schools Yes No TNTP 

Murfreesboro City 

Schools Yes No Instruction Partners 

Oak Ridge Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Obion County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Oneida Special School 

District Yes Yes NIET 

Overton County Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Paris Special School 

District Yes Yes TNTP 

Polk County Schools Yes No SchoolKit 

Putnam County Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Roane County Schools No Yes N/A 

Robertson County 

Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Rogersville City Schools No Yes N/A 

Rutherford County 

Schools No Yes N/A 

Scott County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Sequatchie County 

Schools Yes No NIET 

Sevier County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Shelby County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Smith County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

South Carroll Special 

School District Yes Yes NIET 

Stewart County Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Sullivan County Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Sumner County Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Sweetwater City Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Tennessee School for the 

Blind Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Tennessee School for the 

Deaf No Yes N/A 

Tipton County Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Trenton Special School 

District Yes Yes TNTP 

Trousdale County Schools Yes No NIET 
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Local Education 

Agency (LEA) 

Received the Math 

Implementation  

Supports Grant? 

Participated in the 

Middle Grades Math 

Training? 

Chosen Vendor 

Unicoi County Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Union City Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Union County Schools Yes Yes TNTP 

Van Buren County 

Schools Yes No Instruction Partners 

Warren County Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Washington County 

Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Wayne County Schools No Yes N/A 

Weakley County Schools Yes Yes NIET 

West Carroll Special 

District Yes No SchoolKit 

White County Schools Yes Yes NIET 

Williamson County 

Schools Yes Yes SchoolKit 

Wilson County Schools Yes Yes New Teacher Center 
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Appendix D 

Mathematics Expert Review Panelists’ Professional Biographies 

Syeda Sharjina Akther is a Graduate Research Assistant and Doctoral Candidate in the Department of 

Special Education at the University of Texas at Austin. Her work focuses on mathematics intervention and 

assessment to identify and effectively instruct students with or at risk for mathematics difficulties in school 

settings. She is investigating the foundational knowledge of mathematics in elementary school settings for 

students with mathematics difficulty (MD) and teachers’ mathematical knowledge. Within this area, her 

research emphasizes implementing evidence-based practices in early numeracy, word-problem solving, and 

fractions understanding for students with MD. Prior to her current position, Akther worked as a special 

education teacher with preschool to Grade 5 students for five years. Over the past two years, she has 

dedicated herself to implementing tutoring programs for Grade 4 students. At present, she collaborates 

with teachers and interventionists to implement evidence-based fraction interventions effectively by 

providing training and resources to educators. Recently, Akther has presented at the following national and 

international conferences: Council for Exceptional Children Convention and Expo, the Pacific Coast Research 

Conference, and Mathematical Cognition and Learning Society Conference. Her research findings have been 

published in esteemed journals such as Educational Psychology Review and Learning Disabilities Research 

and Practice. 

 

Katherine A. Berry, Ed.D., works as a Senior Project Manager in the Department of Special Education at the 

University of Texas at Austin. She manages two Institute for Education Sciences efficacy grants related to (1) 

word-problem solving for third- and fourth-grade students with mathematics difficulties and (2) professional 

development and coaching for elementary mathematics teachers. Berry completed her Ed.D. in Special 

Education at The George Washington University. Berry also holds a B.A. in Art History from the University of 

Virginia and a M.A. in Special Education from Trinity Washington University. Previously, Berry worked as a 

special education teacher for grades 4-6 in Washington, DC schools. Her work has been featured in 

numerous journals, including Preventing School Failure, Journal of Educational Psychology, Learning 

Disabilities Quarterly, and Learning Disabilities: A Multidisciplinary Journal. Recently, Berry has presented at 

the following national conferences: American Educational Research Association, Council for Exceptional 

Children Convention and Expo, the National Arts Education Association, and the Pacific Coast Research 

Conference. Her expertise is in the following areas: students with specific learning disabilities, evidence-

based practices in mathematics, mathematics problem solving, curriculum development, teacher training, 

and arts-integrated instruction.  

 

Beth Fugate currently serves as Bradley County Schools’ K-12 District Mathematics Coordinator and has 

held this role since 2017. Beth is passionate about enhancing mathematics instruction and learning and 

supporting teachers in facilitating engaging, task-based lessons. She has been in education for 20 years 

serving in both Rutherford County Schools and Bradley County Schools. She has taught high school 

mathematics courses and math methods courses for pre-service teachers and has also served on many 

TDOE mathematics committees including Subject Matter Expert and Standards Revision. She supported the 
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Southeast Core Region in TN in the most recent HQIM adoption process and continues to work with 

neighboring districts in their implementation. NCTM has been an important part of her career, and she has 

presented at conferences in Nashville, Salt Lake City, Indianapolis, Atlanta, and virtual conferences. 

