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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

 
Regina M. Wilde 

 
Doctor of Education 

 
Department of Educational Methodology, Policy, and Leadership 

 
June 2020 

 
Title: Project PASS: Implementation and Impact of Collaborative Monitoring and 

Embedded Coaching in Tier 2 Behavioral Intervention 
 

 

Social-emotional problem behaviors at the elementary level have risen to an 

alarming degree in recent years. With a priority focus on efficient tier 2 interventions 

within a multi-tiered system of supports (MTSS), current research suggests looking for 

ways to enhance the impact of Check In Check Out (CICO), a popular monitoring-based 

intervention. Based on promising outcomes from initial pilot data, this grant proposal seeks 

research funding to examine the impact of an enhanced variation of CICO, within a 

framework of Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports. Project PASS utilizes real-

time data-entry technology to record frequent external monitoring of student behaviors in 

tandem with embedded social-emotional coaching, with a goal of reduced problem 

behaviors, increased participation in learning activities, and a gradual release of student 

monitoring from external to internal. Utilizing a time-controlled repeated measures design, 

research questions examine program outcomes, with a particular focus on function of 

behavior and systemic utility within a continuum of MTSS implementation fidelity.  
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CHAPTER I: 

INTRODUCTION 

This grant proposal is directed to the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) Grants 

Program. Specifically, I will be preparing an initial efficacy proposal for the Educational 

Research Grant CFDA Number 84.305A (see Appendix A), under the topic of Social and 

Behavioral Context for Academic Learning. I will serve as a Co-Principal Investigator 

and conduct the proposed project including data collection and program implementation. 

I will also represent the local education agency in partnering with the University of 

Oregon for project analysis and reporting. Table 1 shows an overview of the project 

timeline, which will take 24 months complete and cost $821,623.  

Table 1 

Project Timeline 

Study Phase 
Months 

1-6 

Months 

7-16 

Months 

17-18 

Months 

19-24 

Phase I – Preparation and Training X    

Phase II – Implementation  X   

Phase III – Analysis   X  

Phase IV – Dissemination of Findings    X 

 

The grant competition uses field-initiated research and allows me to draw upon 

the Project PASS pilot data collected in four elementary schools over the 2017-2019 

academic years. The IES Research Grant Program RFA requires a project narrative and a 

separate dissemination plan. Required sections of the project narrative include a 

description of: (a) project significance; (b) research plan; (c) personnel; and (d) resources.    
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Project Significance 

The issue of social-emotional and behavioral problems in school-age children is 

not a new one. For decades, researchers and school personnel have known that problem 

behaviors and emotional disturbance in children are highly predictive of long-term 

challenges in every aspect of life (Blackorby & Wagner, 1996; Quinn & McDougal, 

1998) as well as in school. Students with emotional or behavioral disorders have lower 

grades, their dropout rate that can exceed 50%, and they face a variety of significant 

challenges to learning (Risser, 2013; Ruhl & Berlinghoff, 1992; Stipek & Miles, 2008). 

Additionally, Thomas, Bierman, Powers, and The Conduct Problems Preventions 

Research Group (2011) found that along with compromised personal outcomes, students 

with behavioral challenges also create significant disruptions in the classroom, extending 

the negative impact and potential academic harm to peers. Moreover, the presence of 

externalizing and aggressive behaviors can also have a negative impact on teachers, 

causing stress, anxiety, and burnout (Berg & Cornell, 2016). Though U.S. national 

estimates reveal that 9% of school personnel have experienced intimidation by students 

during any given year, a 2014 survey of 2,998 kindergarten through 12th- grade (K-12) 

teachers found that 43% reported being verbally threatened and 29% had been physically 

attacked (McMahon et al., 2014). 

School districts across the United States have tried responding to these 

challenging behaviors and significant social-emotional needs. However, only 

approximately half of the students with disruptive behavior and attention disorders 

receive services at school to help maximize their potential for success (Costello, He, 

Sampson, Kessler, & Merikangas, 2014), creating a substantial demand for behavioral 
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expertise, interventions, and systems that can support such students in the classroom, 

rather than excluding them from educational opportunities.  Many school systems now 

provide detailed functional behavioral analyses, and building-wide teams meet to review 

student behavioral data as well as academic outcomes and response to intervention. In 

doing so, it has become increasingly common to structure this work, with its many 

complexities, by creating a comprehensive multi-tiered system of support. Unfortunately, 

however, it is often the case that adequate resources are either not available or are not 

properly allocated to provide for the successful development and implementation of such 

systems (Campbell & Anderson 2008). 

PBIS and Multi-tiered Systems of Support.  Positive Behavioral Intervention 

and Supports (PBIS) is a commonly adopted framework for serving the behavior needs of 

students (Sugai & Horner, 2006). PBIS is an example of a multi-tiered system of supports 

(MTSS), generally with three distinct levels of intervention provided at increasing 

intensity for students who do not respond to lower levels of support.  

Tier 1. All students receive tier 1 universal supports, which are typically proactive 

and inexpensive to implement. Examples of universal supports include clear, concise, 

posted expectations and behavior-specific praise when students meet expectations. 

Schools may also implement a system of reinforcers for use with universal supports, such 

as class points that get tallied toward a group reward (extra recess, pajama day, etc.) or 

paper tickets that can be traded for a token privilege or a small tangible item given to 

students modeling the expectations. Typically, 80-90% of students respond well to 

universal supports. For the 10-20% of students who continue to exhibit problem 
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behaviors during tier 1 implementation, MTSSs offer tiers 2 and 3 as well (Swoszowski, 

McDaniel, Jolivette, & Melius, 2013).  

 

 

Figure 1. Positive Behavioral Intervention and Supports Framework (PBIS), displaying 

three levels of intervention and respective percentages of student population served at 

each tier.  

 

Tiers 2 and 3. A primary goal of MTSS is to provide successful intervention and 

support for students at the least intensive level possible. However, because a proportion 

of students do not respond appropriately to universal (tier 1) supports, schools 

implementing a MTSS approach provide tier 2 strategic interventions to a smaller number 

of students who require more targeted positive reinforcement. One common tier 2 

intervention utilizes individual visual supports in class, such as a color spot card, a small 

paper with 10-50 empty circles or squares on which adults record and track a target 

student’s successful efforts to meet expectations, which can then be traded for an agreed-

upon reinforcer. Students on tier 2 plans who do not respond to color spot cards or other 

low-level, classroom-based supports are often enrolled in a Check-In Check-Out (CICO) 

program (Hawken & Horner, 2003), which serves students with tier 2 needs across the 

school, working in collaboration with classroom teachers (Swoszowski et al., 2013). 
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CICO engages a staff member to welcome students upon entry in the morning, preview 

their positively worded daily goals, and provide a brief encouraging ‘pep-talk’ to begin 

the day. Students carry a point card with them throughout the day on which classroom 

teachers provide written scores and verbal feedback for each academic period during 

transition times. The theory of action is that for students who struggle to independently 

manage their emotions and behaviors, more frequent external monitoring and feedback 

helps them to better maintain their focus on goals and strategies for success (Bundock, 

Hawken, Kladis, & Breen, 2020). CICO programs utilize a point-based system with built-

in rewards to encourage self-regulation. Students with the most intensive behavioral 

needs require a more diagnostic approach to support planning (Hawken, Bundock, 

Kladis, O’Keeffe, & Barrett, 2014; Ross & Sabey, 2015). Tier 3 plans typically include a 

lengthy functional behavioral analysis (FBA) and an individualized behavioral 

intervention plan (BIP) created by a site-based team of professionals.  

Efficiency of intervention: A tier 2 focus. Despite the public attention 

surrounding the significant disruption that behavioral problems cause in schools, many 

public K-12 systems lack the funding needed to create and maintain adequate MTSSs, 

potentially jeopardizing student success. Tier 3 plans are resource-intensive, requiring a 

large amount of adult time and attention to monitor student breaks, provide coaching or 

reinforcement, modify assignments, and document progress indicators (Campbell and 

Anderson, 2008). Tier 2 interventions offer a more efficient way to infuse a small amount 

of time and energy into helping students understand and internalize how to appropriately 

participate as part of a school cohort. Tier 2 interventions are also less complex and less 

resource-intensive than are individualized tier 3 behavior support plans (Hawken et al., 
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2014). For this reason, educational systems work to seek out and utilize strategic 

interventions that yield a high ratio of successful outcomes in comparison to resources 

expended.  

