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Abstract 

Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders (EBD) face significant educational 

challenges, including academic failure, social isolation, exclusionary discipline, and limited 

access to inclusive environments. Although restrictive settings are intended to provide intensive 

support, they can also limit opportunities for reintegration and contribute to stigmatization. 

Despite mandates requiring education in the least restrictive environment (LRE), transitions to 

less restrictive settings remain infrequent and the processes that facilitate this remain 

unsystematic and poorly understood. 

This dissertation examined systemic factors influencing the transition of students with EBD from 

a self-contained school to less restrictive settings using a three-phase mixed-methods design 

grounded in Behavioral Systems Analysis (BSA) and guided by Brethower’s Total Performance 

System (TPS) framework. The TPS was used to identify and map system components related to 

transition effectiveness. In Phase 1, it informed the development of surveys and interviews; in 

Phase 2, it guided the analysis of district data; and in Phase 3, it was used to identify areas for 

targeted training. 

Phase 1 involved surveys and interviews with staff from self-contained and comprehensive 

campuses, district administrators, students, and parents, representing the first known study to 

include students with EBD in evaluating transition practices. Findings revealed barriers such as 

limited student and family participation, inconsistent knowledge of IEP and LRE, fragmented 

collaboration, and misaligned expectations across settings. 

Phase 2 examined five years of district data on enrollment patterns, placement trajectories, and 

outcomes for students placed in the self-contained school. Results indicated that students were 

generally referred early and tended to remain in the setting for extended periods. Attendance 
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concerns were common, and transitions to less restrictive settings occurred infrequently. 

Variability in exit coding suggested opportunities to improve data consistency for monitoring 

transition-related outcomes. 

Phase 3 tested a small-sample, collaboration-based intervention to clarify transition-related 

values among students, families, and staff, improve procedural knowledge, and strengthen cross-

setting collaboration. Although effects on student transitions were not measured, pre- and post-

assessments indicated improvements in all areas assessed. 

Collectively, the three phases provide a comprehensive systems analysis of how system variables 

shape placement trajectories for students with EBD and identify strategies that can promote 

equitable, system-aligned transitions.  

Keywords: emotional and behavioral disorders, self-contained settings, transition planning, 

inclusive education, behavioral systems analysis, least restrictive environment 
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Introduction 

Statement of the Problem 

 Students with emotional and behavioral disorders (EBD) face unique challenges within 

the educational system. These students are among the most vulnerable to academic failure, social 

rejection, school disciplinary action, and involvement with the juvenile justice system (Hemez et 

al., 2020; Wagner et al., 2005; Skiba et al., 2014). Due to the intensity and persistence of their 

needs, many students with EBD are often removed from general education settings and placed in 

more restrictive environments such as self-contained classrooms or school, day-treatment 

programs, or residential schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2023; Lane et al., 2005a). While 

these placements aim to provide individualized support, they can lead to further isolation, limited 

access to academic and social opportunities, and stigmatization (Hoge & Rubinstein-Avila, 

2014). The central problem this dissertation addresses is that students placed in more restrictive 

educational environments like self-contained schools often face major barriers when trying to 

return to less restrictive settings.  

Purpose of the Study 

 Building on the challenges outlined above, the purpose of the present study is to 

investigate the systemic factors that influence the successful transition of students with EBD 

from self-contained schools to less restrictive educational environments. Although federal 

mandates emphasize individualized, data-based decision-making, inconsistencies in 

implementation continue to limit access to educational opportunities for this population. Rather 

than focusing solely on individual student characteristics, this study seeks to examine broader 

systemic variables in public schools, such as organizational structures, stakeholder collaboration, 

and resource allocation, that contribute to transition outcomes. By identifying the systemic 
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barriers and facilitators associated with successful transitions, the study aims to inform strategies 

to support long-term educational outcomes for students with EBD. 

Research Question 

 This study is guided by the following overarching research question: What systemic 

factors and conditions are relevant to the successful transition of students with EBD from self-

contained schools to less restrictive educational environments? 

 This question was addressed in the present study by research conducted in three phases. 

Phase 1 involved a mixed-methods analysis of surveys and semi-structured interviews with key 

stakeholders, including educators from the self-contained school and comprehensive campuses, 

district administrators, parents, and students. Guided by the Total Performance System (TPS) 

framework, this phase included a conceptual analysis of systemic interactions that influence 

transition practices. Phase 2 consisted of a review of archival district data to examine enrollment 

patterns, placement trajectories, and outcomes for students placed in the self-contained school, 

providing additional context for the findings from Phase 1. Phase 3 tested a role-specific, 

collaboration-based intervention designed to increase stakeholder knowledge, clarify transition-

related values, promote collaboration and actively involve students and families in transition 

planning and decision-making. 

Significance of the Study 

 This study has the potential to advance inclusive education practices for students with 

EBD. By examining the systemic factors and conditions that influence transitions from more 

restrictive to less restrictive educational settings, the research contributes to the development of 

evidence-based strategies aimed at supporting student inclusion, equity, and advocacy. In the 

short term, the findings may guide educators and support staff in developing individualized 
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transition plans that promote successful integration of students with EBD into general education 

environments. In the long term, this study is intended to inform district-wide practices, special 

education programming, and policy decisions within educational systems. Ultimately, the 

research seeks to improve both the educational trajectories and overall well-being of students 

with EBD, while also improving the capacity of families and professionals who support them. 

 The manuscript is organized into the following chapters. Chapter 1 provides an overview 

of the legal context for students with EBD in education systems. Chapter 2 presents a review of 

the literature on transitioning students to less restrictive settings. Chapter 3 outlines the 

conceptual framework guiding the study. Chapter 4 presents Phase 1 in its entirety, including the 

method, results, and discussion of systemic factors influencing transitions. Chapter 5 presents 

Phase 2, which includes the review and analysis of district archival data. Chapter 6 describes the 

collaboration-based intervention developed from Phase 1 findings and implemented in Phase 3. 

Chapter 7 provides a general discussion integrating results across phases and outlining 

implications for practice, limitations, and directions for future research. 
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Chapter 1 

Special Education Policy: Legal Framework Guiding Educational Placement 

The Individuals with Disabilities in Education Act (IDEA)  

 The challenges surrounding the transition of students with EBD suggest a systemic 

shortfall in meeting the mandates of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 

originally passed in 1975 and most recently reauthorized in 2004. IDEA provides the legal 

foundation for ensuring that students with disabilities receive a free appropriate public education 

(FAPE) and one of its core principles is that students must be educated in Least Restrictive 

Environments (LREs), whenever possible. Under this mandate, students with disabilities should 

be educated with their non-disabled peers, to the greatest extent appropriate. Alternative 

placements should only be considered when the severity of the disability prevents success in that 

setting, even with support. Specifically, IDEA (2004) states: 

“To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities, including 

children in public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with 

children who are not disabled, and that special classes, separate schooling, or 

other removal of children with disabilities from the regular educational 

environment occurs only when the nature or severity of the disability is such that 

education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services 

cannot be achieved satisfactorily“. 

 IDEA outlines eligibility under several disability categories, including specific learning 

disability (SLD), intellectual disability (ID), speech or language impairment (SI), autism (AU), 

visual impairment (VI), auditory impairment (AI), other health impairment (OHI), orthopedic 

impairment (OI), and emotional disturbance (ED).  
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Emotional Behavioral Disorders 

 In school settings, students whose emotional and behavioral challenges interfere with 

their own learning or that of others may be eligible for special education services under the ED 

category, as defined by IDEA (2004). Across time, various terms such as serious emotional 

disturbance (SED), serious behavioral disorder (SBD), and behavioral disorder (BD), have been 

used to describe this population. Recognizing the need for language that better reflects the 

complexity of these students' needs without adding stigma, Forness and Knitzer (1992) 

recommended adopting updated terminology. Since then, the term EBD has become more widely 

used across education, behavior research, and practice. In this manuscript, the term EBD will be 

used to refer both to students officially identified under the ED category and to those 

demonstrating significant emotional or behavioral needs that necessitate specialized educational 

support. 

 According to IDEA (2004), a student may qualify for special education services under 

ED if they exhibit at least one of the following characteristics: 

• An inability to learn that is not explained by intellectual, sensory, or health factors; 

• Difficulty establishing or maintaining satisfactory relationships with peers and teachers; 

• Displaying inappropriate behaviors or feelings under typical circumstances; 

• A pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression; 

• Physical symptoms or fears associated with personal or school-related problems. 

 Additionally, a medical diagnosis of schizophrenia automatically qualifies a student for 

services under this category. These characteristics must persist over time, occur to a marked 

degree, and negatively affect the student’s educational performance. 

Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) 
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 Once it has been determined that a student qualifies for special education under IDEA, 

the school district is required by law to develop an Individualized Education Program (IEP, 

IDEA, 2004). An IEP is a formal, legally binding document that outlines the customized 

instruction, supports, and services necessary to meet the student’s specific needs resulting from 

their disability. Creating the IEP is a collaborative effort involving a team of individuals, 

including the student, the student’s parents or guardians, special and general education teachers, 

a representative of the school district, and, when appropriate, additional service providers such as 

speech-language pathologists or occupational therapists.  

 The IEP must include clearly defined, measurable annual goals that align with the 

student’s current academic and functional performance. These goals help guide the selection of 

an educational placement that can support the delivery of the IEP, consistent with the principle of 

the LRE. It should also detail the special education services, related services, accommodations, 

modifications, and other supports that will enable the student to engage with the general 

education curriculum and school activities. Furthermore, the IEP must specify how the student’s 

progress will be monitored and reported, as well as identify the educational setting in the LRE in 

which services will be provided. The overarching goal of the IEP is to guarantee the provision of 

a FAPE that supports the student’s individual needs, capitalizes on their strengths, and promotes 

meaningful access to learning and participation. 

The Continuum of Educational Placements 

 To meet the individualized needs of students with disabilities, IDEA (2004) requires 

school districts to offer a continuum of alternative placements. These include a range of options 

from full inclusion in general education classrooms to instruction in residential institutions. The 

IEP team determines placement based on the student’s strengths, needs, evaluation results, and 
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the supports available across settings. Importantly, placement decisions must be made after 

developing the IEP goals, not before, to ensure the chosen setting can support the services 

identified in the plan (IDEA, 2004). 

 While general education settings are preferred under the principle of LRE, more 

restrictive placements may be necessary when a student cannot succeed in these, even with 

supplementary aids and services. What counts as the LRE is contextual and individualized, 

depending on each student’s unique needs, strengths, and the supports available. For some 

students the LRE may, at least temporarily, be a self-contained school if that environment 

provides the behavioral supports, structure, and individualized instruction necessary for 

meaningful progress. Therefore, LRE is not tied to a specific location, such as a general 

education classroom, but is instead a flexible concept determined by the student’s individual 

needs and the supports required for academic and functional progress (Rozalski et al., 2010). As 

a result, the most appropriate LRE can vary considerably from one student to another. 

Placement decisions must be individualized, data-informed, and reviewed regularly to ensure 

they continue to support the student’s educational progress. Table 1 illustrates the continuum of 

educational placements available under IDEA. 

Table 1.  

Continuum of Educational Placements from Least to Most Restrictive 

Placement Description Restrictiveness 

General education classes No special services beyond 

the standard curriculum 

 

Least Restrictive 

General education with 

accommodations/modifications 

Supports provided within 

the general education 

classroom 

 

Slightly More Restrictive 
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Self-contained classrooms Special education classes 

within a general school 

setting 

 

Moderately Restrictive 

Self-contained schools Separate schools dedicated 

to students with special 

needs 

 

More Restrictive 

Home instruction Education provided at 

home due to medical or 

other needs 

 

Very Restrictive 

Hospital or residential 

institution 

Instruction in medical or 

residential settings 

Most Restrictive 

 

Placement Change Decisions 

 Data-driven decision-making is a critical component when determining appropriate 

educational placements for students. Rozalski et al. (2010) recommend that IEP teams use 

structured decision-making tools, such as decision trees evaluating accessibility, required 

supports, and peer interaction opportunities, during both initial and annual IEP meetings to 

ensure appropriate placements. Decisions regarding movement across the continuum of 

placements, whether to more or less restrictive environments, should be informed by objective, 

comprehensive measures of the student’s progress toward IEP goals rather than by reactive 

responses to behavioral incidents or administrative convenience. Systematic reviews of academic 

achievement, behavioral data, and social-emotional development provide valuable information 

into a student’s needs and readiness for different placement options. Regular monitoring of these 

indicators allows IEP teams to determine whether a student requires additional supports to 

succeed in a less restrictive environment or if a transition to a more restrictive setting is 

warranted. 

 In addition, IDEA (2004) mandates that if a behavior leading to consideration of a more 

restrictive placement is determined to be a manifestation of the student’s disability, the school 
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must conduct a Functional Behavior Assessment (FBA) and implement a Behavior Intervention 

Plan (BIP) prior to altering the placement. These procedures are intended to support students in 

remaining in less restrictive settings by addressing behavioral barriers through individualized, 

function-based strategies before more restrictive placements are considered. Federal regulations 

emphasize the importance of FBAs and BIPs to ensure that changes in educational settings are 

proactive, supportive, and legally compliant, and that students’ behavioral needs are addressed 

within the framework of individualized planning. 

Practical Gaps in Implementation 

 Although IDEA provides a clear framework for placement decisions, substantial gaps 

persist between policy and practice for students with EBD (Mitchell et al., 2019; U.S. 

Department of Education, 2023). Transitions to more restrictive settings are often triggered by 

major behavioral incidents, police involvement, or staff burnout, rather than through systematic, 

data-driven evaluation of academic, behavioral, and social-emotional indicators (Garwood et al., 

2017; Hoge et al., 2014; Brunsting et al., 2022). Additionally, FBAs and BIPs, although required 

under IDEA (2004), are frequently implemented reactively rather than being used proactively to 

guide placement decisions (Mann, 2021). These patterns reveal critical inconsistencies between 

the individualized, data-based decision-making process emphasized in federal policy and the 

realities of implementation within school systems (Bettini et al., 2021; Ennis et al., 2014; Hoge 

& Rubinstein-Avila, 2014). 

 Having outlined the core challenges and legal context surrounding placement decisions 

for students with EBD, chapter 2 reviews the existing literature on placement transitions. This 

review examines how decisions are made in practice and identifies factors that research has 

suggested impact equitable and effective educational opportunities for this population. 
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Chapter 2  

Literature Review: Transitioning Students to/from more/less Restrictive Educational 

Settings 

Academic and Behavioral Challenges for Students With EBD 

           Students with EBD face some of the most significant academic and behavioral challenges 

compared to peers in other special education categories (U.S. Department of Education, 2023). 

Educational outcomes within this population are shaped not only by the characteristics of the 

disability itself but also by the restrictive nature of the educational environments in which these 

students are often placed. According to the U.S. Department of Education (2023), only 54.7% of 

students with EBD are served inside the general education classroom for 80% or more of the 

day. The remaining students are placed in more restrictive settings, with 17.0% spending 40-79% 

of the day in general education, 14.6% spending less than 40%, and 13.7% placed in separate 

schools, residential facilities, homebound or hospital settings, or correctional facilities. This 

distribution reflects a substantially higher rate of placement in restrictive settings than is 

observed for most other disability categories. 

             Research has further highlighted the disproportionate difficulties experienced by students 

with EBD, including lower academic progress and higher rates of substance abuse, incarceration, 

expulsion, and dropout compared to students in other disability categories (Bradley et al., 2008; 

Buchanan et al., 2016a; Mitchell et al., 2019; National Center for Education Statistics, 2023). 

Despite increased opportunities for growth afforded to students with disabilities over the past 

decades, students with EBD continue to face significant academic and behavioral challenges that 

undermine their educational and long-term outcomes. 

Research on Self-Contained Settings 
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 A key component of the LRE mandate under the IDEA is that students with disabilities 

must benefit educationally from their placement. For some students, this may involve placement 

in self-contained classrooms or schools designed to provide individualized support and 

structured instruction for students with more intensive needs (Kurth et al., 2019). However, such 

placements are warranted only if they result in demonstrable academic and social progress. 

Despite their intended purpose, research on the effectiveness of self-contained placements 

remains limited. While self-contained environments are designed to provide individualized 

instruction and targeted supports, students with disabilities placed in these settings often 

experience poorer outcomes than their peers in general education classrooms (Oh-Young & 

Filler, 2015). In a meta-analysis of 24 peer-reviewed studies, Oh-Young and Filler (2015) found 

that students in more inclusive environments consistently outperformed those in more restrictive 

settings across both academic and social domains. However, these findings should be interpreted 

with caution, as many of the reviewed studies did not fully control for confounding variables 

such as disability type, severity of behavioral or cognitive impairment, or the presence of co-

occurring conditions. Students placed in more restrictive settings often enter with greater 

instructional and behavioral needs, which may contribute to poorer performance outcomes. Thus, 

observed differences in academic or behavioral performance may reflect, at least in part, the 

initial severity of disability rather than the effects of placement alone. 

