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Abstract: This rebuttal addresses factual inaccuracies and methodological limitations in
Sinclair’s article, “Colorado’s Alignment to Reduced Educator Turnover Based on the Work of
its Teaching and Learning Conditions Initiative.” The original article misstates the statutory
purpose of the Teaching and Learning Conditions Colorado (TLCC) survey, incorrectly claims
the absence of validity evidence, and mischaracterizes stakeholder engagement and
administration practices. It also draws statewide conclusions from a small, non-representative
sample without triangulation. Using evidence from Colorado statute, official TLCC
documentation, and independent technical reports (2018—-2024), we demonstrate that TLCC is a
biennial, statewide instrument with established technical quality, active implementation supports,
and broad stakeholder collaboration. Accurate representation of TLCC is essential for informed
policy, educator voice, and school improvement. We offer this rebuttal to correct the scholarly
record and encourage future research grounded in rigorous methodology and comprehensive
evidence.
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CORRECTING MISREPRESENTATIONS OF TLCC: A REBUTTAL TO SINCLAIR (2025)

As Co-Directors of the Center for Practice Engaged Education Research (C-PEER) at the
University of Colorado Denver, we have partnered with the Colorado Department of Education
(CDE) since 2018 to evaluate the technical quality of the Teaching and Learning Conditions
Colorado (TLCC) biennial educator survey and recommend continuous improvements for the
instrument as well as its administration and public dashboard displays of results (Seidel, 2018;
CDE, 2025a). Our work includes annual analyses of response bias, construct validity, and
reliability; facilitation with a stakeholder working group; and guidance documents for district and
school users (CDE, 2025a, 2025b). We provide this rebuttal to correct factual errors and
unsupported assertions in Sinclair (2024) that could misinform readers and damage ongoing efforts
to support Colorado schools and districts via their participation with the TLCC. Where appropriate,
we quote or paraphrase the article with page references and provide documented counter-evidence
(Sinclair, 2024; CDE, 2025a, 2025b).
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SUMMARY OF CONCERNS

The Sinclair article has five overarching challenges: (1) inaccurate representation of
statutory purpose for the TLCC survey; (2) an incorrect claim that no validity evidence exists;
(3) mischaracterization of stakeholder engagement and continuous improvement work;
(4) misinterpretation of participation rates and labeling administration as "passive"; and
(5) methodological weaknesses in sampling and inference (Colorado Revised Statutes §22-2-503,
2024; CDE, 2025a, 2025b; Seidel, 2018, 2022, 2022, 2024; Sinclair, 2024). Table 1 provides a
comparison of Sinclair’s key claims with documented evidence from statute, TLCC guidance, and
technical reports.

Table 1
Sinclair’s Claims and Documented Evidence Regarding TLCC

Sinclair’s Claim

Documented Evidence

TLCC statutory purpose is limited
to feedback on leadership, PD, and
resources.

Colorado Revised Statutes §22-2-503 mandates TLCC to
assess relationships among teaching conditions,
achievement, retention, and climate, and permits use for
school improvement and policy analysis.

No information is available on the
validity of the instrument.

Independent technical reports (2018-2024) provide
construct validity, reliability (Cronbach’s a .805-.927),
missing data diagnostics, and response bias analyses.

Stakeholder engagement excludes

The TLCC working group includes Colorado Association

"continually low" (<60%) and the
survey is "passively" administered.

superintendents and charter | of School Executives (CASE), Colorado Association of

leaders. School Boards (CASB), Colorado Education Association
(CEA), Colorado League of Charter Schools, Rural
Schools Alliance, and university partners.

Statewide participation is | TLCC response rates (>50%) exceed online survey norms

(~44%) and overwhelmingly meet established standards
for statistical quality and size of sample. Active
administration by CDE includes coordinator training, live
tracking of response rates, and promotional campaigns.

Conclusions about TLCC’s "lack of
value" are based on interviews with
11 district staff.

Sample represents ~4.5% of districts, lacks triangulation,
and omits school-level users—the primary audience for
TLCC data.

STATUTORY PURPOSE OF TLCC

The article asserts that the TLCC provides feedback on school and teacher leadership,
instructional practices and support, professional development, facilities and resources, managing
student conduct, time for collaborative instructional planning, facilities and resources, community
support and involvement, and other supports (p. 52, summarized). However, the article
inaccurately cites the TLCC survey’s statutory purpose.