Enhancing the effects of CICO. Primary benefits of tier 2 intervention, as 

compared to individualized tier 3 behavior support plans, include relative efficiency, 

cost-effectiveness, and ease of implementation. Although researchers have learned a great 

deal from using FBAs to study why some students don’t succeed with CICO, it is widely 

accepted that completing time-consuming full FBAs on all tier 2 students removes a key 

benefit of the tier 2 level of support (Lane et al., 2003; Ross & Sabey, 2015). However, 

despite long-standing evidence indicating that CICO programs help students to exhibit 

fewer problem behaviors when they have not been successful with universal supports 

alone, there is also a growing body of research suggesting that a portion of students do 

not respond to basic CICO implementation (Campbell & Anderson, 2008; Fairbanks, 

Sugai, Guardino, & Lathrop, 2007; March & Horner, 2002; Swoszowski et al., 2012), 

particularly if the function of the behavior is something other than seeking adult attention. 

Research teams are making use of FBAs to investigate the role of function, as it relates to 

the effectiveness of CICO outcomes, and to suggest efficient, effective variations on 

CICO that can maximize its impact on behavior (Campbell & Anderson, 2008; March & 

Horner, 2002; Swoszowski et al., 2013). FBA-based research has identified a menu of 

efficient add-ons that, when utilized to supplement CICO implementation, may offer a 

worthwhile return on investment. For example, Ross and Sabey (2015) found that study 

participants who had previously not benefited from traditional, basic CICO did 
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experience success when targeted social skills training (SST) was added to the CICO 

model. 

The PASS Program 

In the 1990s, program authors Poole (a practicing behavior specialist) and 

Caperton-Brown (a licensed psychologist) founded their Positive Approach to Student 

Success (PASS) “on the belief that children and youth benefit both behaviorally from 

educational experiences with their .... peers and academically from participation in the 

general curriculum” (Poole & Caperton-Brown, 2009, p. 1). PASS was designed as a tier 

2 intervention, similar to Check-In Check-Out, to support students with a demonstrated 

lack of social skills and executive function abilities, requiring additional guidance and 

feedback in order to create behavioral catch-up growth and increase their ability to 

effectively participate in learning activities. 

Program Theory. The ultimate goal of any behavioral intervention is to support 

the recipient to act and react in a sufficiently socially appropriate manner so as to 

successfully engage in desired activities. In a school setting, the desired activities are 

generally centered on academic learning. For the PASS intervention program, the theory 

of action is that if student participants’ self-management and social skills are increased, 

then problem-behaviors will be reduced, and if problem-behaviors are reduced, then the 

likelihood of increased academic engagement in increased, leading to more frequent and 

more meaningful opportunities for successful academic outcomes.  

The additive value of PASS. The PASS model, like CICO, is a non-level 

individualized tier 2 behavioral intervention based on the PBIS framework and designed 

to support students with frequent monitoring. PASS participants similarly receive daily 
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entry and exit conferences, but also experience the added element of embedded 

behavioral and self-regulation coaching provided by a PASS coordinator deployed 

directly to the classroom (Poole & Caperton-Brown, 2009, p.2).  Though not a traditional 

session-based social skills delivery model the PASS program model provides in-the-

moment function-based coaching, wherein a familiar adult steps in briefly to provide 

support in the form of strategy prompts and reminders based on the student’s individual 

target behaviors. Social skills coaching, particularly when delivered in real time and in 

the student’s context (rather than at the end of the day) has been found by some to be an 

effective way to assist students with behavioral reflection and practice (Bruhn, Lane, & 

Hirsch, 2014; Lane et al., 2003; Ross & Sabey, 2015).  

The PASS program was originally developed during the same period of time as 

the widely available Zones of Regulation curriculum (Kuypers, 2019), which also draws 

on a classic stop-light image with red, yellow, and green-labeled behavior zones. Zones 

of Regulation lessons teach students to recognize signs and symptoms of emotional states 

along the continuum from lethargic to calm to agitated to out-of-control, both in 

themselves and in others. The PASS system and its program manual, as written by Poole 

and Caperton-Brown, is less specific regarding the methodology of initial training for 

students on the individual behavioral levels (green, yellow, red, and blue for bonus 

efforts) and more focused on the ongoing monitoring, coaching, and feedback 

components.  

Lack of PASS research. As outlined above, PASS is a program based on 

promising practices and widely used frameworks such as PBIS and Zones of Regulation, 

and it has been popularized throughout the United States and internationally with 
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informal results and anecdotal feedback from user groups. However, there is surprisingly 

little scholarly literature and no existing research studies that have specifically examined 

the effects of the PASS program itself. A single article (Stackhouse, 2018) published in 

an obscure, informal Asian online journal touts the benefits of PASS. The pilot study 

outlined in the following chapter represents an initial step toward closing that research 

gap.  
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CHAPTER II 

PROJECT PASS: A FIELD-INITIATED PILOT STUDY 

Pilot Context and Development 

In this chapter, I present outcome and impact findings, as well as lessons learned 

around implementation, from two years of initial field research on the PASS behavioral 

intervention program in the Eugene 4J school district, located in the Pacific Northwest. 

Evidence from the pilot study has been used in recent district funding decisions and is 

helping to shape the direction of future policy and practices in the district. 

  Social problem leading to pilot. Mirroring the nation-wide concern about 

negative outcomes for students with significant social-emotional needs, there appears to 

be a trend of increasingly frequent and intense behavioral incidents within the local 

school systems as well. A 2018 review of Office Discipline Referral data (ODRs) for the 

Eugene 4J school district, Oregon’s 6th largest with over 16,000 students, confirms that 

there has, in fact, been a significant district-wide rise in documented discipline incidents 

of students acting out in socially inappropriate ways. Between 2012 and 2018, the 

number of incidents per 100 students involving physical aggression more than doubled 

from 8.1 to 17.2. Similar trends are present in the categories of disrespect and 

harassment, and the prevalence of inappropriate language has tripled, rising from 1.9 to 

5.8 incidents per 100 students, with a high proportion of those events happening in the 

primary grades. Other school districts around the state report comparable dynamics. 

School boards are hearing testimonies from angry parents of peers who are traumatized 

and unable to focus on learning because of instructional time lost while teachers try to 

mitigate a seemingly constant barrage of yelling, elopement, and even throwing chairs. 
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News articles report school staff members being hit, kicked, bitten, and spat upon by 

small children. For example, a 2019 piece by Severance, Tierney, and Johnson reported 

that there were 1,789 incidents in the Beaverton School District where teachers were 

injured on the job between 2017 and 2019 and of those injuries, 72 percent were caused 

by students. Superintendents and district leaders are tasked with developing solutions for 

these issues while at the same time maintaining a standard of trauma-informed care when 

addressing student problem behaviors.  

 Given this prevalence of intense need for emotional and behavioral support and a 

parallel desire to provide support in a manner that is both trauma-informed and 

economically feasible, district leadership in the Eugene School District 4J has prioritized 

exploring alternate pathways to achieve successful outcomes for students with significant 

social-emotional challenges. Historically, students with severe needs are only able to gain 

access to much-needed resources (individualized assessment, specialized instruction, and 

adult support) via enrollment in district special education services (SPED), typically 

using an identification designation of either Other Health Impairment (OHI) or 

Emotionally Disturbed (ED). In addition to carrying a significant monetary cost over a 

student’s K-12 school career, research shows that a behaviorally based SPED 

identification has lasting negative impacts on student outcomes later in life, including 

graduation rate, employment potential, health risk factors, and incarceration (Kauffman 

& Badar, 2013).  