 Focusing specifically on students with EBD, Mitchell et al. (2019) found that students in 

self-contained settings were disproportionately affected by exclusionary disciplinary practices. 

Their study reported that 65% of students in these placements experienced out-of-school 

suspensions, 19% were expelled, and 17% were arrested, compared to 14%, 3%, and 2%, 

respectively, for students with EBD in general education environments. Research also 
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highlighted racial and ethnic disproportionality, noting that Black and Hispanic students were 

overrepresented in self-contained placements and disciplinary actions, raising concerns about 

equity and systemic bias (Ennis et al., 2014; Mitchell et al., 2019). These patterns suggest that 

placement and disciplinary decisions may not solely reflect behavioral need, but may also be 

influenced by subjective judgments, implicit bias, and institutional practices that differentially 

disadvantage students. Such disproportionality suggests a systemic issue in which students from 

historically marginalized backgrounds are more likely to experience restrictive placements, 

exclusionary discipline, and limited access to inclusive opportunities. At the same time, the 

severity and complexity of students’ disabilities may act as a confounding factor, as those with 

more intense behavioral and emotional needs are more frequently placed in self-contained 

environments. Nevertheless, as Ennis et al. (2014) emphasized, many segregated placements fail 

to provide services within the LRE and often deny students equal access to curriculum, electives, 

and extracurricular activities. Additionally, students in self-contained EBD placements 

frequently exhibit aggressive or externalizing behaviors not typically observed in general 

education classrooms (Stoutjesdijk et al., 2012), further complicating efforts to disentangle the 

relative influence of disability severity and systemic bias on placement and disciplinary 

outcomes. 

 Other studies report similar concerns. Lane et al. (2005a) conducted an early study 

examining whether students with EBD placed in more restrictive environments (i.e., self-

contained schools) demonstrated more significant academic, behavioral, and social deficits 

compared to those in less restrictive placements (i.e., self-contained classrooms). Findings 

indicated that students in self-contained schools exhibited greater academic and behavioral 

deficits than those in self-contained classrooms. However, no meaningful differences were 
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observed in social competence, which was assessed using teacher ratings of students’ 

cooperation, assertion, responsibility, empathy, and self-control. In a follow-up study, Lane et al. 

(2005b) further investigated whether students with EBD in self-contained classrooms and self-

contained schools, the same two restrictive settings examined in their earlier study, were making 

academic and behavioral progress. Progress was assessed using behavior rating scales, 

curriculum-based measures, standardized tests, and school record data. The results revealed 

limited academic improvement in either setting, with no significant differences between groups. 

Similarly, behavioral and social outcomes showed little change, with no significant differences 

between students in the two settings. 

 In summary, educational outcomes for students with EBD are often poor, but high-quality 

longitudinal research examining the long-term efficacy of self-contained placements remains 

limited (Ennis et al., 2014). This lack of rigorous research poses a significant challenge to fully 

understanding the impact of these settings on student success. Nevertheless, the available 

literature consistently indicates that more inclusive environments yield better academic, 

behavioral, and social outcomes for students with EBD. These findings underscore the 

importance of prioritizing efforts to reintroduce students with EBD to less restrictive settings as 

early and appropriately as possible. 

Factors Affecting Transitions for Students With EBD 

 Research examining the transition of students with EBD from more to less restrictive 

settings is limited but growing. The findings of Hoge et al. (2014) provide important insights into 

the factors considered when making placement decisions into and out of alternative schools for 

students with EBD. Their study found that placement into restrictive settings was often based on 

a few primary triggers, such as behavioral incidents or safety concerns. In contrast, exit decisions 



 

 14 

involved a wider range of considerations, including academic performance, emotional readiness, 

input from multiple stakeholders, and evidence of sustained behavior change. Additionally, the 

criteria used for reintegration were not necessarily the same as those used for initial placement. 

These findings highlight the need for consistency and objectivity in data-driven decision-making, 

ensuring that placement transitions are guided by student needs and demonstrated progress rather 

than reactive responses to behavioral incidents. 

 Mann (2021) conducted a nationwide survey and follow-up focus groups to investigate 

how special education educators in self-contained classrooms and schools approach transitions 

for students with EBD. The study found that educators commonly used level systems (i.e., 

structured systems in which students progress through levels by meeting predetermined 

behavioral expectations), mastery of goals, and completion of objectives as transition criteria. 

However, many participants acknowledged inconsistencies in the use of FBAs and BIPs, noting 

that they were sometimes implemented without a full understanding of their legal or procedural 

alignment with IDEA requirements. This points to a need for clearer, standardized practices to 

support transition decisions that are both legally compliant and responsive to student growth. 

 Teacher burnout is another major factor found to affect transition decisions for students 

with EBD. Brunsting et al. (2022) identified high levels of stress and burnout among special 

educators working with students with EBD, citing frequent classroom disruptions, behaviors 

such as defiance and aggression, and limited planning and preparation time as primary 

contributors. The findings of Garwood et al. (2017) and Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2017) further 

corroborated these outcomes, linking teacher burnout to suboptimal working conditions and the 

intensive demands associated with managing students exhibiting significant behavioral needs. 

High levels of educator burnout can significantly impact transition outcomes. When supports are 
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insufficient, or when teachers experience prolonged stress, placement changes may occur 

reactively, with staff advocating for students’ removal to more restrictive environments rather 

than maintaining interventions that could support success in more inclusive settings. Addressing 

teacher burnout is therefore critical for objective, data-driven transitions for students with EBD. 

 School leadership also plays a central role in transition practices. Bettini et al. (2021) 

explored how principals’ perceptions of EBD influence their support for self-contained programs 

and transition initiatives. They reported that principals with pathologizing views of students with 

EBD (i.e., those who attributed behavior to stable internal traits or psychiatric diagnoses rather 

than modifiable environmental variables) were more likely to support restrictive placements, 

whereas those adopting trauma-informed or inclusive perspectives (i.e., those who viewed 

behavior as influenced by contextual variables such as reinforcement history, setting events, or 

skill deficits) were more likely to advocate for reintegration and continued support within less 

restrictive settings. Leadership alignment with inclusive philosophies therefore appears essential 

for promoting successful transitions to less restrictive settings, as principals’ attitudes shape 

school culture, resource allocation, and the fidelity of transition processes. 

 Research by Marshall and Mirenda (2002) emphasized the importance of involving key 

stakeholders, such as parents and teachers, in the intervention process to promote the social 

validity of educational strategies (i.e., the perceived acceptability, relevance, and importance of 

goals, procedures, and outcomes from the perspective of those affected). Engaging stakeholders 

in decision-making about intervention goals, procedures, and implementation strategies fosters 

investment and increases the likelihood that interventions will be maintained with fidelity across 

settings. Buchanan et al. (2016a) conducted focus groups with students’ families, and educators 

to explore their experiences during transition processes. The study highlighted the importance of 
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providing consistent, behavior-specific feedback, ensuring regular practice of social skills, 

maintaining strong communication between home and school, establishing predictable and 

coordinated routines, and offering support to parents during IEP and transition meetings. 

Together, these factors were found to significantly ease the transition process and promote more 

positive long-term outcomes.  

Schoolwide and Systemic Supports for Transition 

 There is a growing body of research examining systemic variables influencing the 

successful transition of students with EBD to less restrictive settings. These studies extend 

beyond individual or classroom-level factors and emphasize the importance of school-wide 

structures, multi-layer coordination, and collaborative planning processes. 

 Eber et al. (2010) described how the wraparound process, a team-based, family-centered 

planning model for youth with complex needs, can be embedded within schoolwide Positive 

Behavior Support (PBS) systems as a Tier 3 intervention (i.e., highly individualized and 

intensive supports provided to students who do not respond adequately to universal or targeted 

interventions). Their multi-year demonstration project in Illinois involved 125 students who were 

identified as at risk of school failure or placement in more restrictive settings. A detailed analysis 

of 70 students showed statistically significant improvements in academic performance, 

reductions in behavioral incidents, and decreased risk of placement failure following six months 

of support. The authors emphasized that successful implementation required systemic alignment 

(i.e., ensuring coordination between policies, practices, and stakeholder roles across school and 

community systems), sustained coaching (i.e., ongoing support and training for school staff 

implementing interventions), and ongoing data monitoring. 
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 Wilkinson et al. (2020) proposed a five-part systemic process to support students with 

EBD transitioning from alternative education settings to traditional schools. Their model 

includes: (1) developing a transition plan; (2) determining transition criteria using data; (3) 

implementing tailored supports; (4) monitoring progress through continuous data collection; and 

(5) maintaining ongoing communication among team members. The authors illustrated this 

framework through a case example and emphasized that consistent, structured collaboration is 

key to reducing the likelihood of re-placement into restrictive settings. 

 Similarly, Buchanan et al. (2016b) evaluated the Students With Involved Families and 

Teachers (SWIFT) intervention, a yearlong, school-home support model grounded in social 

learning theory, designed to support students with EBD transitioning from day-treatment to 

neighborhood schools. SWIFT integrates four core components: behavioral progress monitoring, 

program supervision, parent coaching, and student skills coaching, all coordinated to ensure 

contextual fit across home and school environments. Drawing on feedback from families and 

school staff as well as implementation outcomes, the authors identified three critical practices for 

systemic improvement: fostering proactive communication, building strong collaborative 

relationships among all team members, and maintaining a unified, student-centered approach to 

support.  

 Jackson (2023) explored special education teachers' perspectives on transitions for 

elementary-aged students with EBD. Teachers emphasized the role of IEP teams in determining 

student readiness for inclusion, coordinating supports, and facilitating communication between 

general and special education staff. They also highlighted the importance of consistent routines 

and readiness indicators (e.g., academic progress and generalization of behavioral skills) as key 

to successful reintegration. Importantly, the authors identified systemic and cultural barriers, 
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including lack of administrative support and negative perceptions of students with EBD, as 

obstacles to effective transition planning. The findings suggest that system-level improvements 

in professional development, leadership alignment, and communication are essential to 

sustaining inclusive practices. 

 Collectively, these studies point to the importance of systemic supports, such as multi-

stakeholder collaboration, clear transition criteria, ongoing data monitoring, and leadership 

commitment in facilitating successful transitions to more inclusive settings. They also highlight 

the need for philosophical and procedural shifts in how schools approach placement decisions 

and service delivery for students with EBD. 

Research Gaps 

 Despite increasing awareness of the complexities surrounding placement transitions for 

students with EBD, significant gaps in knowledge remain. First, critical stakeholder voices are 

missing. To date, no studies have incorporated the perspectives of students, caregivers, staff and 

administrators at less restrictive comprehensive campuses, and district-level leadership 

simultaneously. A more comprehensive, multi-stakeholder perspective is likely to enhance 

understanding of the barriers and facilitators to successful transitions. Notably, none of the 

existing studies have directly assessed student views of transition processes. The absence of 

student perspectives represents a critical omission, given that students are the individuals most 

directly impacted by placement decisions and transition processes.  

 Second, although notable progress has been made in advancing special education policy, 

systemic barriers to the implementation of effective transition procedures continue to persist. 

Importantly, no existing studies have applied a true systems-level framework to examine how 

transitions for students with EBD function organizationally. While research has identified key 
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components such as planning, collaboration, and data use, it has not analyzed how these 

elements operate together as part of a coordinated system involving multiple stakeholders. This 

represents a critical gap, particularly given that placement and transition decisions are rarely 

made in isolation. These decisions are shaped by policies, institutional structures, and the 

interdependent roles of individuals across educational settings. 

 In light of this, the following chapter aims to use a Behavioral Systems Analysis (BSA) 

framework to analyze the interrelationships between parties involved the transition process and 

identify systemic conditions that support or hinder effective transitions to less restrictive settings 

for students with EBD.  
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Chapter 3 

Conceptual Analysis: Behavior Systems Analysis to Identify Systemic Variables 

 Addressing the research gaps identified in the previous chapter requires a framework 

capable of capturing the complexity of educational systems and the interrelated contingencies 

that influence transition outcomes for students with EBD. BSA offers such a framework, 

integrating principles of behavior analysis with systems-level analysis to examine how individual 

behaviors and organizational structures interact to shape system-wide performance. This chapter 

begins with a conceptual overview of BSA and its relevance to educational contexts. This is 

followed by a discussion of key definitions and the distinction between behavior analysis and 

BSA and their respective units of analysis. Brethower’s Total Performance System (TPS; 

Brethower, 2000) is presented as a model for analyzing behavioral systems and its potential 

utility in analyzing educational systems is discussed. Finally, a TPS analysis of the systemic 

variables influencing transition outcomes is presented. 

Behavior Analysis and Systems Analyses 

 Glenn and Malott (2004) distinguish individual behavior from organizational 

performance. While individual behavior constitutes behaviors of a single person or group, 

organizations like schools or districts involve greater complexity, involving interlocking 

behavioral contingencies of various individuals (e.g., faculty, teachers, students, administrators) 

and their interactions with external systems (e.g., local/state/federal governments, unions). The 

impact of a single individual's behavior on overall organizational output is minimal, with 

aggregate products such as graduate numbers and funding resulting from multiple individuals' 

behaviors. BSA emerges from a synthesis of the fields of behavior analysis and systems analysis.  
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 In the context of organizations, "system" refers to an organized network aimed at 

achieving a shared objective (Krapfl & Gasparotto, 1982). Systems analysis is the practice of 

thoroughly examining activities within this system. This approach to analysis emphasizes the 

interconnectedness of elements within a system, with organization implying interrelationships 

among its constituent parts. Its primary aims are to delineate the goals and objectives of the 

activity and to identify methods and procedures for executing them more effectively. This 

involves assessing the structure and functional relationships among various events or phenomena 

within the system in relation to their alignment with the common objective. Through systematic 

analysis, organizations can optimize their operations and enhance efficiency (Krapfl & 

Gasparotto, 1982). In contrast, in behavior analysis, the focus is on individual behavioral 

contingencies, describing the functional relation between the behavior of individuals and their 

contexts. In their comparison of behavior analysis and systems analysis, Krapfl and Gasparotto 

(1982) draw parallels to demonstrate their functional nature. They use the metaphor of an 

organism as a system, highlighting similarities such as antecedents (the contexts in which 

behavior occurs being compared to inputs, processes to individual responses/behaviors, outputs 

to behavior products, and feedback to behavior consequences. As suggested by Krapfl and 

Gasparotto (1982) “what a system perspective adds to a behavioral point of view is basically an 

analysis of more complex behavior-environment relations” (p. 24). 

Behavioral Systems Analysis 

 BSA involves the study and analysis of behavior within intricate and structured social 

settings (Krapfl and Gasparotto, 1982). It focuses on identifying the relationships among various 

complex social contingencies, which are the interrelated factors influencing behavior within a 

given context. In this framework, a "behavioral system" emerges when individuals interact with 
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each other towards a shared objective or common goal within their social environment (Krapfl 

and Gasparotto, 1982). These systems are formed by the collective actions and interactions of 

individuals working together towards a particular outcome. Through BSA, researchers aim to 

understand how these systems function, how behavior is shaped within them, and how they can 

be effectively managed or optimized to achieve desired outcomes. According to Krapfl and 

Gasparotto (1982), different approaches to BSA share certain characteristics. First, there is focus 

on behavior as “it is behavior that creates organizations” (p. 22). Second, the focus is on the 

environment, defined as “any thing or event with which the behavior may come in contact” (p. 

23). The third interest is in functional analysis meaning that we “analyze e behavioral 

phenomenon in terms of its functions of influencing the environment or being influenced by the 

environment rather than in terms of its structure” (p. 23).  

Basic Units of Analysis 

 The parts by which a system can be analyzed (i.e., units of analysis) are behavioral 

systems, behavioral contingencies, and metacontingencies (Malott, 2003). A behavioral system 

represents a group of interrelated entities forming a cohesive unit, such as a family, department, 

institution, or country. A behavioral contingency describes the relationship between behavior and 

its context, emphasizing that organizational systems cannot be fully understood by analyzing 

individual behavioral contingencies in isolation. For organizational change, BSA shifts focus 

from behavioral contingencies for individuals to metacontingencies (Malott, 2003). A 

metacontingency facilitates the management of behavioral complexity within organizations, 

comprising three components: interlocking behavioral contingencies (IBC), aggregate product, 

and receiving system demand. IBC involves the behavior of at least two participants, with the 

actions of one individual stimulating the actions of others. Aggregate products are the outputs 
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generated by the interdependent functioning of IBCs. Receiving system demand refers to 

features of the larger context that determine the extent to which aggregate products are effective 

for some purpose. This, in turn, influences the survival of an organizational practice, highlighting 

the importance of aligning behaviors with broader organizational goals and external demands. 