The Colorado Revised Statutes mandate a biennial teaching and learning conditions survey
designed to assess, at minimum, relationships among teaching and learning conditions, student
achievement, teacher retention, school administration, and school climate. Statute also explicitly
permits use of results for school improvement plans, district continuous improvement programs,
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and state policy analyses (Colorado Revised Statutes §22-2-503, 2024). These uses are reflected
across CDE’s TLCC materials and guidance (CDE, 2025a, 2025b).

Why does this matter?

Inaccurate representation of statutory purposes may result in misinterpretation of the
intended uses—undervaluing TLCC’s role in school improvement, professional learning, and
policymaking (Colorado Revised Statutes §22-2-503, 2024; CDE, 2025b)..

VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY EVIDENCE

The article claims, "There was no available information on the validity of the instrument,"
(p. 52). TLCC validity and reliability evidence, consistent with accepted norms (American
Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National Council on
Measurement in Education, 2014), have been publicly available on the landing page of the TLCC
Survey and dashboard displays since 2018. Four independent technical reports (Seidel, 2018, 2020,
2022; Anderson Seidel & Oxenford-O'Brian, 2024) provide construct analyses, internal
consistency estimates (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha), missing-data diagnoses, post-hoc response bias
analyses, and early analyses survey results, demonstrating a robust technical approach. For
example, the 2020 report confirmed factor structures aligned with intended constructs (Cronbach's
alpha ranging from .805 to .927 for most scales) and missing data patterns classified as missing-
at-random. Test—retest stability across 2018-2020 administrations showed an average effect size
of only 0.07, indicating strong consistency. While published after Sinclair’s 2022 work, the 2024
report (Anderson Seidel & Oxenford O'Brian) reaffirmed these findings, with all constructs
achieving Cronbach's alpha near .80 or higher across respondent groups, and within-survey item
completion rates exceeding 94%. Nonresponse bias analyses confirmed representativeness for
statewide policy use. State and vendor reports summarize instrument design, reporting thresholds,
and statewide participation (Cambridge Education, 2020, 2022; CDE, 2025a, 2025b).

Why does this matter?

Assertions regarding the absence of validity evidence may undermine confidence in a
statewide instrument when technical documentation is explicitly available and referenced by
educators and researchers (Seidel, 2018, 2020, 2022; Anderson Seidel & Oxenford O'Brian, 2024;
Cambridge Education, 2020, 2022).

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT

The article references personal conversations with two CDE staff to suggest
superintendents and charter leaders are not included in continuous improvement planning (p.52).
TLCC development and administration are guided by a stakeholder working group comprising
district leaders, educators, associations, researchers, and universities. The statewide collaborative
includes several Colorado districts, Colorado Education Association (CEA), Colorado Education
Initiative (CEI), Colorado Association of School Boards (CASB), Colorado Association of School
Executives (CASE), Colorado League of Charter Schools, Colorado Rural Schools Alliance, and
research partners from several Colorado universities (CDE, 2025b).

Although Sinclair focused on TLCC survey administrations through 2022, it is important
to clarify that stakeholder-driven improvements continued beyond that year. The 2024 technical
report documents refinements such as customized items for ESPs and SSPs, addressing role-
specific variability identified in prior analyses. These changes were in response to stakeholder
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inputs from 2020 and 2022 and reflect ongoing collaboration with CDE and the TLCC Research
& Partner Group to ensure relevance and technical rigor.
Why does this matter?

Mischaracterizing engagement processes minimizes the broad collaboration driving TLCC

administration and undercuts the continuous improvement efforts embedded in policy and practice
(CDE, 2025a, 2025Db).

PARTICIPATION RATES AND “PASSIVE” ADMINISTRATION

Sinclair (2024) characterizes statewide participation in the TLCC as "continually low"
(often cited as <60%) and infers from this a limited effort by CDE to increase participation, and
questionable viability of results for statutory purposes (pp. 50, 58). This interpretation overlooks
established benchmarks and empirical evidence. A meta-analysis of online survey response rates
(Wu, Zhao, & Fils-Aime, 2022) reports an average rate of approximately 44%, making TLCC’s
statewide response rate, consistently above 50%, comparatively strong. TLCC technical reports
specify that 50% participation is sufficient for school-level reporting, and 40% is sufficient for
district aggregation. Many schools and districts regularly exceed these thresholds, with numerous
sites achieving 60-90% participation across multiple administrations (Cambridge Education,
2022; CDE, 2025a). Given the large and representative sample, both the size and response rate
meet accepted standards for survey research (Cochran, 1977).