As outlined above, a central goal in the development of Project PASS was to 

implement an intervention that would successfully support general education students 

with significant behavioral challenges, prior to entering the pathway to special education 
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identification, via an effective and efficient tier 2 delivery model. In this way, the PASS 

model mirrors the concept of Title 1 services within an academic MTSS by creating a 

mid-level point of access to services and a lower price point. This enables more students 

to be served with an earlier intervention, also potentially avoiding a SPED-associated 

stigma that can, at times, be unavoidable even with the very best service models due to 

long-standing, distal societal perceptions (Kauffman & Badar, 2013). The PASS program 

provides a more effective alternative to traditional CICO models by adding in embedded 

coaching support for students and a function-based customization of skills and strategy 

work. Because we also needed the model to remain cost-effective and feasible, our 

district chose to train skilled classified employees to serve in the program’s primary role 

of PASS Coordinator (PC). Additional efficiencies were realized by creating a real-time 

data-entry system, rather than a paper/pencil recording system for which data points must 

be entered by an employee, after the fact. 

Origination of Pilot. Project PASS originated as an in-house endeavor at the 

elementary school where I serve as principal, in response to an increasing prevalence and 

intensity of problem behaviors in my school, particularly in the primary grades. I had 

been researching intervention programs and discovered the PASS program. The program 

manual was basic and outdated, with a CD-ROM that contains several PDFs and an Excel 

template for recording daily progress indicators. However, the program, itself, was based 

on positive behavior supports and it had central components found in two programs 

already in use at my building: the frequent check-ins with students, from CICO, and the 

color-coded behavioral cuing concept popularized by the Zones of Regulation self-

regulation curriculum (Kyupers, 2019). After reading the manual, I wanted to test the 



 

 
 

 

13 

additive key to success offered by the PASS program of the role of the caring adult who 

would function as the connection between the social skills learned from the Zones 

curriculum and the progress monitoring and feedback loop from CICO. With the support 

of district leadership, I moved a staff member into this role, and began collecting student 

progress data and anecdotal feedback from parents and teachers. Following a year of 

implementation with positive feedback from stakeholders and measurable decreases in 

problem behaviors during the 2016-17 school year, district leadership supported a 

program expansion that included three additional elementary schools.  

Pilot Study Setting and Participants  

The pilot study highlights data from 11 students who were served across four 

elementary sites within the Eugene School District 4J during the two-year period (2017-

2019) following the initial single-school pilot year. When scaling up from one to four 

sites, participant schools were selected based on demographic characteristics designed to 

create a representative sample of district-wide enrollment at the elementary level (see 

Table 2). One school was selected from each of the district’s four regions. Two of the 

four schools receive Title 1 funding, and all four schools host specialized programs for 

students with special physical, behavioral or academic needs. School enrollment at 

participating schools is representative of district distribution, ranging from 396 to 560.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 

14 

 

Individual student participants were selected via a school-level team decision, 

following a teacher request for assistance, an abbreviated function-based analysis, and 

Table 2 

Pilot School Student Population Demographics 

 School 

Demographic 1 2 3 4 

Grade levels 

Student enrollment 

K-5 

560 

K-5 

416 

K-5 

438 

K-5 

396 

Number of teachers 25 20 24 18 

Number of 

counselors 
1 1 1 1 

Race/ethnicity  

American Indian  

Asian 

African American 

Hispanic/Latino 

Multiracial 

Pacific Islander 

White 

 

<1% 

2% 

2% 

10% 

10% 

<1% 

76% 

 

1% 

<1% 

<1% 

13% 

6% 

<1% 

55% 

 

1% 

<1% 

3% 

21% 

9% 

<1% 

51% 

 

1% 

4% 

2% 

9% 

6% 

<1% 

79% 

Ever English 

Learners 
5% 78% 18% 0 

Students with 

disability 
17% 16% 21% 15% 

Free reduced lunch 42% 56% >95% 33% 

Regular attenders 85% 81% 71% 89% 

Note. Source: Oregon Department of Education, Oregon At-A-Glance School Profile 

2017-2018.  
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verification of demonstrated need as measured by measured by ODRs. Entrance criteria 

for services require that a student be within the 10% of students with the highest number 

of ODRs, but many PASS-identified students rank as high as the top 1-3% at the time of 

referral. Additionally, a review of the teacher’s request for assistance by the Behavior 

Support Team must indicate agreement that the classroom teacher has previously offered 

effective universal support and implemented several initial, less intensive tier 2 

interventions such as color spots or end of day notes home to families. 

Pilot Study Design and Methods 

The Project PASS field-initiated pilot study investigated the impact of the PASS 

model’s frequent monitoring and coaching by applying an interrupted time series design 

to data collected during three years of field trials. The participant group was comprised of 

21 students receiving the PASS intervention across the four Project PASS schools. The 

dependent outcome variable was students’ average number of behavioral ODRs per day 

per month across designated time intervals.  

Following selection for participation and parental consent for intervention, 

students were welcomed and trained by the school’s PASS Coordinator (PC) on program 

navigation. When available, new participants were assigned an experienced or recently 

exited participant as a peer mentor while learning about the program benefits and 

expectations during this orientation period. Each day, students began their day by 

checking in with the PC to review goals for the day, receive an individualized pep-talk 

based on the previous day’s performance, and earn their first monitoring data point for 

the day. Students then travel throughout their normal daily routine, receiving between 10 

and 30 data points in a typical day. Most data points are accompanied by an in-the-
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moment delivery of feedback and/or coaching, provided by the person recording the data. 

In most cases, this is either the PC or the classroom teacher, but could also include other 

school staff who are trained in PASS implementation and have the necessary technology 

on hand. During the day, the PC circulates throughout the school, checking in with each 

student 7-15 times throughout the day and providing in the moment, embedded social 

skills instruction, coaching, and feedback, based on personal observations as well as data 

entered by other observers (e.g., teacher, counselor, administrator). Real time data for 

behavior type, intensity, and observer name are collected via an online form that auto-

fills a spreadsheet and generates several visual progress charts, which participants’ 

parents can access in real time at any moment.  

At the end of each day, students check out with the PC by collaboratively 

reviewing their daily performance pie graph, indicating the proportional degree to which 

the student’s behavioral patterns were appropriate versus in need of correction. When 

students meet their daily goal of at least 80:20 positive to negative points earned, they 

receive a small token reinforcer as outlined by site-specific incentive guidelines. At some 

schools, students may also bank their daily points toward larger, more motivating 

rewards, either tangible or social. Participants are eligible to begin transitioning off the 

intervention when they have demonstrated and average daily points value of 80% or 

higher over an 8-week period. 

Pilot Study Data Analysis 

Prior to reviewing quantitative data collected during the intervention phase, I 

informally asked administrators and pass coordinators at each of the four schools whether 

they thought that the PASS program had made a positive impact on their students. All 
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eight stakeholders emphatically reported that PASS had been a huge help in moving their 

students toward more appropriate patterns of behavior. However, upon beginning to 

analyze the change in students’ pattern of office discipline referrals, I soon discovered 

that at two of the four schools, despite resounding accolades for the intervention, there 

appeared to be no change in ODRs. To explore this phenomenon and as a means of 

strengthening the validity of impact inferences attributed to study results, I analyzed 

individual PASS performance data for the participant group (i.e., the number of red-

coded behavior escalations recorded in daily PASS entries) and compared those results to 

students’ ODRs during the same time interval, looking for what should have been 

corresponding ODR documentation. This surface-level implementation review and 

comparison of field data from the pilot schools revealed that two of the four sites had 

routine discrepancies between their students’ PASS performance data and ODR 

documentation. More specifically, program implementers had logged red-coded 

behavioral escalations for participants, indicating a significant escalation of target 

behaviors, but had not recorded a matching office discipline referral. Upon discovering 

this anomaly, I further reviewed all participating students’ baseline data and found that, at 

the same two schools, students had been placed on the PASS program intervention 

having received little to no ODRs during the weeks and months of baseline data, prior to 

being identified for participation. This was of particular concern because the primary 

participation entry criterion was that the student be in the top 10% of ODRs and 

continuing to struggle despite multiple documented attempts at lower levels of 

intervention. Additionally, number of ODRs was the exact outcome variable that I was 

measuring for the pilot study. Coupled together, the inconsistent application of both entry 
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criteria and ODR reporting practices indicated a fundamental departure from both PASS 

protocol and appropriate PBIS implementation at those two schools. For that reason, data 

for the two schools in question (Schools 2 and 4) were excluded from final analysis. 