For instance, multiple interlocking contingencies in universities result in graduates with skills 

and knowledge, satisfying demand and increasing the likelihood of the continuation of the 

practices that contribute to the outcome. To sustain organizational change, these interlocking 

contingencies must be integrated into the organization's infrastructure, acknowledging and 

addressing its complexity (Malott, 2003). 

 Complex systems are composed of interdependent parts, meaning the performance of the 

system cannot be understood by analyzing each part in isolation. Instead, it is necessary to 

consider how relationships between parts affect the functioning of the whole. Educational 

systems, such as schools and universities, are prime examples of complex systems (Brethower, 

2000). As Malott and Glenn (2004) note, organizational change often becomes overwhelming 

due to the myriad possibilities for change, highlighting the intricate nature of complexity within 

such systems. Organizations, like ecosystems, are structured by a web of interdependencies, and 

understanding these is essential for effective systems-level analysis and sustainable 

organizational change. 

Total Performance System: A Framework for Systemic Analysis 

 Brethower (2000) developed TPS as a model to examine how a behavioral system 

interacts with its environment. A behavioral system consists of interrelated components working 

toward a shared goal, such as an educational system facilitating student transitions. TPS accounts 

for multiple systemic levels, from individual behaviors to institutional policies, to ensure a 
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comprehensive analysis. The framework consists of eight key components: Mission, Aggregate 

Product, Receiving System Demand, Receiving System Feedback, Processing System, 

Processing System Feedback, Resources, and Competition.  

 To illustrate how TPS functions, consider a university system. At the University of 

Nevada, Reno (UNR), TPS can be conceptualized in how the institution aligns its mission, 

operations, and outcomes. The university’s mission, to advance learning, research, and 

community engagement, is aimed at supporting one of its primary aggregate products: well-

educated graduates. The receiving system includes employers, graduate programs, and 

communities that benefit from these graduates and provide feedback through job placement data, 

alumni surveys, and public rankings. Internally, academic departments and administrative units 

function as the processing system, converting faculty instruction and institutional resources into 

educational outcomes. Feedback from course evaluations, research output, and accreditation 

reviews supports continuous refinement. UNR also competes with other institutions for students, 

faculty, and funding, further shaping its operational strategies.  

Potential of BSA in Special Education 

 BSA has many potential applications in educational systems. These systems, particularly 

those serving students with disabilities, are characterized by multiple layers of complexity, 

requiring interventions that address not only individual behavior but also organizational 

structures and systemic contingencies. Traditional educational reforms, such as Response to 

Intervention (RTI) and Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS), initially advanced 

isolated improvements in academic and behavioral domains. The later development of Multi-

Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) represented an important step toward integrating these 

efforts to address students’ academic, behavioral, and social-emotional needs through data-
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driven, problem-solving frameworks (McIntosh et al., 2010). Despite these advances, more work 

can be done, particularly in supporting students with EBD in transitioning to less restrictive 

settings. 

Application of TPS to Transitioning Students With EBD 

 Although IDEA (2004) mandates education in the LRE, as noted in the previous chapter, 

systemic barriers often limit access to these for students with EBD. Fragmented collaboration, 

inadequate resources, and misaligned organizational practices contribute to persistent 

segregation. Addressing these challenges requires a framework that analyzes and allows for the 

realignment the interdependent components of educational systems.  

 A BSA approach, specifically Brethower’s TPS framework, was used to conduct a 

conceptual analysis of the factors/parties involved in the transition process for students with 

EBD and how they are interrelated. Table 1 presents the eight TPS components, their general 

definitions, and the features of the transition process for students with EBD to which they 

correspond. A visual representation of this framework and how each component interconnects is 

provided in Figure 1. 

Table 2 

TPS Components, Definitions, and Applications 

TPS Component Definition Application to Transition System 

Mission The overarching purpose or 

ultimate goal of the system. 

To ensure students with EBD receive 

education within their LRE as stated 

by the IDEA Act. 

 

Aggregate Product The end result or output 

produced by the system that 

meets the needs of the 

receiving system. 

The successful transition of students 

with EBD, measured by the amount 

and quality of time spent in LRE. 

Success includes improved academic 

performance, reduced behavioral 

incidents, and better social 

integration. 
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Receiving System 

Demand 

The expectations and 

requirements of the 

stakeholders who receive and 

interact with the system’s 

product. 

 

Expectations from receiving LRE 

staff, administrators, families and 

community stakeholders for students 

with EBD. 

Feedback on 

Transition Results 

Information from the 

receiving system regarding the 

quality and effectiveness of 

the system’s product. 

 

Information and data from receiving 

LRE staff, students, families, and the 

community about the outcomes of the 

transition process. 

Processing System The activities and operations 

within the system that 

transform resources into the 

final product. 

Interactions and activities that 

transform resources into successful 

transitions: 

- Collaboration between self-

contained and LRE staff 

- Involvement of students and staff in 

transition planning 

- Individualized supports such as 

behavior intervention plans, social 

skills training, and academic support. 

 

Feedback on 

Transition Process 

Internal feedback gathered 

during the processing stage to 

monitor performance and 

guide adjustments. 

 

Information and data from self-

contained and receiving LRE staff, 

students, and families about the 

transition process. 

Resources Inputs including people, 

materials, information, and 

funding necessary to run the 

processing system. 

 

Trained staff in both self-contained 

settings and LREs, students, 

counselors, transition liaisons, and 

practice sites. 

Competition Other systems or options 

competing for the same 

resources or serving similar 

functions. 

Alternative placements for students 

with EBD such as homeschooling or 

residential settings, or staff choosing 

to work in other schools or programs 
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Figure 1.  

Total Performance System of Transitioning Students with EBD out of More Restrictive Settings 

 

 Figure 1 illustrates how the components of Brethower’s TPS interact to support the 

successful transition of students with EBD to less restrictive settings. 1) The mission guides the 

system’s overall purpose, and 2) the aggregate product represents the outcome of coordinated 

activity across the system. 3) Receiving system demands, including expectations from 

administrators, families, and the community, influence how transitions are planned and carried 

out. 4) Feedback on outcomes provides information for adjusting practices and reallocating 

resources based on how students are doing post-transition. 5) The processing system transforms 

available resources, such as trained staff and student supports, into effective transition practices 
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through collaboration between self-contained and LRE staff. 6) Feedback on the transition 

process provides ongoing information that supports adjustments during planning and 

implementation. 7) Resources include trained staff and student supports in both self-contained 

settings and LREs. 8) Competition, such as alternative placements or staff attrition, serves as an 

external factor that can affect system performance. Together, these interconnected components 

highlight the value of TPS in analyzing the broader organizational and behavioral contingencies 

that shape transition outcomes. 

 This conceptual analysis of the transition process for students with EBD served as the 

foundation for the three phases of research described in the following chapters. The TPS was 

used to identify and map system components in relation to transition effectiveness by examining 

how inputs, processes, and outcomes functioned across stakeholder roles and organizational 

levels. It served as the basis for the development of stakeholder surveys and interviews in Phase 

1, guided the analysis of district archival data in Phase 2, and shaped the design of the 

collaboration-based intervention in Phase 3. 
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Chapter 4 

Phase 1: System Assessment through Survey/Interview with Stakeholders 

 The first empirical phase of this dissertation was designed on system assessment logic, 

i.e., the collection of information from relevant sources that provides indications of how various 

components of the TPS, as applied to the transition process for students with EBD, are 

functioning in the view of stakeholders. The conceptual analysis presented in the preceding 

chapter was used to create surveys and semi-structured interviews targeted at assessing 

stakeholder views with respect to the various TPS components of the transition process. 

Survey/interview responses were collected from stakeholders involved in a self-contained school 

within a large urban district in the Western United States.  

Method  

Study Design and Conceptual Framework 

Design Overview 

 Phase 1 employed a mixed-methods design combining both quantitative and qualitative 

data. Data sources included semi-structured interviews and online surveys. 

Conceptual Framework: Total Performance System (TPS) 

 This study was guided by Brethower’s TPS framework, which structured stakeholder 

input and interpretation of systemic variables. All variables of interest were conceptualized using 

TPS components. 

 To support clarity in both analysis and presentation, conceptual variable categories were 

developed to represent how each component of the TPS applies to the transition of students from 

self-contained to less restrictive settings. These categories were designed to clarify the meaning 
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of each TPS component in this specific context and were used to organize the variables studied 

and structure the results section, as shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Variables Studied, Organized by TPS Components and Conceptual Variable Categories 

TPS Component Conceptual Variable 

Category 

Variables Studied (Survey / Archival / Interview) 

Mission Mission Alignment Perceived benefits of transition; stakeholder 

understanding of IEP and LRE terminology; student 

and parent interest in transitioning to less restrictive 

settings 

 

Aggregate Product Transition Outcomes Archival data on successful transitions (e.g., retention 

in LRE); stakeholder perceptions of what constitutes a 

successful transition 

 

Receiving System 

Demand 

Capacity and Expectations Top-ranked challenges and proposed solutions by 

stakeholder group; reported challenges experienced 

after students transition; Stakeholder beliefs about 

causes of student behavior in school 

 

Receiving System 

Feedback 

Social Validity of 

Transition Outcomes 

Parent and student concerns about transitioning; 

stakeholder satisfaction with transition outcomes; 

Perceived indicators of successful transition 

 

Processing System Transition Process and 

Criteria 

Familiarity with the transition process; description of 

transition steps; collaboration across staff; involvement 

of students and families; reasons for placement in self-

contained settings; criteria for entering or exiting 

placements 

 

Processing System 

Feedback 

Social Validity of 

Transition Process 

Stakeholder agreement with the effectiveness of the 

transition process; use of data to guide and evaluate 

transitions; student and parent feedback on self-

contained setting (i.e., knowledge of IEP goals, safety 

ratings, comparative experiences across placements) 

 

Resources Resources Needed for 

Successful Transitions 

Perceived resource gaps; resource allocation needs; 

administrative priorities in transition planning 

 

Competition Alternative Placement 

Options 

Use of non-LRE placements (e.g., residential, 

homehospital); stakeholder satisfaction with current 

placements 
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Note. TPS = Total Performance System; LRE = Least Restrictive Environment; EBD = 

Emotional and Behavioral Disorders; MRE = More Restrictive Environment. 

Selection of Core Variables for Presentation of Results 

 A subset of the most relevant variables, numbered for clarity and referenced consistently 

throughout the results, was selected based on alignment with study objectives and their 

significance across stakeholder groups. These variables are presented in Table 4. Additional 

results are available for review in Appendices F-L. 

Table 4 

Selected Variables with TPS Component, Data Source, Assessment Method, and Analysis Type 

TPS Conceptual 

Variable 

Variable Data Source Assessment Method Analysis Type 

Phase 1     

Mission 
Alignment 

Perceived Benefits of Transition Survey / Structured 
Interview 

 

Likert-style item on perceived 
benefits 

Quantitative 

 Stakeholder Understanding of 

IEP and LRE Terminology 

 

Survey / Structured 

Interview 

Open-ended definitions coded for 

accuracy 

Mixed 

 Student and Parent Interest in 

Transitioning 

 

Structured 

Interview 

Open-ended item on transition 

preference 

Qualitative 

Capacity & 

Expectations 

Perceptions of Behavioral 

Causes 

 

Survey / Structured 

Interview 

 

Ranking of top challenge and 

solution 

Quantitative 

 Challenges and Proposed 

Solutions 

 

Survey Rank-ordering of six causal factors Quantitative 

Resources Perceived Gaps  Survey Summary of most commonly cited 

resource gaps 

 

Qualitative  

 Administrative Priorities in 

Transition Planning 

 

Survey Forced-choice item on prioritization 

approach 

Quantitative 

Social Validity 

of Transition 

Outcomes 

 

Concerns Reported by Parents 

and Students 

Structured 

Interview 

Checklist of predefined concerns 

with follow-up probes 

Mixed 

Transition 

Process & 

Criteria 

Perceived Reasons for 

Placement in Self-Contained 

Settings 

 

Structured 

Interviews 

 

Review of placement documentation  Mixed 

 Familiarity with Transition 

Process 

Survey Yes/no item plus open-ended 

description of steps 

Mixed 
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 Collaboration and Involvement 

in Transitions 

 

Survey Select all that apply question of 

reported collaboration/involvement 

practices 

 

Quantitative 

Social Validity 

of Transition 

Process 

Perceived Effectiveness of 

Transition Process 

 

Survey Likert-style item on perceived 

process effectiveness 

Quantitative 

 Student and Parent Feedback on 

Self-Contained Setting 

 

Structured 

Interview 

Open-ended items on IEP 

knowledge, safety, and placement 

comparisons 

 

Mixed 

Phase 2     

Transition 

Outcomes 

Archival Data on Successful 

Transitions 

 

Archival Review of transition status and 

retention records 

Quantitative 

     

Competition Use of Non-LRE Placements Archival Review of residential/home-hospital 

placements 

Quantitative 

Study Population 

 Participants with whom surveys/interviews were conducted were required to have direct 

involvement in the placement or transition of students with EBD in the self-contained school. 

Eligible participants included students, parents, self-contained and comprehensive campus 

school staff and administrators, and district-level personnel. Identified individuals meeting this 

criterion were invited to participate. Final participants consisted of those who consented to take 

part in the study and either responded to surveys or participated in interviews. 

 A total of 50 participants were included in the study, representing multiple system levels. 

Participants included nine students (ages 10-18) enrolled in the self-contained school 

(participation required parental consent; 9 invited), seven parents of these students (10 invited; 

three declined due to time constraints, though two still provided consent for their child to 

participate), 17 self-contained school staff and administrators (18 invited), nine staff and 

administrators from four comprehensive campuses (15 invited), and eight district-level personnel 

(15 invited). Table 5 summarizes the roles and percentages of participants within each 

stakeholder group. 
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Table 5 

Participant Roles by Respondent Group (N = 50) 

Respondent Group Role n % of group 

Self-Contained 

Setting (n=17) 

Teacher/Case Manager 8 47% 

 Paraprofessional 

 

4 24% 

 Counselor/School Psychologist 

 

3 18% 

 Principal/Vice Principal 

 

2 12% 

Comprehensive 

Campus (n=9) 

Teacher/Case Manager 4 44% 

 School Psychologist/Counselor 

 

2 22% 

 Principal/Vice Principal 

 

3 33% 

District 

Administrators 

(n=8) 

Special Education Administrator 1 12% 

 Associate Chief 

 

2 25% 

 Director 5 62% 

 

Parents 

 

— 7 100% 

Students — 9 100% 

Note. Percentages are based on the number of respondents within each group. 

Informed Consent and Confidentiality 

 This study involved minors and students with disabilities, considered vulnerable 

populations under ethical research guidelines. To protect these participants, informed consent 

was obtained from all adult participants and parents of minor participants, with assent obtained 

from minors. Participation was voluntary, and individuals could withdraw at any time. Data were 

anonymized using numerical identifiers, and all interviews were conducted in confidential 

settings. Student interviews were conducted by the primary researcher, who offered breaks and 

respected participants’ right to skip questions or end the session at any time. All recruitment 
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materials and consent forms were reviewed and approved by the university’s Institutional 

Review Board (IRB), and letters of support were obtained from district and site administrators. 

Data Collection Procedures 

Interviews and Surveys 

 Data were collected through individual interviews and online surveys. Students 

participated in one-on-one semi-structured interviews conducted at the self-contained school. 

Parent interviews were conducted via phone, while staff, administrators, and district personnel 

completed online questionnaires administered through Qualtrics. 

 Five sets of instruments were developed, tailored to each stakeholder group (see 

Appendices A-E). Item formats included Likert-scale statements (e.g., perceived effectiveness of 

transition process), ranking tasks (e.g., top challenges and solutions), checklist-style questions 

(e.g., transition concerns), select-all-that-apply formats (e.g., collaboration practices), and 

structured open-ended prompts (e.g., definitions of IEP and LRE, reasons for placement). 