 

Jennifer Meadows, Ph.D., is an associate professor in the College of Education at Tennessee Tech 

University. She teaches undergraduate and graduate level mathematics methods courses for grades K-5 and 

graduate level STEM education courses. Dr. Meadows is the associate director for the Millard Oakley STEM 

Center at TN Tech and the director of Research Experiences for STEM Educators and Teachers (RESET) which 

is part of the Army Education Outreach Program (AEOP). Her research interests include pre-service and in-

service teacher education in mathematics and connecting authentic, real-world STEM research into middle 

and high school classrooms. Prior to teaching in higher education in 2012, Dr. Meadows spent 14 years 

teaching elementary grades in Putnam County Schools. 

 

Emily Medlock, Ed.D. is a Professor of Education in the College of Education at Lipscomb University. She is 

the Director of Clinical Experiences for Teacher Education and teaches undergraduate and graduate 

mathematics methods courses. Dr. Medlock is currently the President-elect for TAMTE (Tennessee 

Association of Mathematics Teacher Educators) and has presented at the local, state, and national level on 

mathematics instruction, technology integration in the math classroom, high-quality instructional materials 

in mathematics, and effective instructional strategies. Her current research interests include mathematics 

education, effective instructional strategies, and linguistic support and mathematical strategies for 

multilingual learners. Medlock came to Lipscomb with 13 years of experience as a middle school math 

teacher in the Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools. 

 

Stephanie Miller, currently serving as the Academic Dean of Math at STEM Prep Academy in Nashville, has 

dedicated her career to fostering a love for mathematics in students of all ages. Her teaching journey began 

with fourth-grade students, and she has since taught seventh-grade math and high school algebra before 

transitioning into roles as an instructional coach and Secondary Instructional Coordinator. Her experience 

spans various districts, including MNPS, Kingsport City, Sullivan County, Fairfax County, VA, and Sumner 

County. As a coach and coordinator, she has led school and district-level professional development, 

facilitating sessions at events like the VDOE SOL Institutes, NCTM Regional Conference, and Learning 

Forward Conference. Stephanie is passionate about ensuring that all students feel successful in math, 

focusing on developing conceptual understanding to enhance procedural fluency and real-world 

application. Outside of her professional life, she is married to her high school sweetheart, and they are 

proud parents of a daughter who is currently a freshman in Sumner County. 

 

Holly Pillow has over 26 years in education and has dedicated 15 years to teaching math to students in 

grades 6 to 8 and 11 years as an instructional coach for grades 5 through 8. As an original member of the 

math coach cohort with the Tennessee Department of Education and the Institute for Learning at the 

University of Pittsburgh, Holly has played a key role in advancing math education. She served on numerous 

math item review committees and participated in the grades 6-8 standards revision committee, contributing 

to the development of high-quality standards and assessments. Holly was also invited to speak at the 
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Carnegie Summit in San Francisco, CA, where she presented on the "Plan, Do, Study, Act" Cycle and the 

principles of continuous improvement in education. In addition to these roles, she serves as testing 

coordinator for her school, overseeing assessment logistics and ensuring smooth testing processes. Holly is 

also responsible for data analysis, leading professional development sessions, facilitating intellectual 

preparation meetings (PLCs), and adopting high-quality instructional materials. This multifaceted 

commitment to education has resulted in dynamic learning environments and improved student outcomes. 

 

Jessica Slayton currently serves as the Director of Mathematics for Metro Nashville Public Schools. In her 

current role, which she has held since 2016, she oversees the selection and implementation of high-quality 

instructional materials for K – 12 mathematics and spearheads math-focused district-level support efforts. 

Those efforts include professional learning for teachers, coaches, and school leaders; the creation of scope 

and sequence guidance documents; and “learning walks” with school leadership teams. Her work is driven 

by a desire to rehumanize math education by ensuring that all students—particularly those from historically 

marginalized populations—are consistently receiving engaging grade-level instruction that supports them to 

reason mathematically, communication their ideas with others, and learn to see both the beauty and utility 

of mathematics. She has recently had the opportunity to present to leaders from across the nation on 

productive coaching practices and how content leaders can partner with principal supervisors to better 

support implementation of high-quality math materials. 