Results for Schools 1 and 3 are included below.  

Pilot Study Results 

 For each of the two schools with valid data (Schools 1 and 3), results are 

presented below. Summary graphs include data for up to four months of baseline data, as 

indicated prior to the vertical red intervention line, and an additional 5-22 months of 

intervention data.  

Figure 2 – Summary PASS Graphs for Pilot Schools 1 and 3 

 

 

Figure 2. Summary graph of PASS interrupted time series data for pilot schools 1 and 3 
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For School 1, the number of average ODRs per day per month ranged from 0 to 

1.75 for study participants, with data lines appearing to have a slight downward trend. 

Four out of five participants have similar clustered lines, with participant 8 appearing to 

be an outlier. At School 3, participant data lines are also clustered, though the lines 

appear to be more neutral or flat. In this results graph, the line for participant 30 appears 

to display some outlier data.   

 While aggregate data are useful in gauging an overall picture of an intervention 

effect, it is also helpful to further visually analyze data at the individual student level. For 

this reason, data sets were also graphed individually, allowing examination of student-

level trend lines.  

 

Figure 3 – Pilot School 1 Individual Participant Graphs with Trend Data  

 
Figure 3. Individual student-level graphs for School 1 showing intervention results with 

the inclusion of trend lines from baseline through intervention. 
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At School 1, all individual student results graphs show a downward trend. 

Additionally, when analyzed utilizing this closer view of participant 8, we can no longer 

call this an outlier trend line, as it too yields a downward trend line. Individual student 

results for School 3 are mixed. Trend data for P26 is neutral (flat), while lines for P28 

and P30 trend downward, but those for P27 and 29 show an upward trend. 

 

Figure 4 – Pilot School 3 Individual Participant Graphs with Trend Data  
 

 
Figure 4. Individual student-level graphs for School 3 showing intervention results with 
the inclusion of trend lines from baseline through intervention. 

 

 In addition to quantitative results, anecdotal feedback was shared by program 

implementers indicating that feedback and coaching were more effectively engaged when 

offered by an adult who was clearly identifiable by the student as an individual behavior 

coach, in tandem with the classroom teacher’s input. Teams reported feeling that younger 

children, especially, can be confused when corrective input only comes from the teacher, 
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because s(he) is often giving group instructions and feedback to the entire class and/or 

addressing other students.  

Recognition of restraints on teacher time, energy, and attention was also reported 

as a value-added benefit of PASS over traditional CICO. Teachers and administrators 

both suggested that when CICO implementation is placed solely in the purview of the 

classroom teacher, data often reflects diminished fidelity when teachers feel that they 

lack sufficient time and focus to provide target students with monitoring, feedback, and 

coaching at each transition during the day, while simultaneously guiding 20-30 students 

from one activity to the next. All teams reported that the collaborative effort of 

monitoring, reporting, and coaching on the PASS platform felt more manageable. 

Lastly, program implementers and school-based teams noticed that participants’ 

quantitative performance outcome data (i.e., students’ end of day proportion of positive 

to negative data points) more closely aligned with anecdotal adult feedback from the day 

when there were: a) a higher number of data points throughout the day, and b) data points 

taken from multiple observers. For example, when the teacher was the primary monitor, 

data points tended to be skewed toward the negative because the moments of disruption 

were the most salient in commanding teacher time and, thus, were recorded more 

consistently than periods of appropriate behavior. Conversely, when the PC was the only 

observer, teachers reported that data were skewed positively because the PC was not 

always in the room during the moments of initial escalation.   

Pilot Study Key Findings and Discussion  

Downward-trending change lines from seven of the 10 participants included in the 

pilot study appear to indicate that the PASS program intervention was effective in sample 
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schools. Results from School 1 are more consistent than those at School 3. This is 

potentially related to the fact that School 1 was the original pilot school and had been 

running the intervention for an additional year. School 1 also has a well-functioning PBIS 

team that implements decision-making protocols with a high degree of fidelity.  

Another key finding related to PBIS implementation was that at two of the four 

sites, routine discrepancies were found between PASS performance indicators and ODR 

data, indicating either inconsistent or inappropriate behavioral reporting practices. 

Furthermore, because number of ODRs is the primary indicator that school-based PBIS 

teams use to inform both program evaluation and implementation decision-making, 

inconsistent reporting practices are also an indicator of, and a contributing factor to, 

lower-level PBIS implementation. As such, a major lesson learned from the pilot study 

was that it is critical to ensure high levels of both PASS program fidelity and 

implementation of the school wide PBIS/MTSS structure and protocols in order to 

accurately gauge program effectiveness for the PASS intervention. Program evaluators 

need to be able to ascertain whether lower levels of ODRs during PASS implementation 

are due to the intervention or to inconsistent application of systemic referral protocols by 

specific schools or individual staff members. For this reason, the design of the proposed 

research study was crafted to reflect PBIS implementation as a key variable, and a PASS 

program fidelity checklist was created (see Appendix B). 
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CHAPTER III  

PROPOSED RESEACH PLAN 

The current proposed research project coincides with a PASS program expansion, 

following the multi-year pilot project outlined in the previous chapter. In the Spring of 

2019, with two years of additional data across four schools, I had the opportunity to sit on 

a district-wide advisory team comprised of both district and community stakeholders with 

experience and expertise in the area of social-emotional and behavioral support. At the 

request of our superintendent, we collected input, weighed the costs and benefits of 

varied options, and arrived at a $1.2M package of recommendations for additional social-

emotional supports across our K-12 system. Beginning with the 2019-2020 school year, 

much of this recently approved behavior support budget ($850,000) is now funding a tier 

2 behavior support educational assistant at each of the 20 elementary schools in the 

Eugene 4J school district. Because of the perceived benefits of the PASS program, 

following the pilot program, one of the primary responsibilities of this newly created tier 

2 position is to implement the PASS intervention, offered as one of several tools on a 

menu of support options for students at the tier 2 level. This program expansion and 

related significant commitment of personnel resources on the part of the school district 

have created a distinctive opportunity in which to conduct more formal efficacy research 

using a substantially larger population. 

As with any intervention involving a dedicated salaried position, program efficacy 

is a top priority; this grant funding would enable an evaluation of the impact of the PASS 

program as a tier 2 behavioral intervention in the district. A successful grant bid would 

build from lessons learned during the field-initiated research in order to further current 
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understanding of best practice with respect to tier 2 intervention and would also represent 

the first rigorous efficacy research on the PASS intervention program itself.  

Research Design and Questions 
Research findings from the initial pilot study indicated a positive correlation 

between implementation of the PASS program and improvement in student behavior, as 

indicated by a decreasing trend in participants’ number of office discipline referrals. 

However, due to the small sample size and an uncontrolled extant study protocol, 

additional research is needed to more confidently assert that any such correlation is due to 

a probable positive impact of the PASS program. Additionally, inconsistencies in ODR 

data reporting at some schools indicated that level of PBIS implementation should be 

included as either a confounding variable or a moderating factor on the potential impact 

of the PASS intervention.  

The proposed study will utilize a quantitative design, incorporating a time-

controlled repeated measures multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) with survey-

generated feedback from key stakeholder groups. These particular design features were 

selected to build upon pilot study results and insights with an overall goal of documenting 

reliability and validity around tool use and inferences drawn. Research questions for the 

proposed study would include: 

• To what extent do elementary students participating in the PASS intervention 

experience emotional/behavioral success, as measured by a decrease in office 

discipline referrals (ODRs) and improvement on behavioral rating scales, 

following a 6-week intervention?  
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• To what extent are outcomes (change in ODRs and change in behavioral rating 

scales) related to level of PBIS implementation (emerging, partial, or full)?  

• To what extent are outcomes (change in ODRs and change in behavioral rating 

scales) related to the identified function of participants’ target behaviors 

(attention-maintained or task avoidance)? 

Setting, Participants and Sampling Logic  

The proposed study will take place in the Eugene 4J school district, building on 

lessons learned from the pilot study and scaling up from the pilot study’s four sites to 

all 20 elementary schools in the district.  4J encompasses 155 square miles in the 

southern Willamette Valley and includes approximately 85% of the city of Eugene, as 

well as the neighboring town of Coburg and a small portion of Linn County, to the 

north.  