 Student and parent interviews followed a semi-structured format consisting of a 

standardized sequence of questions with programmed open-ended and follow-up prompts. This 

format maintained consistency across participants while allowing individualized responding and 

elaboration. Each interview lasted approximately 20-40 minutes. No audio recordings were 

collected. Instead, the researcher engaged in direct observation of verbal behavior and produced 

detailed written notes during each session. Immediately following each interview, the researcher 

expanded those notes to include contextual information, examples, and key verbal responses 

while observations were still recent. 

 To ensure validity and reliability, survey items were reviewed by a panel of six content 

experts with experience in behavior analysis, education, and systems analysis. Questions were 
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also designed to cross-validate responses by using similar items with varied wording. The 

student interview protocol was piloted with a separate group of 20 students to assess clarity and 

accessibility. 

Data Analysis  

Quantitative analysis 

 Descriptive statistics (frequencies and percentages) were used to summarize survey and 

interview responses. Bar charts were used to visually compare response patterns across 

stakeholder groups. Due to a small sample size, no inferential statistics were conducted. 

Qualitative Analysis 

 Open-ended survey responses and interview transcripts were analyzed thematically using 

a hybrid manual and AI-assisted process. The AI-assisted portion was conducted after all data 

were de-identified and verified for accuracy. Text data were uploaded to ChatGPT (OpenAI, 

2024) to support organization and preliminary theme identification. The platform was used to 

assist with sorting, grouping responses by theme, and summarizing participant input; no 

identifying details, names, or district-specific information were included. All outputs were 

subsequently reviewed manually by the researcher to verify accuracy, refine codes, and ensure 

consistency with the intended analytic framework. 

 Coding included both a priori categories (e.g., correct, partially correct, or incorrect 

definitions of IEP and LRE) and emergent themes that reflected stakeholder perspectives (e.g., 

emotional safety, collaboration practices, family involvement).  

Cross-Stakeholder Comparisons 

 Cross-stakeholder comparisons were conducted to examine consistencies and 

discrepancies among students, parents, educators, administrators, and district personnel. Visual 
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displays was used to show group differences in perceived causes of behavior, endorsement of 

transition benefits, ratings of transition process effectiveness, and knowledge of IEP and LRE 

terminology. These comparisons offered insight into both shared and divergent experiences, 

providing a multi-layered view of the perceived barriers, facilitators, and systemic influences 

shaping the successful transition of students with EBD. 

Study Duration and Timeline 

 Data collection for Phase 1 took place over a four-month period between February 2025 

and May 2025. Interviews and questionnaires were conducted during this window.  

Results 

 The Results section presents findings related to the variables outlined and numbered in 

Table 4, with consistent numbering used to enhance clarity and organization. As described in the 

Method section, these variables were selected based on their relevance to the study’s aims and 

their alignment with the TPS framework. Additional findings are provided in Appendices F 

through N. 

Mission Alignment 

1. Perceived Benefits of Transition to Less Restrictive Settings 

 Stakeholders were asked to respond to the statement, “The transition would help 

students’ academic and social development,” to assess their overall perceptions of the value of 

moving students from self-contained settings to less restrictive environments. Figure 2 presents 

the distribution of responses across four stakeholder groups: self-contained setting staff, 

comprehensive campus staff, district administrators, and parents.  

Figure 2 
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Percentage of Respondents by Stakeholder Group Selecting Each Response Option to the 

Statement “The Transition Would Help Students’ Academic and Social Development” (Likert 

Scale Question)

 

Note. Percentages reflect within-group distributions. 

 As shown in Figure 2, patterns of responding varied across stakeholder groups. All 

parents selected either Strongly Agree or Agree, indicating strong agreement with the proposed 

benefits of transition. Staff from the self-contained setting also demonstrated overall agreement, 

with most responses falling within the Strongly Agree and Agree categories. District 

administrators predominantly selected Agree, with fewer selecting Strongly Agree and Neutral. 

In contrast, responses from comprehensive campus staff were more variable, including selections 

across Agree, Neutral, and Disagree.  

2. Student and Parent Interest in Transitioning 

 Students and parents were asked open-ended questions regarding their interest in 

transitioning from the self-contained setting to a less restrictive environment. Table 6 presents 

the percentage and number of respondents who expressed interest in making this transition. All 
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student and parent respondents indicated support for transition, and no participants expressed a 

preference to remain in the self-contained setting. These data show uniform responding across 

both groups in favor of transition. 

Table 6 

Student and Parent Reported Desire to Transition from the Self-Contained Setting (Open-Ended 

Question) 

Response Type Students Parents 

Want Transition 9 (100%) 7 (100%) 

Do Not Want Transition 0 0 

Note. Responses were derived from open-ended questions: students were asked, “Would you like 

to change school and leave the self-contained setting?” Parents were asked, “Do you see any 

value in your child transitioning to a comprehensive campus and leave the self-contained 

setting?” 

3. Stakeholder Understanding of IEP and LRE Terminology 

 To assess stakeholders’ understanding of IEP and LRE terminology, all participant 

groups were asked to provide open-ended definitions of each term. Responses were categorized 

as correct, partially correct, or incorrect based on alignment with the legal and procedural 

components outlined in IDEA (2004).  

 Correct definitions of IEP included references to individualized goals, specialized 

instruction, accommodations, and legal mandates such as FAPE and LRE. Correct definitions of 

LRE described placement with nondisabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate and 

emphasized the IEP team’s role in determining educational settings. Partially correct responses 
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included relevant features of the terms but omitted critical elements. Incorrect responses missed 

relevant legal and educational components.  

 For the purpose of analysis, correct and partially correct responses were combined to 

reflect overall conceptual understanding of each term. Patterns of responding by stakeholder 

group are presented in Figure 3. A detailed breakdown of response accuracy by group is 

provided in Appendix G (see Tables G1). 

Figure 3 

Percentage of Respondents Providing Correct or Partially Correct Definitions of IEP and LRE 

by Stakeholder Group (Open-Ended Question) 

 

Note. Percentages reflect within-group distributions. 

 As shown in Figure 3, patterns of accurate responding varied by stakeholder group. 

District administrators showed the highest level of accurate responding. Staff across both 

educational settings showed moderate levels of understanding, while parents and students 
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demonstrated limited or no accurate responding. These results show variability in stakeholder 

knowledge of key legal and procedural terms, particularly among students and parents. 

Capacity and Expectations 

4. Perceptions of Behavioral Causes in School 

 To explore how different stakeholder groups understand the causes of student behavior in 

school, participants were asked to rank six potential contributing factors from most to least 

important. Respondents were instructed to assign a rank from 1 to 6, where 1 represented the 

factor they believed most influenced behavior in school. Figure 4 displays the percentage of 

respondents in each group, self-contained setting staff, comprehensive campus staff, district 

administrators, and parents, who ranked each factor as the most important cause of behavior 

(Rank 1). 

Figure 4 

Primary Perceived Causes of Student Behavior by Stakeholder Group (Ranking Question) 
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 As shown in Figure 4, stakeholders differed in their beliefs about the primary causes of 

student behavior. Parents and district administrators most frequently identified the self-contained 

setting as the top contributing factor, suggesting a belief that school environmental conditions 

play a central role in shaping students’ behavior in school. In contrast, staff from self-contained 

and comprehensive campuses more often emphasized student history, such as trauma and 

disciplinary records. Mental health was also commonly cited, particularly by comprehensive 

campus staff and district administrators. Few participants selected biological or genetic causes. 

Overall, responses reflected a range of perspectives, with some stakeholders emphasizing 

contextual factors within the school environment and others focusing more heavily on student 

history or mental health.  

5. Challenges and Proposed Solutions 

 To identify the most critical barriers and most effective solutions for transitioning 

students from self-contained to comprehensive campuses, participants were asked to rank top 

challenges and top solutions. Figure 5 presents the most frequently top-ranked responses by 

stakeholder group: self-contained staff, comprehensive campus staff, and district administrators. 

Figure 5 

Top Challenges and Solutions for Transitioning Students to Comprehensive Campuses by 

Respondent Group (Ranking Question) 
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Note. Panel A shows the percentage of respondents who ranked each theme as the top challenge 

to transitioning students. Panel B shows the percentage of respondents who ranked each theme as 

the top proposed solution to support transition. Bars represent the percentage of respondents 

within each group who selected each theme as the top-ranked barrier or solution. 

 As shown in Figure 5, student readiness (defined as whether students possess the 

prerequisite skills and behaviors to succeed) was most frequently identified as the primary 

barrier by self-contained staff. In contrast, resources (referring to the tools and supports available 
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in the receiving school) were more frequently identified as the top challenge by comprehensive 

campus staff and district administrators. 

  Regarding proposed solutions, extra student practice (providing structured opportunities 

for students to acquire and rehearse key skills before transitioning) was most commonly selected 

by self-contained staff and district administrators. Comprehensive campus staff most frequently 

selected more resources for the receiving school as the most helpful solution, a solution also 

endorsed by district administrators. Other options were ranked less frequently across all groups.  

 These results show differences in how stakeholder groups conceptualize transition 

challenges: self-contained staff emphasize student preparedness, while comprehensive staff 

highlight systemic support needs.  

Resources 

6. Perceived Gaps 

 Stakeholder perceptions of resource-related barriers to transition were explored through 

both ranking and checklist-style questions. A detailed breakdown of these items is provided in 

Appendix L. Notably, when participants responded to a question about specific resource-related 

challenges (see Appendix L, Figure L1), clear differences were observed across groups. 

Comprehensive campus staff most frequently endorsed time constraints and staffing shortages as 

major obstacles. In contrast, self-contained setting staff more often selected emotional support 

needs and limited training opportunities. District administrators commonly reported a 

combination of emotional support needs, inadequate training, and lack of instructional materials. 

While “resources” was broadly identified as a top barrier to successful transitions by both 

comprehensive campus staff and district administrators, these results highlight that the types of 

resource limitations vary by role and setting.  
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7. Administrative Priorities in Transition Planning 

 To explore how leadership teams approach transition priorities, administrators from self-

contained settings, comprehensive campuses, and the district level (n = 13) were asked how 

needs should be prioritized during the transition process. Response options included focusing on 

student needs, focusing on staff needs, balancing both equally, or adjusting priorities based on 

the situation. This question provides insight into how administrators conceptualize the balance 

between supporting students and the staff responsible for their success during transitions. Figure 

6 displays the percentage of respondents in each group who endorsed each approach. 

Figure 6 

Comparison of Respondent Groups on Prioritization of Student and Staff Needs During 

Transitions (Multiple Choice Question) 

 

 As shown in Figure 6, responses varied by administrator role. District administrators 

most commonly selected a focus on student needs, followed by adjusting the focus based on the 

situation. A smaller portion endorsed balancing student and staff needs equally. Comprehensive 
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campus administrators were split between prioritizing a balance of student and staff needs and 

focusing primarily on student needs. All self-contained setting administrators selected balancing 

student and staff needs equally.  

Social Validity of Transition Outcomes 

8. Concerns Reported by Parents and Students Regarding Transition 

 Table 7 presents concerns reported by parents regarding their child’s transition from a 

self-contained setting to a comprehensive campus. During structured interviews, each possible 

concern was presented verbally, and parents were asked to indicate whether each applied to their 

experience. They were also invited to report additional concerns not listed. 

Table 7 

Parent-Reported Concerns About Their Child Transitioning  

Concern Count  Percentage 

Emotional well-being and adjustment 7 78% 

Making friends and socializing 3 33% 

Behavioral challenges 3 33% 

Academic performance 2 22% 

Lack of family support  0 0% 

Note. Percentages are based on a total of 7 parent respondents. 

 As shown in Table 7, emotional well-being and adjustment was the most frequently 

reported concern, endorsed by all parent participants. Peer-related and behavioral concerns were 

also commonly selected, while academic performance was identified less often. No parents 

reported lack of family support as a concern. 
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 Table 8 presents concerns reported by students during structured interviews about their 

anticipated transition to a comprehensive campus. Similar to the parent interviews, each potential 

concern was read aloud, and students were asked to indicate whether it applied to them. They 

were also given an opportunity to identify any additional concerns. 

Table 8 

Student-Reported Concerns About Transitioning  

Concern Count  Percentage 

Interacting with new people 7 78% 

Not having friends 6 67% 

Interacting with new teachers 5 56% 

Crowded places 3 33% 

Bullies 3 33% 

Not seeing people I like 1 11% 

No concerns 1 11% 

Academic demands 0 0% 

Note. Percentages are based on a total of 9 student respondents. 

 As shown in Table 8, the most frequently reported concern among students was 

interacting with new people. Additional concerns included forming friendships and adjusting to 

new teachers, indicating that unfamiliar social and instructional relationships were common 

sources of worry. Some students also reported concerns about crowded environments and 

potential bullying, while fewer expressed worry about being separated from familiar peers. Only 

one student reported having no concerns, and none identified academic demands as a source of 

worry. Taken together, the concerns reported by students and parents indicate that transitions to 
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less restrictive settings are primarily associated with emotional adjustment and navigating new 

social contingencies, rather than academic challenges. 

Transition Process and Criteria 

9. Students’ Perceived Reasons of Placement in Self-Contained Setting 

 Table 9 presents students’ self-reported understanding of why they were placed in the 

self-contained setting. This was an open-ended question with follow-up prompts asking whether 

the placement was due to (a) their behavior and/or (b) their learning. 

 All students described a specific incident at their previous comprehensive campus 

involving property destruction (n=3) or physical aggression (n=5), typically resulting in harm to 

others or significant damage to property. One student identified frequent fights with peers as the 

primary trigger for their transition to a more restrictive setting. 

Table 9 

Students’ Knowledge of Why They Are at the Self-Contained Setting  

Attribution Type Number of Students Percentage 

Behavior-related 9 100% 

Learning-related 3 33% 

Note. Students could endorse multiple reasons for placement. 

 As shown in Table 9, all students attributed their placement to behavior-related factors, 

indicating a strong perception that behavioral incidents were the primary reason for their 

transition. A smaller proportion (33%) also identified learning-related challenges, suggesting that 

while academic difficulties were acknowledged by some, they were generally seen as secondary. 

These results show that students are highly aware of the behavioral basis for their placement and 
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may benefit from additional clarification and support to understand the full range of factors that 

influence educational decisions, including academic and systemic considerations.   

10. Familiarity with Transition Process  

 All respondent groups were asked whether they were familiar with the transition or 

integration procedures for students moving from self-contained settings to comprehensive 

campuses. Specifically, all groups, including self-contained setting staff, comprehensive campus 

staff, district administrators, parents, and students, were asked whether they could describe the 

steps involved in transitioning a student out of the self-contained setting or into a less restrictive 

setting. The percentage of respondents in each group who reported the ability to describe these 

procedures is presented in Figure 7. 

Figure 7 

Percentage of Respondents Able to Describe Transition or Integration Procedures from Self-

Contained Settings by Respondent Group 

 

Note. Responses reflect self-reported ability to describe transition or integration procedures 

relevant to each group's role. 
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 As shown in Figure 7, reported knowledge of transition procedures varied across 

stakeholder groups. The majority of self-contained setting staff, comprehensive campus staff, 

and district administrators indicated that they could describe the procedures, suggesting their 

familiarity with relevant features of the transition process. In contrast, only one-third of students 

and none of the parents reported being able to describe the procedures, indicating limited contact 

with or understanding of the contingencies associated with transition planning. 

 All participants who reported familiarity with the transition process were subsequently 

asked to describe the specific steps involved. Open-ended responses were analyzed thematically 

and are presented in the appendix (see Appendix J, Tables J2 through J4). Each table summarizes 

the themes reported by stakeholder group, the number of respondents who identified each theme, 

and representative verbal indicators. 

11. Collaboration Between Staff and Involvement of Students and Families in Transitions 

 Staff from self-contained settings and comprehensive campuses were asked to report (a) 

the collaboration practices they engage in with one another and (b) the extent to which they 

involve students and families in transition planning. Both items were presented in a select all that 

apply response format. Figure 8 presents the percentage of respondents endorsing each practice. 

Figure 8 

Reported Collaboration Practices Between Staff and With Students and Families During Student 

Transitions (Select-All-That-Apply Question) 
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Note. Panel A shows collaboration practices between self-contained and comprehensive campus 

staff. Panel B shows reported practices involving students and families. Respondents could select 

multiple options. 

 As shown in Panel A, most staff reported no collaboration between sending and receiving 

schools. Structured practices such as sharing transition plans, planning visits, and holding regular 

meetings were rarely endorsed, indicating limited coordination procedures. Panel B revealed 

similarly low levels of involvement for students and families. While self-contained staff more 

frequently reported practices such as soliciting input or providing expectations, these were 
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inconsistently endorsed across both groups.  Together, these results show limited collaborative 

engagement at both professional and stakeholder levels. 