The claim that the TLCC is "passively" administered (pp. 50, 58) is also inaccurate. CDE
employes an active administration strategy including district coordinator trainings, live
participation tracking, scheduled administration windows, and access-code distribution (TLCC
Survey, 2025; CDE, 2025a). These strategies are nearly identical to the process used in
administration of the North Carolina Teacher Working Conditions survey (Academic
Development Institute, 2025), which Sinclair repeatedly asserts should be aspirational for CDE
and TLCC (e.g., p. 61). The Colorado Education Association also publicly promotes the survey to
amplify educator voice and support improvement planning (Colorado Education Association,
2024). This reflects intentional efforts to ensure broad engagement and data integrity.

Why does this matter?

Misrepresenting participation rates and survey administration practices may lead readers
to undervalue the rigor and collaborative effort embedded in TLCC implementation. Available
evidence demonstrates that the TLCC meets or exceeds accepted standards for survey
administration and participation thresholds (Cambridge Education, 2022; TLCC Survey, 2025).

SAMPLING AND METHODOLOGICAL LIMITATIONS

The article’s conclusions regarding the TLCC’s "lack of value" rely on interviews with
eight superintendents and three other district staff members (p. 51). By the author’s own
description, the sample is a small convenience sample (~4.5% of districts) with no steps to mitigate
selection bias or triangulate with school-level leadership, the primary TLCC data users for
improvement planning (Sinclair, 2024; CDE, 2025b). State TLCC documentation targets
school-level use and improvement cycles, highlighting the importance of school-based analysis
which is not represented in Sinclair’s interview sample (CDE, 2025a, 2025b).
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Why does this matter?

Generalizing statewide claims from limited, non-representative interviews—without
triangulation—limits generalizability, does not align with principles of qualitative rigor, and risks
misleading interpretations of TLCC’s usefulness (Sinclair, 2024; CDE, 2025b).

ALIGNMENT OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS, EVIDENCE, AND CONCLUSIONS

Sinclair’s title, purpose, research questions, and conclusions do not align with the data
sources used. Assertions of statewide lack of trust and limited usefulness of TLCC are derived
from 11 district-level interviews. This data source cannot sustain conclusions about TLCC’s value
to school-level users across more than one thousand Colorado schools that regularly meet state
reporting thresholds (Cambridge Education, 2022; CDE, 2025a).

CDE guidance emphasizes school improvement, educator voice, and policy relevance —
objectives that contradict Sinclair’s broad claims of limited value based on such a constrained
sample (CDE, 2025b; Colorado Education Association, 2024). Stronger alignment between
research questions and evidence would require triangulation with school-level data and
consideration of TLCC’s documented technical quality and implementation supports.

Why does this matter?

Misalignment between research questions, evidence, and conclusions, risks overstating
findings and misinforming readers about TLCC’s role in continuous improvement and policy
development. Future research should employ representative sampling, and mixed method designs
to ensure claims reflect the full scope of TLCC’s use and impact.

BROADER CONTEXT: TECHNICAL QUALITY AND USE

TLCC documentation (2018-2024) follows established norms for validity and reliability
in educational measurement (e.g., construct definition, internal consistency, response bias checks,
reporting criteria), aligning with common state technical reporting practice (Seidel, 2018, 2020,
2022; Anderson-Seidel & Oxenford-O'Brian, 2024; Cambridge Education, 2022). These practices
reflect principles consistent with the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing
(American Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National
Council on Measurement in Education, 2014).

CONCLUSION
Accurate representation of TLCC is critical for evidence-based policy and educator trust. Sinclair
(2024) contains factual inaccuracies and unsupported generalizations that risk undermining
confidence in a tool designed to amplify educator's voice and support school improvement. We
offer this rebuttal to correct the scholarly record and encourage future research that builds on
established technical evidence and stakeholder collaboration (CDE, 2025a, 2025b; Colorado
Revised Statutes §22-2-503, 2024).
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