Participant schools will be sorted into one of three groups (emerging, partial, or 

full implementation), based on their current level of PBIS implementation, using results 

from the Tiered Fidelity Inventory, or TFI (Algozzine, 2019), The group self-report 

measures, completed by site-based teams, will be guided by a district-level behavior 

consultant who is assigned to and familiar with the team. Additionally, in order to 

validate results from self-report measures, project fidelity manager Lillian Groff will 

conduct independent TFI walkthrough interviews with both students and staff. 

Participants in the study will include the entire population of 4J elementary-aged 

students who are assigned to the PASS program following six weeks of baseline data 

from the 2020-21 school year. Anticipating approximately eight students per site, based 
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on the number of students in the 3-10% of students in the target population, a reasonable 

estimate of sample size would be 160 students.  

Study Procedures  

 The proposed research will be conducted in four distinct phases within a two-year 

period: 1) preparation and training; 2) implementation; 3) analysis; and 4) dissemination 

of findings. In each study phase, school-based program staff will support key project 

aims. The following section describes study procedural components for each phase of the 

design.  

 Phase 1 – Preparation and Training. Co-PI Wilde will compile training 

materials, combining resources from the PASS program manual (Poole & Caperton-

Brown, 2009), the Zones of Regulation (Kuypers, 2019), and materials developed during 

the Project PASS pilot study, such as the implementation fidelity checklist (See 

Appendix B). She will work with district-based behavior consultants to provide training 

for school staff members, including building administrators, classroom teachers, 

counselors, and PASS Coordinators (PCs) for a one-day training at each school, with a 

focus on function-based behavioral analysis and the crisis cycle, along with an overview 

of the PASS program, including a description of student inclusion criteria and process. 

Once student participants have been identified in Phase 2, each individual student’s key 

staff members (PASS Coordinator, classroom teacher, administrator, counselor, etc.) will 

receive a more comprehensive full-day training at each school site on program 

implementation, including calibration practice with the monitoring tool. Student 

participants will engage in an individual program orientation facilitated by members of 

the research team and district-based program staff. Initial staff trainings will take place 
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during the month of August, and student-specific team trainings will be offered following 

the identification of PASS intervention participants. For most subjects, this will take 

place in early October, but may also take place later in the year for any students identified 

as the school year progresses. 

Phase 2 - Implementation. During phase 2 (Study Months 7-16), school teams 

will identify student participants who have been recommended for PASS based on the 

established entry criteria. Students are eligible for PASS participation if they are in the 10 

percent of students with the highest need for behavioral support, as evidenced by school-

level data. In a high-performing system with full implementation of the PBIS framework, 

this determination would follow a team discussion based on a review of school-wide 

ODR data and a completed FACTS form, the Functional Assessment Checklist for 

Teachers and Staff (March et al., 2000), detailing concerns, prior supports offered at the 

tier 1 or 2 level, and student response to those efforts (See Instrumentation section and 

Appendix C for a complete description of the FACTS). Schools with emerging or partial 

PBIS implementation may over-rely on less formal data such as anecdotal feedback from 

school staff. For the purposes of this study, all referring teams will be asked to submit a 

completed FACTS for each student identified for the intervention. Following team 

identification of PASS participants for the intervention, researchers will gather key 

participant demographic information and baseline performance data from sites (school, 

grade, ODRs, behavioral ratings, and function of target behaviors). School-based teams 

will deliver the PASS intervention per study protocol, as explained above. Researchers 

will conduct four randomized, unannounced fidelity observations at each school 

throughout the 6-week program implementation, using the implementation checklist 
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included in Appendix B. Following observations, researchers will facilitate a brief 10-

minute feedback and coaching session for implementers as a means of providing ongoing 

training to site-based staff, with a goal of increasing fidelity of implementation as well as 

reliability of data and validity of results. Because students will be eligible for 

identification and participation throughout the school year, PASS and ODR data will be 

collected between October and April, staggered by student according to his or her 

intervention start-date. At the conclusion of each student’s 6-week intervention period, 

the homeroom teacher will be asked to provide updated behavioral ratings data, and the 

research team will record ODR counts from the intervention period. Additionally, PASS 

coordinators and parents will be asked to complete a Social Validity Measure for PASS 

(See Appendix D). 

 Phases 3 and 4 – Analysis and Dissemination of Findings. The research team 

will spend Phase 3 (Study Months 17-18) analyzing the change in student ODRs and 

behavioral ratings from the pre-intervention phase to the post-intervention phase (see 

Data Analysis and Interpretation section for more details). During phase 4 (Study Months 

18-24), the research team will create an executive summary and evaluation report to be 

shared with key intended users, in addition to the IES year-end report. They will also 

present at state and national conferences as well as to the 4J school board and other 

community forums. Finally, Co-PIs Wilde and Irvin will publish the team’s results and 

findings in both research and practitioner journals, in accordance with the grant’s 

Dissemination Plan (see Appendix E). 
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Instrumentation 

 Staff-identified function of problem behavior. The primary function of each 

participating student’s problem behaviors will be determined through the FACTS, or 

Functional Assessment Checklist: Teachers and Staff (March et al., 2000), a two-page 

semi-structured interview form designed to support teachers and key school staff 

members to describe problem behaviors and hypothesize the function of those behaviors. 

The FACTS is an indirect assessment, most typically performed in conjunction with 

direct observation as part of a functional-based assessment (FBA) conducted during the 

development of an individualized student behavioral intervention plan (BIP). Technical 

adequacy data for the FACTS include test-retest reliability for function of .92 and 

function agreement with direct observational data in 96% of cases (McIntosh, Borgmeier, 

et al., 2008). 

 Problem behavior ratings. Intensity of problem behaviors will be measured using 

the Behavior Assessment Scale for Children 3 (BASC-3; Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2015). 

The BASC-3 is a norm-referenced, standardized behavior rating scale of problem 

behavior in school-aged children. Researchers will use the BASC-3 Teacher Report 

Scale–Child Form, designed for use with students aged 6 to 11 years of age. The team 

will isolate the problem behavior indicator by focusing specifically on the Behavioral 

Symptoms Index (BSI), a composite scale made up of six subscales: hyperactivity, 

aggression, depression, attention problems, atypicality, and withdrawal. The BASC-3 was 

selected because it controls for biased responding, it’s been recently updated, and it’s 

already in use by the participating school district. The BASC-3 test manual reports the 
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following technical adequacy means for composite scales on the TRS Child (6-11 years) 

Form: alpha reliability, .96; test–retest reliability, .87; and interrater reliability, .68. 

Prosocial behavior ratings. To measure a student’s degree of prosocial behavior, 

researchers will use the Teacher Report Scale–Child Form of the BASC-3, isolating 

ratings for the Adaptive Scale. Behaviors included in this composite scale include 

subscales for adaptability, social skills, leadership, study skills, and functional 

communication. The BASC-3 test manual reports the following technical adequacy 

means for the composite scales:   alpha reliability, .96; test–retest reliability, .87; and 

inter-rater reliability, .68. 

Level of PBIS Implementation. The research team will use the Tiered Fidelity 

Inventory (TFI) to sort each participating school into one of three levels for PBIS 

implementation; emerging, partial, or full. The TFI is It has an overall content validity 

index of .92 and an intraclass correlation (ICC) of .99 for inter-rater reliability. The ICC 

for test-retest reliability was also calculated at .99. Results from a large-scale validation 

study indicate an overall alpha of .96 for internal consistency. 

Fidelity of PASS program implementation. PASS program implementation 

fidelity will be evaluated using the PASS Implementation Fidelity Checklist (see 

Appendix B). 