Social Validity of Transition Process 

12. Perceived Effectiveness of Transition Process 

 Staff at the self-contained setting, comprehensive campuses, and district administration 

were asked to indicate their level of agreement with the statement: “The process for transitioning 

students from the self-contained setting to comprehensive campuses is effective.” Figure 9 

presents the percentage of respondents within each stakeholder group who selected each Likert 

scale response. 

Figure 9 

Percentage of Respondents by Stakeholder Group Selecting Each Likert Scale Response to the 

Statement “The Process for Transitioning Students From the Self-Contained Setting to 

Comprehensive Campuses Is Effective.” (Likert Scale Question) 

 

Note. Percentages reflect within-group distributions. 
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  As shown in Figure 9, perceptions of transition process effectiveness varied across 

stakeholder groups. Self-contained staff showed stronger agreement with the statement, 

suggesting greater contact with and confidence in current procedures. In contrast, comprehensive 

campus staff and district administrators demonstrated more distributed patterns of responding, 

including higher rates of neutral and disagree selections. These discrepancies may be related to 

the previously observed lack of structured collaboration across settings. As noted in the 

collaboration results, most staff reported limited or no coordinated planning with other schools, 

and few reported involving students or families in transition efforts. These results together 

suggest that perceived effectiveness of transition procedures may be influenced by the degree of 

shared planning, communication, and clarity of roles across stakeholder groups. 

13. Student and Parent Feedback on Self-Contained Setting 

 To assess the social validity of the transition process, students were asked to rate a series 

of statements related to their school experience (e.g., “I feel like I have friends,” “I like being in 

the cafeteria”) using a three-point scale (always, sometimes, never) for both their current (self-

contained) and their previous experience within a comprehensive school setting. Responses were 

analyzed to determine which setting each student rated more favorably across key domains. A 

detailed breakdown of how students responded to each domain is included in Appendix K, Table 

K4. Figure 10 presents a summary of these comparative ratings across domains. 

Figure 10 

Comparison of Student Ratings Between Self-Contained and Previous School Settings  



 

 53 

 

Note. For each item, the bars show the number of students who rated the self-contained setting, 

previous school, or both settings equally favorably. 

 As shown in Figure 10, most students rated their former school more favorably across 

nearly all domains, especially in areas related to peer interactions, friendships, comfort in the 

classroom and perceived safety. These results point to the importance of prioritizing social 

belonging and emotional safety in transition planning. While self-contained settings are designed 

to provide intensive supports, they may fall short in fostering environments students perceive as 

socially or emotionally supportive. These results highlight the importance of developing 

transition processes that are transparent, inclusive, and responsive to student experiences. 

 During the semi-structured interviews with both parents and students, the majority of the 

participants voluntarily referenced safety concerns that warrant further attention. 

Table 10 

Student Safety Perceptions and Parent Report on Police Involvement 
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Measure n % 

Students who report feeling unsafe due to peers 7  77% 

Parents who reported child exposed to police interventions in 

elementary school or earlier 

7  100% 

 As shown in Table 10, most students attributed their feelings of unsafety to peer 

interactions. All parents reported that their child had experienced police involvement during 

elementary school or earlier, and when asked about their experience in the school, the majority 

expressed concern about their child’s frequent contact with law enforcement in the self-contained 

setting. These findings suggest that students may have experienced exclusionary disciplinary 

practices early in their schooling, which may influence emotional well-being and readiness for 

transition. These patterns warrant careful consideration of how current placements support 

students’ psychological and physical safety, as well as how environments can be structured to 

promote student-centered transitions.  

 Students and parents were also asked about their knowledge of the student’s IEP goals 

(Table 11). Under IDEA (2004), IEP goals serve as the primary basis for determining 

educational placement. Therefore, contact with these goals represents a critical prerequisite for 

meaningful participation in placement decisions and for shaping behavior in ways that support 

transitions. 

Table 11 

Knowledge of Students’ IEP Goals Reported by Students and Parents 

Response Type Students Parents 

Know IEP Goals 0 0 
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Do Not Know IEP Goals 9 (100%) 7 (100%) 

 As shown in Table 4, no students or parents reported knowledge of the student’s IEP 

goals, despite these goals playing a central role in educational planning. This lack of awareness 

suggests limited family engagement and raises concerns about the transparency and accessibility 

of the transition process. Without this knowledge, students are unable to advocate for 

themselves, and families may be excluded from critical decisions about readiness for less 

restrictive environments. These findings are consistent with those presented above and may be 

further compounded by the emotional and safety-related concerns previously discussed, which 

can hinder both learning and meaningful participation in educational planning. 

Discussion 

 Phase 1 aimed to identify perceived systemic factors influencing the transition of students 

with EBD from a self-contained school to less restrictive settings. Using a mixed-methods design 

guided by the TPS framework, the findings reveal critical gaps in system alignment with the goal 

of placing students in LREs, collaboration, and stakeholder knowledge, all of which may hinder 

successful transitions. This discussion interprets the findings in relation to existing literature, 

considers implications for practice and policy, and outlines the rationale for Phases 2 and 3. 

Mission Alignment 

 From a BSA perspective, the findings suggest both alignment and disconnects with the 

mission of ensuring that students receive education in the LRE. While many stakeholders 

endorsed the value of transitioning students to less restrictive settings, key inconsistencies 

emerged. Parents and self-contained staff largely endorsed the value of transition, reflecting 

shared goals and reinforcement histories. In contrast, comprehensive campus staff responses 

were more variable, likely shaped by competing contingencies, limited preparation, and 
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uncertainty about how to support students with EBD. These inconsistencies suggest a lack of 

coordinated performance between sending and receiving environments. Additionally, 

comprehensive staff may perceive fewer benefits due to firsthand challenges faced after 

transition, such as large class sizes, limited staff support and high rates of burnout among 

educators working with students exhibiting significant behavioral needs (Brunsting et al., 2022). 

 Understanding of core special education terms (e.g., IEP, LRE) also varied. District 

administrators showed the highest accuracy, with many self-contained and comprehensive staff 

providing partially correct definitions. However, parents and students demonstrated no 

understanding. This gap may undermine meaningful participation in decision-making. Without 

access to clear explanations, guided discussions, and reinforcement for involvement, sustained 

engagement is unlikely. This is consistent with prior research showing that many parents rely on 

self-education and desire more information to participate meaningfully in IEP meetings (Fish, 

2008). Despite these barriers, students and parents expressed unanimous support for transitioning 

to less restrictive settings, suggesting shared values across stakeholder groups. However, without 

aligned performance expectations, task clarity, and reinforcement for collaborative behavior, the 

system cannot reliably achieve intended outcomes. 

 These patterns may reflect what Malott (2003) described as organizational myopia, where 

system components lose sight of the overarching mission. Stakeholders may become focused on 

procedural tasks rather than long-term student development and integration. This risks the 

“activity trap,” in which the completion of tasks is mistaken for the achievement of meaningful 

outcomes. These findings underscore the importance of aligning goals, responsibilities, and 

contingencies with the broader mission of inclusive education. 

Capacity and Expectations  
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 Findings show important differences in how stakeholders conceptualize student behavior 

and the factors that affect readiness for transition. From a BSA perspective, these differences 

reflect underlying assumptions that shape decision-making, performance expectations, and the 

contingencies operating within each part of the system. Stakeholder responses about the causes 

of student behavior revealed contrasting views. Parents and district administrators most often 

attributed behavior to the self-contained school, suggesting that they see environmental 

conditions as central to behavior in school. In contrast, staff from both self-contained and 

comprehensive campuses more frequently cited student history and mental health. These 

different attributions may influence whether stakeholders view behavior as changeable through 

systemic supports or as a fixed characteristic of the student. When behavior is seen as rooted in 

student traits, “readiness” may be treated as a requirement the student must meet before being 

considered for less restrictive environments, which can restrict access to inclusive settings. 

 Alternatively, if behavior is understood as shaped by context, staff may be more likely to 

modify environments in ways that promote readiness and inclusion. This distinction is closely 

tied to leadership practices. Bettini et al. (2021) found that school leaders with pathologizing 

views (i.e., attributing behavior to fixed internal traits or diagnoses) were more likely to endorse 

restrictive placements, while those with inclusive perspectives (i.e., viewing behavior as shaped 

by context, environment, and learnable skills) supported reintegration. Misaligned beliefs across 

system levels can limit the effectiveness of broader transition efforts. These patterns align with 

Jackson (2023), who identified systemic barriers like lack of administrative support and negative 

cultural perceptions of students with EBD, even when readiness and routines were in place. 

 Barriers and proposed solutions reflected these assumptions. Self-contained staff most 

often cited student readiness as the primary barrier, while comprehensive staff and administrators 
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pointed to limitations within the receiving environment. Solutions similarly varied: self-

contained staff and administrators emphasized student preparation, while comprehensive staff 

emphasized resource needs. These findings suggest that staff tend to focus on solutions within 

their control, but without shared goals and coordinated efforts, transition practices may remain 

fragmented. Improving transitions will require alignment in behavior conceptualization, 

expectations, and supports. Leadership development, shared definitions of readiness, and 

consistent contingencies that prioritize inclusive values are essential for building effective, 

equitable systems.  

Resources  

 Findings on resources highlights role-specific concerns. While all groups cited resources 

as a barrier, specific concerns varied: comprehensive staff emphasized time and staffing 

shortages, self-contained staff emphasized emotional support and training, and administrators 

cited all of the above, including instructional materials. These differences suggest that a one-

size-fits-all approach to resource allocation may be ineffective. Tailored strategies should be 

developed based on the performance requirements of each role. Without this specificity, 

interventions may be less likely to address the contextual variables that influence implementation 

success. 

 Responses about how to prioritize transition needs further highlight a lack of alignment. 

District administrators favored a student-centered but flexible approach. Comprehensive campus 

leaders were divided, while self-contained leaders preferred a balanced focus on both student and 

staff needs. Without a shared vision of success, implementation may drift. Malott (2003) 

emphasized the importance of aligning organizational mission with the broader macrosystem 

(i.e., the larger educational and community system in which the school operates). Flexibility, 
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when not anchored in a clearly defined mission, can lead to reduced focus on student-centered 

goals. Structured frameworks that reinforce shared expectations and guide role-specific decisions 

are essential for consistent implementation. These findings emphasize the importance of 

clarifying expectations and promoting shared values and understanding across leadership roles. 

Transition Process and Collaboration 

 Findings indicate a lack of collaboration between sending and receiving schools and 

limited involvement of students and families in transition planning. Structured and consistent 

practices were rarely reported. Most students and parents demonstrated limited knowledge of the 

process and of the student’s IEP goals. Without regular collaboration, aligned expectations, and 

procedural clarity, support becomes fragmented and inconsistent across settings. 

 Self-reported familiarity with procedures was high among staff but low among students 

and parents, indicating that critical information is not reaching all stakeholders equally. This 

reflects broader trends in which students and families remain under-informed and under-involved 

in the IEP process (Fish, 2008; Rey, 2023). Such discrepancies can result in unequal influence 

during IEP meetings, reinforcing systemic inequities. Trainor (2010) emphasized that parents’ 

ability to advocate effectively often depends on access to cultural and social capital, which can 

vary widely across racial, socioeconomic, and disability groups. Educators must recognize these 

disparities and implement practices that validate diverse forms of advocacy and experience. 

 Limited procedural knowledge among students may function as an establishing operation, 

increasing the aversiveness of the transition context and potentially evoking avoidance- or 

escape-maintained behavior. These findings highlight the importance of not only establishing 

clear transition protocols but also ensuring that these procedures are communicated effectively to 

students and families, who are essential participants in the transition process. Improving 
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stakeholder engagement requires clear procedural guidance, regular opportunities for input, and 

distributed responsibility across roles. Embedding transition practices at every level of the 

educational system will be critical for coordinated and effective implementation. These findings 

are consistent with prior research highlighting the need for system-wide collaboration. Wilkinson 

et al. (2020) emphasize the value of structured collaboration in their five-part transition 

framework.  

Social Validity  

 Concerns expressed by students and parents highlight critical issues with the social 

validity, i.e., degree to which system mission/goals, practices, and outcomes align with 

stakeholder values and produce meaningful outcomes. Parents were most concerned about their 

child’s emotional well-being, and students reported anxiety related to unfamiliar peers and 

settings. The majority rated prior school experiences more positively than those in the self-

contained setting, citing greater comfort and peer connection. While students often felt safer in 

previous placements, some transitions may have likely been prompted by major behavioral 

incidents in which the safety of others was prioritized over the needs of the student. This raises 

concerns about whether these settings are functioning as educational supports or as exclusionary 

environments that serve to remove perceived problems from general education, a pattern that 

mirrors the function of carceral systems (Ennis et al. 2014; Skiba et al., 2014; Hoge & 

Rubinstein-Avila, 2014). 

 Safety also emerged as a significant concern. Most students reported feeling unsafe due 

to peer interactions, and all parents indicated prior police involvement during elementary school. 

When asked about their experiences at the self-contained setting, many parents also raised 

concerns about the frequent contact their child had with law enforcement while enrolled there. 
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These early and ongoing exposures to exclusionary systems may contribute to aversive learning 

histories, undermining students’ trust in school personnel and reducing their engagement in new 

environments. Mitchell et al. (2019) similarly found that students in self-contained settings were 

disproportionately affected by exclusionary discipline compared to students with EBD in general 

education environments. These placements are also associated with higher rates of aggressive 

behavior (Stoutjesdijk et al., 2012), a pattern likely influenced by the absence of peer models and 

limited access to inclusive instruction. Addressing emotional safety and connection is essential to 

increasing student engagement and promoting successful reintegration. Key elements of socially 

valid transitions include the inclusion of student voice and consideration of emotional readiness. 

 Social validity literature suggests that outcomes selected through stakeholder 

involvement are more likely to be viewed as acceptable and valuable (Gresham & Lopez, 1996). 

The present study found that most students and parents lacked knowledge of the student’s IEP 

goals, critical elements for guiding placement decision and self-advocacy. This finding aligns 

with Martin et al. (2006), who demonstrated that students provided with explicit instruction and 

preparation were more likely to participate meaningfully in their IEP meetings. Involving 

students and families in identifying educational goals increases the acceptability of those goals 

and supports collaborative implementation (Cavendish et al., 2017; Test et al., 2004).  

 Despite general agreement on the importance of student involvement in IEPs, the process 

is often dominated by school personnel, with limited input from students and parents (Blackwell 

& Rossetti, 2014). Cavendish et al. (2017) highlighted the important role of consultants in 

arranging pre-IEP activities and providing explicit instruction in advocacy skills to support 

shared and meaningful goal-setting. In addition, Cavendish and Connor (2018) found that many 

culturally and linguistically diverse families felt marginalized during IEP and transition planning, 
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despite holding high aspirations for their children. They recommended systemic reforms such as 

student-led planning and relational trust-building, and instructional modeling to increase 

meaningful engagement. 

 Improving social validity requires aligning system goals with the lived experiences of 

students and families. Embedding IEP goals into instruction, increasing access to transition-

related information, and implementing supports that foster emotional readiness are essential steps 

toward promoting effective, equitable transitions. The framework proposed by Test et al. (2005) 

highlights the importance of explicitly teaching self-advocacy, area that remains under-addressed 

in most school programs. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

 While Phase 1 offers important insights into systemic variables affecting transitions for 

students with EBD, several limitations warrant consideration. First, the small sample size limits 

the generalizability of findings. Furthermore, data were collected within a single school district, 

where local policies and contingencies may have uniquely shaped responding Although the 

mixed-methods design provided rich descriptive data, replication with larger and more diverse 

populations is needed to assess the extent to which these results are applicable to other districts 

with different contextual variables.  

 Additionally, the study relied on self-report measures, capturing verbal behavior rather 

than observed performance. These data may reflect in part the effects of social pressures, 

perceived desirability of certain ways of responding, and/ or rule-governed responding rather 

than contact with natural contingencies. Future research should incorporate direct observation or 

interlocked performance data to enhance assessment of transition processes in educational 

systems. 
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Conclusion 

 Phase 1 used a mixed-methods design grounded in the TPS framework to examine 

systemic factors influencing the transition of students with EBD from a self-contained school to 

less restrictive settings. Findings across stakeholder groups highlighted opportunities to 

strengthen mission alignment, shared understanding, resource allocation, and collaboration, 

factors that together shape the effectiveness and equity of transition practices. Phase 2 examined 

district archival data to understand patterns in transition outcomes and supplement the findings 

of Phase 1.  
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Chapter 5 

Phase 2: Archival Data Analysis 

 The purpose of the second phase of this dissertation was to review archival records 

provided by the district to provide a contextual overview of enrollment patterns, placement 

trajectories, and educational outcomes for students served in the self-contained school. This 

review was designed to identify system-level patterns and common student experiences that may 

influence transition planning. Aligned with the TPS framework, this phase examined the 

aggregate product (student transition outcomes) and competition (external placements and 

competing systems that influence those outcomes). Findings from this review were intended to 

contextualize survey and interview data in Phase 1 and inform the development the collaborative 

intervention in Phase 3. 

Method 

Data and Sample Characteristics 

 Archival records were obtained from the district’s research evaluation department. Data 

access was granted under an approved IRB protocol and through a district data-sharing 

agreement. All records were de-identified prior to release to the researcher. The archival data 

were drawn from a self-contained public school program in the district designed for students 

with EBD. The school serves students in grades 6-12 who require intensive behavioral, social, 

and academic support in a restrictive educational environment. Most students are referred to the 

program after experiencing significant behavioral or academic challenges in less restrictive 

settings, such as comprehensive campuses. The program provides small student-teacher ratios 

and individualized instruction. 
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 The district’s research evaluation department provided an Excel file containing de-

identified student-level records in accordance with the approved data-sharing agreement. The 

researcher then organized, reviewed, and cleaned the dataset for accuracy and consistency prior 

to analysis. Archival data were managed in Microsoft Excel to facilitate organization and 

recoding. Categorical variables (e.g., exit status, prior and subsequent schools) were reviewed 

and standardized into consistent categories for analysis. Missing or ambiguous entries were 

flagged but retained to reflect the real-world conditions of district records. For example, missing 

outcome data were categorized as “data unavailable” rather than excluded to maintain 

transparency about dataset completeness. All files were stored in encrypted folders accessible 

only to the research team. 

 The sample included 93 students who were enrolled at the self-contained school at any 

point during the past five academic years (2020-2021 through 2024-2025). Students were 

included regardless of the length of enrollment (e.g., partial- or full-year placement). Records 

were retained for all students for whom enrollment data were available during this period, even 

when certain outcome or incident variables were missing. 

 Basic demographic information was extracted for all students. A summary of 

demographic characteristics is presented in Table 12. The table displays the distribution of 

gender, race/ethnicity, English learner status, and IEP eligibility for all students included in the 

sample (N = 93).  

Table 12 

Demographic Characteristics of Archival Sample (N = 93) 

Variable n % 

Gender   
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  Male 77 82.8 

  Female 16 17.2 

Race/Ethnicity   

  White 47 50.5 

  Hispanic/Latino 30 32.3 

  Black/African American 8 8.6 

  Two or More Races 7 7.5 

  American Indian  1 1.1 

English Learner Status   

  Identified as English Learner 4 4.3 

  Not identified as English Learner 89 95.7 

IEP Eligibility   

  Identified with IEP 93 100 

Note. Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding. “English Learner” refers to students 

identified by the district as qualifying for English language acquisition support. 

Measures 

 Archival records included the following variables: 

• Enrollment History: School attended prior to placement, total years enrolled, and year 

of first and last enrollment at the self-contained school. 

• Attendance: Total days enrolled and total days absent during each student’s placement 

were used to calculate the percentage of days absent (Days Absent ÷ Days Enrolled × 

100). Attendance data were used as an indicator of student engagement both for the full 

sample and for subgroup analyses involving transitioned students. 
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• Behavioral Incidents: The district defines major incidents as significant behavioral 

events that result in administrative action (e.g., physical aggression, significant property 

destruction). The total number of major incidents that occurred during each student’s 

enrollment at the self-contained school was extracted from district records. These data 

were used to examine patterns of behavioral engagement and their relationship with other 

transition-related variables among students who transitioned. 

• Exit Status Outcomes: Graduation status and end-of-enrollment descriptions such as 

withdrawal, completion, or transition to another placement based on Exit Status Codes. 

• Post-Self-Contained School Placement (Secondary Field): The specific school or 

program students transitioned to after leaving the self-contained setting (e.g., named 

comprehensive campus, residential program, adult education program, or alternative 

placement). 

Exit Status Coding 

 Student exit statuses were obtained from the district’s data and classified based on the 

End Status Description variable in the data provided. Categories reflected the final disposition of 

enrollment, such as graduation, transition to another placement, year-end rollover, continued 

enrollment, or disengagement. 

 For the purposes of this study, transitions were defined as clear end-of-enrollment events 

explicitly coded in the district database (e.g., “To enroll in another school in the same district,” 

“To enroll in a different Nevada district,” or “To enroll in a school in another state”). Cases 

coded as Year Rollover were excluded from transition analyses, as this designation typically 

indicates continuation of enrollment within the same school rather than a formal exit. 
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 During data verification, fifteen students classified as Year Rollover had subsequent 

school placements listed after their enrollment at the self-contained school. In these instances, it 

was unclear whether these entries represented verified transitions that were not updated in the 

district’s end-status codes, temporary enrollments followed by a return to the self-contained 

school, or incomplete data entry within the district system. Given this uncertainty, these cases 

were not reclassified and remained categorized as Year Rollover to preserve data integrity and 

analytic consistency. It is therefore possible that the number of students who transitioned to other 

settings is higher than reported, as some transitions may not have been fully captured in the 

district’s coding system. 

 Additionally, six students were marked as Graduated in a secondary verification field but 

did not have a corresponding graduation code in the official end-status records. Because the 

original end-status codes reflected the most recent verified data, these students were retained 

under their initial categories (e.g., Transition or Year Rollover) to ensure consistency and 

transparency in reporting. The final coding scheme used to classify student exit outcomes is 

presented in Table 13. 

Table 13 

Classification of Student Exit Outcomes and Corresponding End-Status Codes. 

Category End Status Codes 

Graduated “Student completed 12 grades (grad, early grad, or non-grad)” 

 

Transition  

“To enroll in another school in the same district or under the 

same charter”; “To enroll in a school in another state”; “To 

enroll in a different Nevada district (includes university 

school)"; “To enroll in an ed. program for adults or other 

diploma program”; To enroll in an educational program for 

adults or other non-diploma program (HSE exam)  
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Year Rollover  “Completed school year (end of school year rollover, except for 

graduates)”; To enroll in the same school or a program within 

the same school, incl. another grade level/track”  
Still Enrolled “Still enrolled at the self-contained school”  

Disengaged “As a result of absence: 10 or 20 consecutive school days”; 

“Runaway: 10 days whereabouts unknown”; “Not known to be 

receiving K–12 educational services”; “To receive instruction 

as a homeschooled student (not part of public education)” 

Note. End status codes are derived from district-level student information system records. End 

status codes were unavailable for three students due to missing or incomplete records in the 

district database. These cases were excluded from categorical and figure analyses.  

Data Analysis 

 Data were analyzed descriptively to identify frequencies, proportions, and trends across 

the five-year period. No inferential statistical tests were conducted, given the exploratory 

purpose of the review and the limited sample size. Descriptive analyses included calculations of 

frequencies, percentages, and averages to highlight patterns across academic years and 

placement types. 

 Analyses examined relationships among the key variables described in the Measures 

section, including enrollment history, attendance, behavioral incidents, and exit status outcomes. 

Specifically, analyses focused on: 

(a) students’ prior placements and feeder schools; 

(b) duration of enrollment; 

(c) attendance rates and chronic absenteeism patterns; 

(d) exit outcomes, including transitions, rollovers, disengagement, and graduations; 

(e) year-by-year transition trends; and 

(f) relationships among attendance, behavioral incidents, and transition readiness. 
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 Findings were synthesized through tables and figures to illustrate recurring system-level 

patterns and student trajectories. These results provide contextual grounding for the Phase 1 

survey and interview findings and inform the design and targeting of the collaboration-based 

intervention in Phase 3. 

Results 

Enrollment Length and Placement 

1. Student Placement Prior to Enrollment 

 Student placement prior to enrollment in the self-contained setting was examined to 

identify the school types from which students most frequently transition. Figure 11 displays the 

distribution of students by their previous school type, including elementary, middle, and high 

schools, as well as alternative schools. 

Figure 11 

Number of Students Entering the Self-Contained School by Prior School Type 
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 Of the 93 students, 29 (31%) entered from elementary schools, 23 (25%) from alternative 

schools, 21 (23%) from middle schools, and 14 (15%) from high schools. Elementary schools 

accounted for the largest share of students entering the self-contained school, followed by 

alternative, middle, and high schools. Six students (6%) did not have a prior school listed, which 

may indicate out-of-district or out-of-state enrollment, entry from alternative placements, or 

missing data. 

2. Feeder Schools Contributing to Self-Contained Placements 

 Student placements prior to enrollment in the self-contained school were further analyzed 

by individual feeder school to identify which schools contributed the largest number of students. 

Figure 12 displays the schools with the highest placement frequencies (school names are 

anonymized to maintain confidentiality). 

Figure 12 

Student Placement Prior to Self-Contained Enrollment by Individual School
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 Alternative School A contributed the largest number of students (n = 23; 25%), followed 

by Elementary School A (n = 8; 9%), Elementary Schools B and C (n = 4; 4% each), High 

School A (n = 4; 4%), and three middle and one high school (n = 3; 3% each). Together, these 

nine schools accounted for approximately 59% of all placements in the self-contained setting. 

Other schools contributed relatively few students. Specifically, the remaining 24 schools 

accounted for 32 students total, with each school contributing one to two students (each < 2% of 

placements). 

3. Duration of Enrollment in the Self-Contained School 

 Student enrollment duration was examined to identify how long students typically remain 

in the self-contained school before transitioning or exiting. Figure 13 displays the number of 

years students were enrolled at the self-contained school.  

Figure 13 

Number of Years Enrolled at the Self-Contained School 
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 The majority of students attended the self-contained school between one and four years, 

with the largest group enrolled for four years (n = 20, 22%). Nineteen students (20%) attended 

for two years, 18 (19%) for three years, and 17 (18%) for one year. Enrollment decreased 

substantially after year four, with six students (6%) each remaining for five, six, or seven years, 

and only one student (1%) enrolled for eight years. Overall, most students spent multiple years in 

the self-contained school before transitioning or exiting, indicating extended durations of 

placement prior to reintegration or graduation. 

4. Attendance and Absenteeism in the Self-Contained School 

 Attendance data were examined to understand the extent of student engagement while 

enrolled in the self-contained school. Figure 4 displays the distribution of the percentage of days 

students were absent during their enrollment. 

Figure 14 

Distribution of Percent of Days Absent at the Self-Contained School
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Note. Based on district criteria, chronic absenteeism is defined as missing more than 10% of 

school days. 

 Most students (n = 30, 32%) missed fewer than 10% of school days, falling within the 

regular attendance range. Approximately one-fifth (n = 17, 18%) missed between 10% and 20% 

of school days, and nearly half of the sample missed more than 20%. Absences most frequently 

ranged between 20% and 40%, with a smaller number of students missing more than half of 

enrolled days. No students were absent for more than 80% of the year. Overall, the data shows 

that while some students maintained regular attendance, the majority met district criterion for 

chronic absenteeism, defined as missing more than 10% of school days. 

5. Exit Status Outcomes 

 Student outcomes were categorized based on exit status codes recorded by the district at 

the time students left the self-contained school. The classification system for these outcomes is 

described in Table 13 (see Method section). As defined in the coding procedures, only confirmed 

end-of-enrollment events were included in the analysis. Figure 15 displays the distribution of 

students across the five outcome categories following their exit from the self-contained school. 

Figure 15 

Post-Self-Contained Student Outcomes
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Note. Categories reflect students’ final enrollment status as of the district’s most recent verified 

data export. 

 Most students fell into either the Transition (n = 28; 30%) or Year Rollover (n = 27; 

29%) categories, indicating that they either moved to another educational placement or 

completed the school year without a formal exit. Twenty-two students (24%) were categorized as 

Disengaged, while seven (8%) Graduated and seven (8%) remained Still Enrolled at the time of 

data collection. 

 Fifteen students coded as Year Rollover also had a subsequent school listed in the 

secondary field; however, because their formal exit could not be confirmed, they were retained in 

the Year Rollover category. Additionally, six students had Graduation noted in the secondary 

field without a corresponding district exit code. These students were also retained in their 

original exit status categories, though this indicates that some graduations likely occurred after 
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students transferred to other placements. 

6. Student Outcomes by Years Enrolled 

 Student outcomes were further examined by enrollment duration to determine whether 

length of time in the self-contained setting was related to exit status. Figure 16 presents the 

distribution of student outcomes by the number of years enrolled at the self-contained school. 

Figure 16 

Student Outcomes by Years Enrolled at the Self-Contained School

 

 As shown in Figure 16, for students enrolled between one and four years, the most 

frequent outcomes were Transition and Year-End Rollover, each observed for 25 students across 

these years. Disengaged outcomes were recorded for 14 students, followed by Still Enrolled (n = 

4) and Graduated (n = 4). Among students enrolled for five or more years (n = 19*), Disengaged 

was the most common outcome (n = 8*), followed by Graduated (n = 4*), Still Enrolled (n = 3*), 
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Transition (n = 3*), and Year-End Rollover (n = 2*).  

7. Cumulative Transitions  

 Transitions were examined across a five-year period to determine how many students 

successfully moved from the self-contained school to less restrictive or alternative educational 

placements. Figure 17 displays the number of students who transitioned out of the self-contained 

school each year, separated by within-district, out-of-district transitions, as well as the 

cumulative total across all years. 

Figure 17 

Cumulative Transitions by Exit Year 

 

 Figure 17 shows within-district (dark bars) and out-of-district (light bars) transitions, with 

a steady cumulative increase over five-year period, reaching 28 by the end of the 2024-2025 

school year. Transitions occurred each year, with the highest number observed during 2022-
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2023. Overall, 28 of 93 students transitioned from the self-contained school during the review 

period, representing approximately 30% of the total enrolled population. 

8. Post-Self-Contained School Placements 

 Figure 18 displays the types of educational placements students entered following their 

transition from the self-contained school. 

Figure 18 

Post-Self-Contained Placement Groups 

 

 As shown in Figure 18, the majority of students who transitioned from the self-contained 

setting enrolled in comprehensive high schools (n = 12), followed by state transfers (n = 7), 

comprehensive middle schools (n = 4), adult education programs (n = 3), and alternative schools 

(n = 1). These data indicate that most transitions occurred at the secondary level, with 

comparatively few placements into middle or alternative programs. 
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9. Attendance Patterns Among Transitioned Students 

 Attendance data were analyzed for students who transitioned from the self-contained 

school to identify patterns related to school engagement prior to transition. Figure 19 displays the 

distribution of absence rates for students who successfully transitioned during the five-year 

review period. 

Figure 19 

Number of Transitioned Students by Absence Band. 

 

 As shown in Figure 19, the largest group of transitioned students had absence rates 

between 10% and 29% (n = 13), which meets the district definition of chronic absenteeism. Six 

students had fewer than 10% of school days missed, four students missed 30%-49%, and five 

students were absent for 50% or more of their school days. Overall, most transitioned students 
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exhibited moderate to high rates of absenteeism during their enrollment in the self-contained 

school.  

9. Relationship Between Attendance and Behavioral Incidents 

 To better understand how engagement relates to readiness for transition, behavioral 

incident data were analyzed across the same absence percentage bands used in the previous 

figure. Figure 20 presents the average number of major incidents for transitioned students, 

grouped by absence rate. 

Figure 20 

Average Major Incidents by Absence Band (Transitioned Students)  

 

Note. Vertical lines represent the minimum and maximum reported values within each absence 

band. 

 As shown in Figure 20, students with the lowest absence rates (fewer than 10% of days 

missed) averaged approximately 5.3 major incidents, with a range of 3-8. Those missing 10%-
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29% of days averaged about 9.9 incidents (range = 6-14), while students with 30%–49% absence 

rates averaged 14.5 incidents (range = 11-18). Students absent for 50% or more of school days 

had the highest mean number of major incidents, averaging 20.4 incidents (range = 12-28). 

Overall, these results indicate a positive association between higher absence rates and increased 

behavioral incidents among transitioned students. 

11. Disengaged Students 

 To further examine patterns among students who did not complete a transition or 

graduate, Figure 21 displays the subcategories of students classified as disengaged, representing 

those who exited the self-contained school without enrolling in another educational placement. 

Figure 21 

Subcategories of Disengaged Students. 