Stakeholder perception of PASS program efficacy. Stakeholder perceptions of the 

PASS program will be measured using the Social Validity Measure for Project PASS 

survey, created by Co-PI Wilde. Members of stakeholder groups will either be assigned 

to the staff or parent form (see Appendix D). The validity and reliability of this measure 

have not yet been tested.  
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Data Analysis and Interpretation 

 The research team will analyze the outcome data using mixed model multivariate 

analyses of variance (MANOVA) repeated across time. Time intervals will be measured 

in 6-week segments with data collection points at: 1) pre-intervention, using six weeks of 

extant baseline data and post intervention, and 2) following six weeks of intervention for 

all students. Three continuous dependent variables will include the BASC-3 Behavioral 

Symptoms Index and Adaptive Scales composite scores as well as extant ODR data. 

Within-subjects variability across time will be analyzed using the following categorical 

predictor variables: 

• Function of behavioral patterns (attention-seeking or avoidance) to examine the 

variability of the intervention’s impact on student outcomes with respect to 

students’ identified primary function of target behaviors, using the student as the 

unit of analysis 

• PBIS implementation (emerging, partial, or full) to examine the variability of the 

intervention’s impact on student outcomes with respect to a school’s level of 

tiered PBIS implementation, using the school as the unit of analysis 

• Fidelity of PASS program implementation (low or high) at the school level.  

The prescribed order of analysis will dictate that multivariate interaction effects are 

examined first, including a) function by PASS effects, b) PBIS implementation by PASS 

effects, and c) PASS program fidelity by PASS effects. Next, the overall main effects of 

the PASS program will be determined, followed by the univariate analysis of each 

dependent variable. However, in any case for which an interaction effect is statistically 
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significant, it is difficult to clearly interpret main and univariate effects and, thus, simple 

effects will be substituted according to convention (Keppel & Zedeck, 1989). 

Validity and Reliability 

The research team will incorporate a parallel analysis of both program statistical 

outcome measurement data and survey data from the Social Validity Measure for Project 

PASS survey tool in order to examine the degree to which stakeholder perceptions are 

aligned with a change in ODRs. A strong correlation between perceived impact and 

change in ODRs will indicate agreement between outcome and perceptual data, 

increasing the validity of findings and interpretation of results.  

One potential threat to the internal validity of quantitative data is the risk of 

attrition. The most common factor leading to attrition, or loss of participants over the 

course of the study, is mobility. If a student moves from one school to another, a change 

is setting would either indicate complete attrition (if moved to a site without PASS 

availability) or to a change in implementation team, which would likely affect 

reliability/validity of the data. To address external validity and increase generalizability, a 

portion of this research is a continuation and expansion of the initial pilot study described 

in chapter II. Analysis on change in number of ODRs from pre-intervention to post 

intervention for the current study can be considered a modified replication of the pilot 

study expanded to a larger setting. Data collected at new sites will serve to minimize 

concerns related to a potential interaction between setting and treatment in the previous, 

smaller sample size (Drost, 2011). 

Other potential threats to validity stem from the risk of bias. Both researchers and 

program implementers are at risk of confirmation bias (Babbie, 2015), which is defined 
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as the tendency to search for or interpret information in a way that confirms one’s prior or 

existing beliefs. Researchers and program staff who are implementing the intervention, 

such as teachers and PASS coordinators can feel personally invested in the intervention 

and be more inclined to interpret student behavior in a way that matches with their own 

opinions of the intervention. Additionally, parents are at risk of social desirability bias, a 

type of response bias, in which the survey respondent may answer questions in a manner 

that would be perceived favorably by those administering the survey (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018,). In order to address the harmful effects of potential stakeholder bias, 

triangulation of data from multiple sources will be used (Maxwell, 1992). Specifically, 

responses across stakeholder groups will be analyzed for agreement with each other, and 

with the outcome data. Lastly, since the study participants are primary grade students, 

there is also the possibility of a maturation effect (Babbie, 2015), in which the behavior 

of young students naturally improves with age and normal exposure to the school 

environment. 
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CHAPTER IV  

STUDY PERSONNEL 

 The core research team consists of two Co-Principal Investigators (Co-PIs) from 

partnering organizations: The University of Oregon and Eugene School District 4J, both 

located in Eugene, Oregon. This collaboration between a renowned educational research 

institution and associated field experts within one of the state’s largest K-12 public 

school systems will enhance the project’s contribution to the field of educational supports 

and behavioral research by building upon and extending existing research findings in the 

area of tiered social-emotional and behavioral support (McIntosh, Campbell, Carter, & 

Dickey, 2008). Additionally, as the first formal research completed on a long-standing 

published behavioral support program that is used internationally in public school 

systems (Poole and Caperton-Brown, 2009), it will also provide practical guidance to 

educational practitioners as well as evidence to either confirm programmatic design or 

suggest possible refinements for future editions and publications. 

Dr. P. Shawn Irvin, Ph.D. – Co-Principal Investigator, University of Oregon. 

Dr. Irvin is a Research Assistant Professor at the University of Oregon’s 

Behavioral Research and Teaching (BRT) research center, specializing in assessment and 

measurement. He recently documented the underlying structure and predictive-

concordant capacity of Oregon’s kindergarten entry assessment, which includes a social-

emotional measurement component. As part of this research, Dr. Irvin developed an 

advanced understanding of metrics and instrumentation used to assess the social-

emotional and behavioral capacities of school-aged students. His contributions of value to 

the educational community include online professional development modules to increase 
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proper implementation of an RTI (Response to Intervention) model and an assessment-

learning tool that identifies reading disabilities and informs teacher decision-making for 

early childhood educators. Dr. Irvin began his career as a public-school educator, 

teaching elementary and middle school science before shifting his focus to educational 

research. His current and past research has been funded by the Institute of Education 

Sciences (IES) and the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). Current federally 

funded projects include work on web-based professional development tools and a tablet-

based assessment-learning tool, positioning him well to provide technical guidance and 

expertise for the continued development of a PASS-related data-collection and reporting 

tool. The creation and use of the PASS Tracker tool represent a significant modernization 

to the PASS program, offering an increase in feasibility for end users. As a Co-Principal 

Investigator, and the grant’s Institutional Partner, Dr. Irvin will be responsible for project 

oversight and will serve as the lead psychometrician. As such, 40% of his time over the 

2-year grant period would be dedicated to grant-related activities.  

Regina M. Wilde, M.A.T. – Co-Principal Investigator, Eugene School District 4J. 

Regina Wilde has served for seven years as Principal of Gilham Elementary 

School, in Eugene, Oregon. She has a master’s degree in teaching and is currently 

completing her doctorate in Educational Management, Policy, and Leadership. As a 

practitioner, Ms. Wilde is a licensed K-12 administrator and reading specialist, as well as 

a former nationally board-certified teacher (NCBT) of ten years, specializing in middle 

childhood. During her 20 years in education, she has mentored many elementary teachers 

and administrators and has a demonstrated passion and a record of improving both 

academic and social-emotional outcomes for students. She is an inaugural member of 
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Eugene School District 4J’s Behavioral Leadership Team, which afforded her the 

opportunity to develop local implementation of the PASS system and conduct the initial 

pilot study that largely led to the procurement of an $850,000 commitment from the 

school district to fund a tier 2 intervention position at each of its 20 elementary schools. . 

As such, she is uniquely qualified to serve as the project’s Co-Principal Investigator, 

representing the local educational agency (LEA) as its Practitioner Partner. 40% of Ms. 

Wilde’s time will be allocated to project management and dissemination throughout the 

2-year grant period. An additional 40% of her time will be spent on project management 

during Year 1 of the grant, when all program hiring, implementation, and data collection 

takes place. Previous success in grant-writing and management includes her creation of 

the Girls Engineering in Middle School program, GEMS, for which she partnered with a 

local high school and education foundation to provide middle school girls with an after-

school enrichment opportunity designed to build skills and comfort in the engineering 

and computer sciences, with an ultimate goal of increasing female enrollment in STEM-

related courses and extra-curriculars as the participants matriculated at the high school 

level. Ms. Wilde’s educational and behavioral expertise, her first-hand knowledge of the 

PASS program, and her affiliation with both the university and the LEA will ensure 

stable integration of project activities from both sites. Additionally, as the project initiator 

and primary grant author, she is uniquely qualified to lead the day-to-day operations of 

the project activities. 

Dr. Kent McIntosh, Ph.D. – Advisory Member, University of Oregon.  