  

 As shown in Figure 21, the most common reason for disengagement was 10-day absences 

resulting in automatic withdrawal (n = 9), followed by students no longer known to be receiving 
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K-12 educational services (n = 5). An additional five students were withdrawn after 20 

consecutive days of absence, two students withdrew to homeschool, and one student was 

classified as a runaway. Overall, the majority of disengaged students were withdrawn due to 

extended absenteeism, either at the 10- or 20-day threshold. 

Discussion 

 Phase 2 examined archival district data to identify system-level patterns related to the 

enrollment, engagement, and outcomes of students served in a self-contained school for students 

with EBD, focusing on the TPS components of Aggregate Product (student transition outcomes) 

and Competition (alternative placements and systems that influence transition pathways). This 

analysis provided contextual grounding for the stakeholder perspectives captured in Phase 1. 

Across a five-year review of student records, the analysis identified recurring trends that may 

reflect both the extent of students’ behavioral and academic support needs and structural factors 

that shape opportunities for reintegration. Key patterns included referral concentrations among 

certain feeder schools, extended placement durations, elevated rates of absenteeism, and 

infrequent transitions to less restrictive settings. Together, these data suggest the value of a 

coordinated, data-informed approach to transition planning that strengthens alignment, shared 

understanding, and collaboration across district roles and settings. 

Referral and Enrollment Patterns 

 Most students entered the self-contained school from elementary schools, indicating that 

restrictive placements often occurred early in students’ educational trajectories. In addition, a 

small number of feeder schools accounted for over half of all referrals, suggesting that certain 

schools may experience disproportionate challenges in supporting students with intensive 

behavioral needs. From a systems perspective, this concentration of referrals may reflect uneven 
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Tier 2 and Tier 3 intervention capacity across sites. Within the TPS framework analysis 

developed here (Figure 1), this represents an input-level misalignment, in which access to early 

supports, professional development, and behavioral expertise may be inconsistently distributed. 

Targeted collaboration and capacity-building with high-referral schools could strengthen early 

intervention practices and reduce the need for later restrictive placements. This aligns with 

research on PBIS implementation, which emphasizes that strong universal (Tier 1) systems and 

equitable access to targeted (Tier 2) and intensive (Tier 3) supports are essential for preventing 

escalation and reducing the likelihood of placement in restrictive settings (Bradshaw et al., 2012; 

Kittelman et al., 2022; Tyre & Feuerborn, 2021). Further, studies indicate that leadership, 

teaming, and system-level resources must be distributed consistently across sites to avoid what 

might be termed “input-level misalignment” in multi-tiered frameworks (Tyre & Feuerborn, 

2021; Nitz et al., 2023).  

Duration of Enrollment and Delayed Transitions 

 The majority of students remained in the self-contained school for multiple years, with 

the largest group enrolled for four years. Once placed, students tended to stay for extended 

periods, indicating that transitions back to less restrictive settings are comparatively infrequent. 

While longer enrollment may support stabilization and the development of individualized 

instructional routines, it may also reduce opportunities for students to participate in inclusive 

settings. Prior research has noted that long-term placement in self-contained settings shows 

limited evidence of improved academic outcomes and may be associated with more restricted 

inclusive opportunities (Barron et al., 2024; Chesmore et al., 2016). 

 Most confirmed transitions occurred to comprehensive high schools, even for students 

who originally entered the self-contained school during elementary or middle school. This 
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pattern may reflect the challenges of coordinating reintegration across grade levels and highlights 

the importance of sustained collaboration among feeder schools, the self-contained school, and 

receiving campuses. Strengthening collaboration across these settings may help support more 

gradual, aligned reintegration experiences.  

Attendance and Engagement  

 Attendance data revealed a high prevalence of chronic absenteeism, with roughly half of 

students missing 10 percent or more of enrolled days and a smaller but meaningful subset 

missing over half of their instructional time. These patterns suggest ongoing challenges in 

supporting consistent engagement, even in settings designed to provide individualized support. 

This aligns with previous research documenting elevated rates of chronic absenteeism among 

students with disabilities, particularly those with emotional/behavioral or neurodevelopmental 

needs (Gottfried & Kirksey, 2018; Melvin et al., 2023; Nordin et al., 2023). 

 Within the TPS framework, this pattern may suggest a misalignment between process and 

output: intensive supports are in place but expected engagement outcomes are not consistently 

achieved. In addition to school-level factors, chronic absenteeism may also reflect family- and 

context-related barriers, such as transportation difficulties, inconsistent parent availability, or 

limited access to behavioral and mental health supports at home. Research shows that systematic 

attendance monitoring, early-warning indicators, and tiered, data-informed interventions can 

reduce chronic absenteeism and improve engagement (Kearney & Childs, 2022). Embedding 

these practices into ongoing IEP progress reviews may help ensure that instructional access 

remains a central component of transition readiness planning. 

Exit Outcomes  

 During the five-year period, only 28 of 93 students (30%) were recorded as successfully 
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transitioned to less restrictive or alternative placements, while 22 (24%) disengaged before 

completing their programs. Of the 28 transitions, seven involved out-of-state placements, making 

it difficult to determine whether these settings were less restrictive, and three involved transitions 

to adult diploma programs. When interpreted through the TPS framework, these patterns suggest 

an opportunity to strengthen alignment between the program’s mission of reintegration and the 

transition outcomes currently observed. 

 Additionally, several students coded as Year Rollover had subsequent schools listed in 

district records, suggesting potential but unverified transitions that were not captured in official 

exit codes. These inconsistencies likely reflect data-entry variability or incomplete record 

updates rather than student behavior, but they do complicate efforts to accurately track student 

movement and outcomes. Establishing a more consistent exit-coding system and routine cross-

verification between enrollment and outcome records would strengthen feedback loops and 

ensure that student movement is accurately documented.  

 This pattern is consistent with previous research showing that students with EBD in more 

restrictive settings often experience limited or delayed transitions to less restrictive environments 

(Mann, 2021; Weis, 2018), underscoring the value of strengthening system-level processes that 

support reintegration over time. 

Attendance-Behavior Relationship 

 Among transitioned students, those with higher absence rates also had more major 

behavioral incidents, suggesting a possible association between disengagement and frequency of 

behavior. This relationship between absenteeism and behavioral problems is well documented, 

with studies showing that students with emotional or behavioral needs tend to experience both 

higher rates of absenteeism and increased disciplinary involvement (Anderson, 2021; Enderle et 
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al., 2025). Notably, some students with frequent incidents and substantial absenteeism were still 

transitioned to less restrictive settings.  

 From a systems perspective, this pattern suggests an opportunity to strengthen how 

readiness indicators are incorporated into transition decision-making. Transition approvals may 

be influenced by contextual factors (e.g., program capacity, administrative pressures) rather than 

consistent readiness indicators. Embedding attendance and behavioral-stability metrics within 

transition criteria, alongside structured coordination between sending and receiving schools, 

would help ensure transitions align with student readiness and remain sustainable. Consistent 

cross-school collaboration and data-based decision-making are essential for maintaining 

behavioral and academic gains after transitions from restrictive to less restrictive environments 

(Anderson, 2021). 

Disengaged Students 

 Finally, among students who did not complete a transition or graduate, the largest 

subgroup was withdrawn due to extended absences at the 10- or 20-day threshold, followed by 

those recorded as no longer receiving K-12 services due to long-term mental health conditions. 

These withdrawals likely reflect situations in which students became chronically absent and 

ultimately disconnected from the school system. Prior research consistently links chronic 

absenteeism and extended disengagement with increased risk of dropout, particularly among 

students with disabilities (Gottfried et al., 2019; Melvin et al., 2023). 

 Within the TPS framework, these cases highlight an opportunity to strengthen feedback 

and re-engagement processes, ensuring that attendance concerns trigger coordinated, proactive 

supports. Research suggests that early warning systems, strong family-school partnerships, and 

coordinated behavioral and attendance interventions are key to sustaining engagement and 
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preventing school withdrawal among students at heightened risk (Kearney & Graczyk, 2014; 

Melvin et al., 2023). 

Integration with Phase 1 Findings 

 The archival findings from Phase 2 quantitatively supported and provided further context 

for stakeholder perceptions reported in Phase 1 by allowing assessment of transition 

results/outcomes. Staff, administrators, and parents described variation in transition procedures, 

communication challenges, and uncertainty regarding readiness criteria; the archival data 

provided concrete, system-level patterns in transition results consistent with these experiences. 

Specifically: 

• Phase 1 participants described a perceived misalignment between the program’s mission and 

actual transition outcomes. Phase 2 reflected this pattern, with relatively few documented 

reintegrations across the review period. 

• Stakeholders noted lack of collaboration and access to resources across schools. Phase 2 

showed that a small number of feeder schools accounted for most referrals, suggesting 

opportunities to strengthen early and coordinated support across campuses. 

• Stakeholders expressed concern about student engagement and progress. Phase 2 patterns of 

chronic absenteeism and withdrawal further underscored the importance of ongoing 

engagement-focused supports within and beyond the self-contained school. 

 Taken together, the two phases provide a cohesive understanding of system functioning, 

highlighting opportunities to strengthen alignment, capacity, and coordinated feedback 

processes. Within the TPS framework, these patterns suggest that enhancing the link between 

student data, collaborative planning, and decision-making processes may help ensure that student 
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outcomes more fully reflect the system’s mission of supporting successful transitions to less 

restrictive settings. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

 As with all archival analyses, the findings of Phase 2 are constrained by the accuracy and 

completeness of district data. Variability in recordkeeping, missing entries, and differences in 

reporting practices limited the interpretations that could be drawn from the available data for 

certain analyses. However, these conditions reflect the actual data context in which placement 

and transition decisions are made and therefore offer meaningful insight into real-world system 

functioning. 

 A notable consideration involves the consistency of exit-coding practices. In some cases, 

the End Status Description field appeared to reflect administrative placeholders or incomplete 

documentation rather than verified transitions. For example, some students categorized as “Year 

Rollover” subsequently appeared in enrollment records for other schools, suggesting that these 

may represent temporary placements or transitions that were not formally recorded. Because 

these cases could not be independently verified, they were excluded from transition analyses. 

This pattern points to an opportunity to further refine data-entry procedures and cross-checking 

processes to support more accurate monitoring of student movement across settings. 

 A further limitation concerns the nature and structure of the archival dataset used in 

Phase 2. The district records did not include a standardized codebook, and fields such as 

enrollment dates, exit codes, placement descriptions, and incident reports varied in completeness 

and consistency. Although the dataset spanned five academic years, the archives were not 

explicitly organized by school year, requiring the researcher to reconstruct annual groupings 

using enrollment and exit dates. This additional interpretive step introduces the possibility of 
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minor classification error and affects the precision with which longitudinal trends can be 

interpreted. Future research would benefit from the development or use of a standardized coding 

manual, created in collaboration with the district or constructed during data-cleaning, to ensure 

consistent variable definitions, improve transparency, and enhance the replicability of analytic 

procedures. 

 Another limitation concerns the limited visibility into students’ full transition histories. 

The dataset captured only the placement immediately preceding and following the self-contained 

school, making it difficult to determine whether students experienced multiple transitions across 

settings over time, as described by several students and parents in Phase 1. Similarly, post-exit 

placement data identified receiving schools but not program-level placement (e.g., SIP, CLS, 

Resource, general education), limiting the ability to determine the actual level of restrictiveness 

following exit. Together, these limitations limit the capacity to fully understand the trajectory of 

student movement and the contextual factors shaping placement decisions. 

 Future data collection efforts may benefit from the development of clearer exit-code 

criteria, the ability to track complete transition histories over time, and the inclusion of 

contextual variables such as the reason for placement change and the specific type of program to 

which students transition. Such refinements would enhance the accuracy, interpretability, and 

practical relevance of transition data for decision-making. Expanding similar analyses across 

multiple self-contained programs would also help determine whether these patterns reflect 

district-specific practices or broader systemic trends affecting students with EBD. Ongoing 

monitoring and analysis of transition data are essential to ensuring that feedback is used to refine 

procedures, strengthen collaboration, and align system practices with the broader mission of 

supporting students in accessing the least restrictive environment. 
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Conclusion 

The findings from Phase 2 added to those of Phase 1, and the two combined provided a critical 

empirical foundation for Phase 3, which introduces a structured, collaboration-based training 

intervention aimed at clarifying transition values, strengthening stakeholder procedural 

knowledge, and fostering effective cross-setting collaboration. Together, these components are 

intended to address the systemic gaps identified across Phases 1 and 2.  
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Chapter 6 

Phase 3: Collaboration-Based Intervention 

 Phase 3 built upon the findings from Phases 1 and 2, which identified systemic gaps in 

value alignment, stakeholder knowledge, and collaboration influencing transitions from self-

contained to less restrictive educational settings. Guided by the TPS framework, this phase 

introduced a structured, collaboration-based intervention designed to address these gaps at the 

processing and feedback levels of the system. The purpose of Phase 3 was to evaluate whether a 

structured, role-specific training could clarify stakeholder transition values, improve procedural 

knowledge related to the IEP and transition process, and strengthen coordination between 

sending and receiving schools. 

 Four areas were prioritized for intervention: (a) value clarification, (b) stakeholder 

procedural knowledge, (c) student and family involvement, and (d) cross-site collaboration. 

These domains were selected because they were found to directly influence transition decision-

making and represented recurring gaps identified in Phase 1. The goal of this was to increase 

coherence between the system’s mission, supporting successful transitions to less restrictive 

environments, and the processes involved in achieving that mission.  

 The value clarification component was designed to establish shared values to guide 

transition-related decisions, consistent with research showing that shared values strengthen 

alignment across interdependent parts of a system (Macedo & Camarinha-Matos, 2017). The 

stakeholder knowledge component focused on supporting students and caregivers in 

understanding key IEP and LRE terminology, addressing well-documented gaps in procedural 

knowledge in these areas (Fish, 2008; Rey, 2023; Trainor, 2010). The student and family 

involvement component was developed to facilitate meaningful participation in planning and 
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monitoring educational progress, as participation has been identified as a central element in 

promoting self-advocacy and effective transition planning (Test et al., 2004; Cavendish et al., 

2017). Finally, the cross-site collaboration component aimed to promote consistent 

communication and shared responsibility between sending and receiving schools, aligning with 

research indicating that structured collaboration is essential for coordinated and successful 

transitions (Wilkinson et al., 2020; Eber et al., 2010; Stormont et al., 2017). Together, these 

components were designed to strengthen system alignment by improving coherence among 

stakeholder values, procedural knowledge, and collaborative practices. The following section 

describes the participants, procedures, session structure, and assessment measures used to 

evaluate changes in stakeholder values, knowledge, and collaboration in Phase 3. 

Method 

Participants 

 Participants were selected by the primary researcher from the Phase 1 pool of students, 

parents, and staff. Eligibility criteria for students included (a) enrollment in the self-contained 

school and (b) provision of student assent and parent consent to participate. Parents were invited 

if they were the primary educational decision-makers for the identified student (e.g., parent or 

guardian). 

 Staff members from both the self-contained and receiving campuses were selected based 

on their involvement in student transition planning or their prior experience supporting 

transitions from self-contained to less restrictive settings. The staff sample was also designed to 

capture different professional roles and perspectives across both settings. The final sample 

included two students from the self-contained school, their two parents, two staff from the self-

contained school, and two staff from receiving comprehensive campuses. 
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 This study was approved by the University of Nevada, Reno IRB and the School District 

Research Department. Written informed consent was obtained from all adult participants and 

parents, and assent was obtained from students prior to participation. 

Recruitment and Selection Procedures 

 The primary researcher initiated recruitment via email or phone using standardized 

district and university procedures. Six staff from comprehensive campuses and six from the self-

contained school were invited based on qualitative input gathered during Phase 1 or their current 

involvement in student transitions. At each site, invitations were extended to psychologists, 

counselors, and staff directly involved in transition planning to ensure representation across key 

professional roles. Final participants were selected based on scheduling availability and to 

intentionally achieve parallel role representation across settings, resulting in one case manager 

and one psychologist/counselor from each site. One staff member from the self-contained school 

had not participated in Phase 1 because they were newly assigned to the setting but were actively 

involved in a current transition case, while all other participants had contributed survey 

responses during Phase 1. 

 Students and parents were recruited from the Phase 1 participant pool. Eligibility required 

current enrollment in the self-contained school and provision of parent consent and student 

assent. Participation was voluntary, and no incentives or compensation were provided. Written 

informed consent was obtained from all adult participants, and assent was obtained from students 

prior to participation (See Appendix M for consent and assent forms). 

 The primary researcher had an established professional role within the district, which 

included prior interactions with the participating students, families, and staff. This existing 
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professional relationship facilitated recruitment and communication and may have supported 

participant comfort and engagement during the intervention. 