Dr. McIntosh is a leading international expert in the areas of positive behavior 

support, equity in school discipline, and sustainability of evidence-based interventions in 
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schools. He currently serves as the Director of Educational and Community Supports, a 

key research unit in the UO College of Education, where the PBIS framework and 

consortium originated. He is also Co-Director of the OSEP National Technical Assistance 

Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) and a founding member 

of PBIS-SCP Canada, a national network supporting PBIS research and implementation 

in Canada. Dr. McIntosh is a highly decorated researcher and author, with over 80 

publications to his name. He is currently the Principal Investigator of an IES project to 

develop an intervention for reducing racial/ethnic disproportionality in school discipline 

and supporting culturally responsive behavior support practices. Dr. McIntosh’s role on 

the research team will be that of senior advisor. He will provide expertise and guidance to 

PIs throughout each stage of the project.  

Lillian Groff – Program Fidelity Manager.  

Ms. Lillian Groff has served as a behavior consultant for Eugene School District 

4J for two years and, as such, has developed a network of colleagues and a thorough 

understanding of the LEA’s structure and systems. Prior to serving in a consultative role, 

Ms. Groff taught special education and managed a behavioral support classroom for the 

district. As an experienced practitioner, she has both the knowledge and the skills to 

effectively gauge program fidelity of implementation. Ms. Groff’s role on the research 

team will be to conduct all program fidelity observations and coaching sessions, and to 

complete the program evaluation. 
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 Finance and Logistics Manager 

The personnel and projects coordinator for BRT will serve as Finance and 

Logistics Manager.  S(he) will be similarly managing several departmental grants. (S)he 

will work with the co-PIs to ensure processing of all paperwork and grant logistics. 

Graduate Research Employee (GE) 

 A graduate research employee will be hired for the summer between Project 

Years 1 and 2. The GE will assist Dr. Irvin with formatting and analyzing outcome data 

for reporting. 
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CHAPTER V 

RESOURCES AND BUDGET 

Resources 

For this project, we draw from three venues: two research centers from the 

University of Oregon’s College of Education – Educational and Community Supports 

(ECS) and Behavioral Research and Teaching (BRT) – and the Eugene 4J School 

District. The likelihood of a quality research product is increased by the robust resources 

available throughout the collaboration as well as a proven track record of grant-funded 

research. Together, the university facilities and research units provide the institutional 

capacity and experience to manage a grant of this size. The partnership with the LEA 

secures access to an authentic research site. Additionally, the collegial affiliations of the 

core research team offer access to a variety of collaborative connections with a wide 

range of experience and expertise to ensure the project’s success. Finally, the publishing 

history and contributions to scholarly discourse of team members underwrite their ability 

to effectively disseminate the project’s results and findings.  

University of Oregon. Research efforts at the University of Oregon are greatly 

supported by access to the Knight Library, which boasts 2,000,000+ volumes in the main 

library and an acquisition budget of more than $2 million per year. The Knight Library 

uses a mix of technologies to access computer-based information, with an extensive 

electronic database of books and journals accessible through a search system, specialized 

curriculum collections and periodicals, and extensive library media centers and 

infrastructure.  
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  College of Education (COE) Research Centers. The University of Oregon’s 

College of Education is ranked 4th among public graduate programs of education and 

11th among all schools of education based at either public or private universities. It is 

home to 14 research and outreach units that currently employ 55 principal investigators 

who were awarded 105 active research awards in 2019, totaling $51.6 M in funding. The 

College of Education also provides a pool of doctoral students across four departments to 

assist with research projects. 

The Educational and Community Supports (ECS) research unit conducts research 

and training to establish and expand the use of evidence-based behavior support practices 

and systems. It is the originating group of the Positive Behavioral Interventions and 

supports (PBIS) approach and a world-renowned facility in the research and development 

of multi-tiered systems of supports (MTSS) in K-12 educational settings. Many of the 

faculty interests and projects also align with those of the Behavioral Research and 

Teaching; particularly in the area of accessibility. 

 Researchers at Behavioral Research and Teaching (BRT) focus on developing 

information systems that (a) improve basic skills assessments; (b) enhance the 

development of information and decision-making systems and professional development 

for teachers and administrators; and (c) provide accessibility to large-scale testing 

products. Faculty and staff also work closely with school districts within Oregon and 

across the nation to facilitate the meaningful adoption of Response to Intervention (RTI) 

to better understand learning trajectories for children with disabilities. The BRT office 

complex houses 20 faculty and staff (http://brtprojects.org). Current funding includes two 
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grants from IES totaling $3M, state contracts with the Oregon Department of Education, 

and an account from the distribution of easyCBM ®.  

Eugene School District 4J. Located in the heart of Oregon’s southern Willamette 

Valley, Eugene’s SD4J encompasses the University of Oregon campus, serves over 

16,000 students, and is the state’s 6th largest public-school system. Recently, the Eugene 

SD4J has been in the news as being the home of 2020 national superintendent of the year, 

Dr. Gustavo Balderas. The school district is a frequent collaborator with the University of 

Oregon and often acts as the local education agency (LEA) in support of UO-based 

educational research. It also maintains a grant manager in both the instruction and finance 

departments as well as an internal review board in order to best ensure responsible 

methodology, prudent stewardship of resources, and the ethical engagement of research 

in support of improving educational access and outcomes for students. As an emerging 

implementor of the PASS system, 4J’s most notable commitment of resources comes in 

the form of approximately $850,000 annually toward salaried tier 2 intervention positions 

in each of the district’s public elementary schools, making the district ideal for the study 

site. 

Budget Narrative 

 This section details all major project expenses. The complete budget can be found 

in Appendix F. 

Salaries, Benefits, and Overhead Costs for Research Team. 

Co-Principal Investigator Irvin. Dr. P. Shawn Irvin will be responsible for project 

oversight, coordination with Co-PI Wilde and IES, as well as leading the project 

psychometrics and data analysis. He will devote 40% of his time to Project PASS in each 



 

 
 

 

42 

year of the project timeline. Dr. Irvin’s project activities will include overseeing data 

management as well as conference presentations and dissemination of study findings in 

peer-reviewed journals. 

 Co-Principal Investigator Wilde. Regina Wilde will be responsible for project 

management, including all internal project communication and supervision of program 

training, implementation, data collection, and reporting of findings. She will devote 40% 

of her time to Project PASS in the first and third years of the project and 80% of her time 

in the second year, when all PASS implementation and data collection take place. Ms. 

Wilde’s project activities will include writing the annual progress reports, managing all 

data sets, and contributing to conference presentations and dissemination of study 

findings in both peer-reviewed academic and practitioner-focused journals.  

 Dr. Kent McIntosh, Senior Advisor. Dr. Kent McIntosh, Director of the Education 

and Community Supports research unit of the University of Oregon’s College of 

Education and Co-Director of the OSEP National Technical Assistance Center on 

Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS), will provide project consultation 

and guidance in the amount 2-3 hours per month throughout the duration of the project. 

Dr. McIntosh will support project leadership by advising on potential avenues for 

collegial collaboration, publication, and future research priorities. 

 Lillian Groff, Fidelity Monitor. Ms. Lillian Groff, behavior consultant with 

Eugene School District 4J, will be responsible for monitoring program fidelity using the 

Implementation Fidelity Checklist that she co-created along with Ms. Wilde (See 

Appendix B), compiling and analyzing all fidelity data, and contributing to fidelity-
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related commentary for research and grant reporting. Her time commitment would be 5% 

during Year 1 of the project and 10% during Year 2. 

 Financial and Logistics Manager. Once hired, the financial and logistics manager 

will devote 10% of his or her time to this project in each year and will manage logistics, 

budgetary expenditures, and related communication with project staff and individuals in 

the field. 

 Graduate Research Employee. A graduate research employee (GE) will be hired 

during the summer between the second and third years of the project. S(he) will assist Dr. 

Irvin with data preparation, analysis, and reporting. The GE will devote 49% of time 

during the summer term.  

Supplies 

The budget includes $500 per year to cover costs for general project supplies. In 

year 1, I budget an additional $1,000 to purchase a PASS program manual (Poole and 

Caperton-Brown, 2009) for each participating school. I also budget $350 per year to 

cover the cost of postage and of printing and copying all hard-copy project materials.  

Travel 

 Travel rates outside of Oregon are as follows: lodging ($217/night) and per diem 

($68/day). A COLA of 1.9% is applied in each year. I budget for both Principal 

Investigators to attend the annual IES Principal Investigator meeting in Washington, DC 

each year. Each of these trips for the Project Directors’ meetings totals $1,773: airfare 

($650), three nights lodging ($651), four days per diem ($272), and parking and taxi 

($200). I also budget for each of the Co-PIs to attend one additional research conference 

in the first year of the project and two additional conferences in the second year. Sharing 
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project findings is an important part of our dissemination plan (See Appendix A). 

Possible conferences include the American Educational Research Association (AERA) 

and the PBIS Leadership Forum, as well as practitioner-focused conferences such as the 

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) Empower conference. 

Total per person travel cost to disseminate project findings at each annual research 

conference totals $2,123 in Year 1, reflecting the following costs: airfare ($600), 3 nights 

lodging ($651), 4 days per diem ($272), parking and taxi ($200), and registration fee of 

$400. The per person per conference total for Year 2 of $2,164 also reflects the 1.9% 

COLA for per diem rates. 

Consultants 

 Project leadership will hire PASS program authors Hope Caperton-Brown and 

James R. Poole as consultants during the life of the project. Their expertise as PASS 

developers will be instrumental in providing guidance throughout the project to school 

teams. 
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APPENDIX A 

 
IES REQUEST FOR APPLICATIONS 
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APPENDIX B 
 

PASS IMPLEMENTATION CHECKLIST 
 

CATEGORY 
RATING 

2 = Fully 
Observed 

1 = Partially 
Observed 

0 = Not 
Observed 

 

Adult Behavior 
Definitions with -AND- must include all components to score 2 points. 

Definitions with -OR- must include at least one component (without missed opportunities) to score 2 

points. 

 

Score 
2    1    0    1. Does the PC have the materials needed for the day? 

 2 - iPad with PASS program software installed AND color visual 

1- iPad with PASS program software installed OR color visual 

0- does not have PASS program software installed AND color visual 

Score 
2       0    2. Does the PC check-in with students at the beginning of the day? 

 Verbally checks-in with each student - OR 

Provides a positive interaction (thumbs-up, smile, wave) 

Score 
2    1    0    

3. Behavioral Determination 

 Checks in with teacher or IA verbally or through the use of a visual - AND 

Enters behavioral data in real time (green, yellow, red, purple, or gray) - AND 
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Enters notes - AND 

Chooses a negative behavioral descriptor (i.e. off task, talking out etc.)  

2- All components must be present 1- at least one component present 0- if the PASS coordinator makes the 
decision unilaterally 

Score 
2       0    

4.  PC uses PASS Flow Chart protocol 

 2-Actively utilize or follows the PASS Monitoring Procedure flow chart when monitoring students 

OR- follows an individualized plan (i.e. disengage, allow time to regulate) (i.e. the student is back on the 

green before PC moves on to next student) 

0- Does not use the flow chart protocol 

 

 

Score 
2    1    0    

5. Using the PASS flow chart PC provides consistent, prompt and accurate feedback  

 Communicates verbal and/or nonverbal positive feedback towards students’ effort     -OR- 

Communicates verbal and/or nonverbal positive feedback towards students’ behavior     -OR- 

Communicates verbal and/or nonverbal corrective feedback towards students’ responses to academic 

content (i.e. provide academic support)    -OR- 

 

Communicates verbal and/or nonverbal corrective feedback towards students’ responses to rules in non-

academic settings  

 

2- demonstrates one or more; 1- demonstrates one 0- does not demonstrate any 

Score 
2    1    0    6. Self-correct students’ responses to feedback 

 Demonstrates flexibility in pacing and scaffolding toward the desired behavior    -OR- 

Incorporates additional behavioral practice based on students’ responses     -OR- 
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Adjusts the method of instruction in response to an observable student need     -OR- 

Purposefully adjusts the physical environment     -OR- 

Purposefully adjusts access to resources, materials, a safe space 

2- demonstrates one or more; 1- demonstrates one 0- does not demonstrate any 

Score 
2    1    0    6. Number of check-ins per student per day  

 2- 10 or more check-ins per student per day 

1- Between 9 and 5 check-ins per student per day 

0- 4 or less check-ins per student per day 

TOTAL 
SCORE 
_________
_________

_ 
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APPENDIX C 

FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST FOR TEACHERS AND STAFF 
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APPENDIX D 
 

SOCIAL VALIDITY MEASURE FOR PASS PARENTS 
 

 
For each statement, circle one number that best describes how you feel about the Positive Approach to 
Student Success (PASS) Program. 
 
1. My child’s problem behaviors have decreased since enrollment in the PASS program. 
 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

  1 2 3 4 5  6 

 
2. My child’s appropriate classroom behaviors have increased since enrollment in the PASS program. 
 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

  1 2 3 4 5  6 

 
3. It was relatively easy to review and understand PASS program scores and reports shared by the school. 
 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

  1 2 3 4 5  6 

 
4. The PASS process for my child student was worth the time and effort. 
 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

  1 2 3 4 5  6 

 
6. I would recommend that other schools (or classrooms) use the PASS program with similar students. 
 

 Strongly disagree Strongly agree 

  1 2 3 4 5  6 

 
7. Please list any other comments about the PASS program.  

_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________ 
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APPENDIX E 
 

DISSEMINATION PLAN 
 

Results from Project PASS will offer implications to the educational and behavioral 

research community as well as concrete applications for practitioners. Research findings 

will be disseminated using a three-tiered approach in order to meet the needs of a diverse 

array of end users distributed across both K-12 educational systems, institutions of higher 

learning, and research groups.  

 Tier 1 – Grant Funders and Local Project Affiliates. Once research results are 

analyzed and findings are compiled, the research team will first prepare a detailed 

program evaluation and research report to be accompanied by a project summary 

presentation and shared with both IES and all project affiliates, including the Eugene 

School District 4J and UO’s BRT and ECS units within the College of Education.  

Tier 2 – Web-based Reporting and Dissemination. At the onset of the study 

timeline, the research team will establish a web-based summary of planned research on 

the existing BRT and ECS website platforms for current research projects. The high-level 

summary with include contact information for co-PIs Irvin and Wilde. Following the 

completion of data collection, a Project PASS main page will be created and linked to the 

aforementioned BRT and ECS webpages for current research. The research team will 

post periodic updates using a blog-style interface. The team will also create and co-link 

new Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter accounts (e.g., @ProjectPASS) that will serve as a 

regular means of communicating updates and engaging both practitioners and the 

research community throughout the duration of the project. 
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 Tier 3 – Scholarly Publication and Presentation. The core research team will 

disseminate study results by publishing in at least two peer-reviewed academic journals, 

such as the Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions, the Journal of Emotional and 

Behavioral Disorders, and Exceptional Children. The team will also submit findings to 

practitioner journals, such Educational Leadership.  In addition to publication, team 

members will also present at project-relevant research conferences, such as American 

Educational Research Association (AERA), the PBIS Leadership Forum, as well as 

practitioner-focused conferences such as the Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development (ASCD) Empower conference.
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APPENDIX F 
 

BUDGET 
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APPENDIX G 

ACTION PLAN 

This dissertation grant application allowed me to gain experience in researching 

funding opportunities and assembling an appropriate research plan to conduct the project. 

I also learned a great deal about the intricacies of developing a budget and timeline for 

the proposed project, and gained experience creating professional connections in the 

research community. As I continue in the field of education, the skills acquired to write a 

grant application will be directly applicable to my future work. The IES Grant Program 

submission format differs from the graduate school dissertation format, which would 

require me to make several adjustments if I submit this grant application.  The IES RFA 

differs from the graduate school chapter-based format which will require I make several 

format adjustments. If I were to submit this grant application, I would need to submit a 

Letter of Intent to Apply by July 11th and a web-based completed application by August 

28th of the year in which I apply. The application package for this particular year has not 

yet been released and may be affected by the economic impact of the global covid-19 

pandemic.  
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