Demographics 

 Basic demographic information was collected for all participants, including gender, and 

role (for staff). For students, additional variables such as IEP disability category and grade were 

noted. All identifying information was de-identified. A summary of participant demographics is 

presented in Table 14. 

Table 14 

Participant Demographics  

Stakeholder Group Role Gender Grade Disability 

Category 

Students Student 1 Male 7th ED 

 Student 2 Male 7th ED 

Parents Parent 1 Male - - 

 Parent 2 Female - - 

Self-Contained 

Setting 

Counselor  Male - - 

 Case manager Female - - 

Comprehensive 

Campus 

School 

Psychologist 

Female - - 

 Case manager Female - - 

Research Design 

 This study employed a mixed-methods pre-post design. The intervention included a pre-

assessment phase, a structured training phase tailored to stakeholder roles, and immediate post-

training assessments. Quantitative measures included surveys assessing values clarification, 
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procedural knowledge, knowledge of IEP goals, readiness to collaborate and readiness to involve 

students and families, and social validity. Qualitative measures consisted of open-ended 

reflections collected both before and after the intervention to capture participants’ perspectives 

and contextualize quantitative findings. 

Measures 

Transition Related Values Clarification 

 Transition-related values were assessed using an adaptation of the Valued Living 

Questionnaire (VLQ; Wilson et al., 2010), modified to evaluate values relevant to school 

transitions. The format and rating procedure were consistent across all participant groups, while 

the specific value domains were tailored to reflect the roles and lived experiences of students, 

parents, and staff. Domains were identified through Phase 1 surveys and interviews, which 

captured stakeholder perspectives on what matters most during transitions. 

 Each version of the adapted VLQ included 10 transition-related value domains. Student 

items emphasized teacher support, peer connection, predictability, and belonging; parent items 

emphasized communication, involvement, trust, and safety; and staff items emphasized 

collaboration across school sites, clarity of expectations, consistency in behavioral supports, and 

family engagement. Full item sets for each group are provided in Appendix N, and a 

consolidated representation is provided in Table 15. 

Table 15 

Adapted Valued Living Questionnaire (VLQ) Items by Participant Group 

Participant Group Example Value Domains 

Students Feeling safe and supported; Being understood by teachers; Having 

friends or people I know; Knowing what to expect; Keeping routines; 

Feeling like my voice matters; Getting help when needed; Being 
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included in regular activities; Staying in touch with trusted adults; 

Being treated fairly 

 

Parents My child feeling safe and supported; Access to peers or friends; Clear 

routines; Regular communication with staff; Being part of transition 

decisions; Knowing rights; Support for child’s behavior; Academic 

progress; Trust in staff; Understanding what will happen next 

 

Staff Student emotional safety; Consistent behavior support; Family 

involvement; Collaboration with receiving school; Student readiness; 

Staff alignment on expectations; Academic skill preparation; Familiar 

routines and supports; Clarity around placement decisions; Student 

voice and agency 

Note. The adapted Valued Living Questionnaire (VLQ; Wilson et al., 2010) assessed transition-

related values across participant groups. Each version included 10 items rated on a 10-point 

Likert-type scale (1 = Not important, 10 = Extremely important). The format and rating 

procedure were identical for all participants, while item wording was tailored to the roles and 

experiences of students, parents, and staff. Full item sets are provided in Appendix N. 

 Participants completed the adapted VLQ using the two-step rating procedure from the 

original instrument. First, participants rated the importance of each value domain on a 1-10 scale. 

Second, participants identified their top three most important values (hereafter referred to as top 

value selections) and rated the extent to which current school practices were aligned with those 

selected values on the same 1-10 scale. 

 In the VLQ framework, importance ratings indicate how personally meaningful a value 

is, whereas consistency ratings reflect the degree to which personal actions, or, in this adapted 

version, school practices, are aligned with those values (Wilson et al., 2010). Thus, in this study, 

importance ratings and top value selections indicate stakeholders’ prioritized transition-related 

values, while consistency ratings reflect participants’ perceptions of how well those values are 

supported in current school practices. 
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 Only importance ratings and changes in top value selections were analyzed as primary 

outcomes, as these represent changes in stakeholder priorities following training. Consistency 

ratings (i.e., perceived alignment between prioritized values and current school practices) were 

not analyzed as outcomes, because the intervention did not alter school procedures or structural 

supports. Consistency ratings are instead reported descriptively in Appendix R (Table R1). 

 To allow comparison across participants, top value selections were grouped into broader 

value themes using an inductive coding procedure informed directly by wording overlap and 

functional meaning in transition contexts. Specifically, value selections were grouped into 

higher-order themes when their item wording reflected similar experiences, needs, or desired 

supports in the transition process. Coding frameworks are presented in Appendix Q (see Table 

Q1 for student and parent value coding and Table Q2 for staff value coding). 

Procedural Knowledge 

 Procedural knowledge was assessed using structured surveys consisting of open-ended 

questions designed to evaluate participants’ understanding of core special education concepts 

and procedures. All stakeholder groups (students, parents, and staff) were assessed on four areas: 

(a) the definition and purpose of the IEP, (b) the meaning and application of LRE, (c) rights and 

protections under IDEA, and (d) the components and purpose of the school’s five-phase 

Transition Plan. 

  Responses were categorized as correct, partially correct, or incorrect based on alignment 

with the legal and procedural requirements outlined in IDEA (2004). Correct responses 

demonstrated accurate and complete understanding of each construct; partially correct responses 

reflected partial understanding or omission of required elements; and incorrect responses 

demonstrated inaccurate, vague, or missing information. For analysis in Phase 3, partially correct 
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and incorrect responses were combined and coded as inaccurate, such that only fully correct 

responses were scored as correct. Details regarding criteria used to determine response accuracy 

are presented in Appendix Q (Table Q3), and representative correct and incorrect responses for 

each stakeholder group are provided in Appendix Q (Table Q4). 

 Correct definitions of the IEP referenced individualized goals and supports and identified 

its legal function in ensuring that the student receives FAPE. Correct definitions of LRE 

described learning with nondisabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate, indicated that 

placement decisions are made by the IEP team, and indicated that decisions are based on 

individual needs rather than readiness alone. For IDEA rights, correct responses reflected 

understanding of procedural safeguards, including the right to participate in IEP meetings, access 

educational records, request meetings, and pursue mediation or due process when needed. For 

Transition Planning, correct responses identified the school’s Transition Plan as a five-phase 

framework in which students progress based on behavioral performance criteria (e.g., points 

earned, work completion, and target behaviors) and receive planned exposure opportunities to 

less restrictive settings at each phase. Responses that omitted one or more of these core elements 

were coded as inaccurate. 

Knowledge of Students’ IEP Goals 

 Knowledge of IEP goals was assessed with students and parents only. Students were 

asked to identify their individualized IEP goals, and parents were asked to describe their child’s 

current goals in their own words. Each student’s IEP contained annual goals across core 

instructional and behavioral domains. Student 1 had four annual goals (reading, writing, math, 

and social-emotional/behavioral regulation), and Student 2 had six annual goals, including the 

same four domains as Student 1 as well as additional goals in functional math and 
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speech/language. The number and content of goals were determined directly from students’ IEP 

documents, not from participant report. These goals served as the reference standard against 

which accuracy was scored. 

 Responses were evaluated for accuracy by comparing participant reports to the goals 

documented in each student’s official IEP record. A response was scored correct if it (a) 

identified each goal area and (b) provided a brief, accurate description of the targeted skill or 

behavior. Responses that omitted one or more goal areas or did not include an accurate 

description were scored as inaccurate. Only the number of goals correctly identified and 

described was analyzed for pre-post comparison. 

Readiness to Collaborate Across Schools 

 Readiness to collaborate across school sites was assessed only with staff from both the 

self-contained and comprehensive campuses. Participants rated their preparedness on a single 

Likert-scale item (1 = Not at all prepared, 5 = Very prepared) asking how prepared they felt to 

collaborate with sending or receiving school staff during student transitions. Following the 

rating, participants responded to an open-ended prompt asking what specific actions they could 

take to strengthen collaboration across campuses.  

Readiness to Involve Students and Families 

 Readiness to involve students and families in transition planning was assessed separately 

with staff from both the self-contained and comprehensive campuses. Staff rated their 

preparedness on a Likert-scale item (1 = Not at all prepared, 5 = Very prepared) indicating how 

prepared they felt to meaningfully involve parents and students as active participants in the 

transition process. Participants then responded to an open-ended prompt asking what steps they 
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could take to increase student and family involvement.  

Social Validity 

 Post-training surveys were administered to all participants to evaluate their perceptions of 

the acceptability of the training content and experience. Items asked participants to rate the 

clarity, relevance, and usefulness of the training on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 5 = very 

much), with higher ratings indicating greater acceptability. In the context of social validity, 

clarity corresponds to the acceptability of the procedures (i.e., whether the training was 

understandable and feasible), relevance corresponds to the acceptability of the goals (i.e., 

whether the training addressed transition-related needs that matter to participants), and 

usefulness reflects the perceived value of the outcomes (i.e., whether the training was helpful in 

supporting real transition planning). Participants were also provided space to share open-ended 

comments about their experience, allowing for qualitative feedback on perceived strengths and 

areas for improvement. 

Procedures 

Pre-assessment Procedures 

 Prior to the training, all participants completed pre-assessment surveys (see Appendix N) 

evaluating values clarification and procedural knowledge. Students and parents also completed 

surveys assessing the accuracy of their knowledge of the students’ individualized IEP goals, 

while staff completed measures assessing their readiness to collaborate across sending and 

receiving schools and to involve students and families in the transition process. Additionally, 

participants were asked what topics they would like to learn more about, and their responses 

were used to individualize the content of the training sessions. Surveys were administered 

individually and delivered online for parents and staff, and in person for students. Parents and 
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staff completed the surveys independently, while for students, the primary researcher presented 

the questions using PowerPoint slides to ensure comprehension and allow for clarification and 

follow-up questions as needed. These assessments informed the individualization of training 

content by identifying knowledge gaps and baseline levels of understanding for each participant. 

Training Delivery 

 The intervention consisted of three training sessions for each stakeholder group (students, 

parents, and staff), delivered by the primary researcher over a three-week period. Sessions were 

scheduled flexibly based on participant availability and ranged from 45 to 90 minutes, with 

participants receiving approximately 3-5 total hours of training. Student and parent sessions were 

delivered individually, and staff sessions were conducted in joint groups that included both self-

contained and comprehensive campus staff. Training content was individualized based on pre-

assessment survey results to address identified knowledge gaps. 

 Instruction across all stakeholder groups was delivered using a Behavior Skills Training 

(BST) model that included instruction, modeling, guided practice, performance feedback, and 

differential reinforcement for accurate responding. Activity materials, visuals, and discussion 

prompts supported engagement and knowledge application. An overview of session topics and 

activities for each stakeholder group is provided in Table 16, and Appendix P includes the 

detailed summaries of training content, session activities, and example materials. 

Table 16 

Overview of Training Sessions by Stakeholder Group 

Stakeholder 

Group 
Session Content and Activities 

Students 

(Individual 

Sessions) 

Session 1 
Review of key educational terms (IEP, LRE, IEP goals, students’ rights) 

using flashcards. 
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Stakeholder 

Group 
Session Content and Activities 

 Session 2 Guided review and flashcard practice restating individualized IEP goals.  

  

Session 3 

Overview of transition plan; structured IEP role-play and example/non-

examples discrimination tasks. 

Caregivers 

(Individual 

Sessions) 

Session 1 
Guided review of IEP and LRE; identifying examples/non-examples of 

SMART IEP goals. 

 Session 2 
Practice describing student IEP goals and identifying home routines 

supporting goal practice; Review of IDEA rights.  

  

Session 3 

Overview of transition plan and phases; IEP role-play sharing strengths 

and priorities; identify committed actions. 

Staff (Joint 

Group 

Sessions) 

Session 1 
Overview of IDEA/LRE, SMART goals, barriers to collaboration and 

role-specific responsibilities 

 Session 2 

Scenario-based application of district transition protocol and DCAF 

framework; strategies to improve collaboration; perspective-taking role-

switch activity.  

 Session 3 

Review of student and caregiver values; design supports aligned to family 

priorities; develop shared action steps to strengthen collaboration and 

increase student and family involvement.  

Student Sessions 

 Student training targeted (a) understanding of key educational terms and rights relevant to 

transition (e.g., IEP, IDEA rights, Least Restrictive Environment), (b) learning to identify and 

describe the student’s own IEP goals, and (c) practicing participation in transition-related 

discussions (e.g., asking clarifying questions, expressing preferences). Instruction followed a 

BST format consisting of instruction, verbal modeling, and rehearsal of verbal responses with 

immediate feedback. The final session emphasized application through example/non-example 

discrimination activities and a structured role-play of an IEP meeting context. Sessions were 

delivered individually with each student by the primary researcher at the self-contained school 

and lasted 50-70 minutes each. Detailed content, activities, and materials for student sessions are 

provided in Appendix P (Tables P1 and P4). 

Parent Sessions 
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 Parent sessions focused on (a) procedural knowledge of rights and responsibilities in IEP 

and transition processes, (b) understanding and supporting the student’s IEP goals within daily 

routines, and (c) increasing familiarity with the district’s transition phases, readiness criteria, and 

opportunities for parent participation in transition-related discussions. All parent sessions were 

conducted individually with each parent and were delivered directly by the primary researcher to 

support individualized pacing, ensure opportunities for questions, and tailor examples to the 

family’s context. Instruction followed a BST format that included didactic teaching, guided 

practice with prompting, and immediate feedback to support accurate understanding and 

application. The final session incorporated review of the student’s prioritized transition-related 

values to support shared understanding across home and school. Sessions lasted 50-90 minutes 

depending on participant needs. Detailed content, activities, and materials for parent sessions are 

provided in Appendix P (Tables P2 and P5). 

Staff Sessions 

 Staff training was delivered in joint group sessions with the primary researcher involving 

both self-contained and comprehensive campus staff. Sessions focused on (a) reviewing IDEA 

and LRE requirements related to placement decisions, (b) strengthening collaboration and 

coordinated planning across self-contained and comprehensive settings and (c) identifying and 

increasing opportunities for student and parent participation in transition-related discussions. 

Instruction followed a BST format that included didactic instruction, facilitated discussion, 

modeling, guided perspective-taking (role-switching between sending and receiving campus 

teams), and structured feedback. These components were used to clarify role-specific 

responsibilities, information needs, and assumptions that influence collaborative transition 

planning. 
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 The Co-Planning with DCAF (Document, Consult, Act, Follow Up) framework was 

introduced as a structured collaborative tool adapted from organizational improvement and 

behavioral consultation practices (see Appendix P for detailed framework). The framework 

outlines four sequential phases: Document, Consult, Act, and Follow Up, applied to guide 

coordinated planning, implementation, and review of transition supports. In the final session, 

student and caregiver value priorities were reviewed to support shared understanding, and staff 

identified committed action steps for their next transition, defined as feasible, role specific 

behaviors to strengthen collaboration and participation during transition planning. Staff sessions 

lasted approximately 60 to 90 minutes each. Detailed content, activities, and materials for staff 

sessions are provided in Appendix P (Tables P3 and P6). 

Post-Assessment Procedures 

 Following completion of all training sessions, participants completed post-assessment 

surveys (see Appendix O) designed to parallel the pre-assessment measures. These surveys 

evaluated changes in top value selections, procedural knowledge, and IEP knowledge. In 

addition, students and parents completed follow-up measures assessing the accuracy of their 

knowledge of the students’ individualized IEP goals, while staff completed measures reassessing 

their readiness to collaborate across sending and receiving schools and to involve students and 

families in the transition process. 

 Post-assessments were delivered within one week of each participant’s final training 

session, using the same delivery format as the pre-assessments: online for parents and staff, and 

in person for students, with PowerPoint slides used to guide student responses and ensure 

comprehension. Participants also completed a social validity survey with Likert-scale ratings 

assessing training clarity, relevance, and usefulness, as well as space for additional comments. 
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These data were used to evaluate participant satisfaction, perceived impact, and changes from 

pre- to post-training. 

Data Management 

 All quantitative data were collected and transferred to Excel for analysis. In-person and 

interview-based responses were transcribed verbatim by the primary researcher. All data were 

de-identified and stored securely on password-protected university servers in accordance with 

IRB protocol. 

Data Analysis 

 Pre- and post-training survey responses were compared to identify changes in values 

priorities, procedural knowledge, IEP knowledge, and collaboration readiness. Given the small 

sample size, analyses were descriptive rather than inferential. Visual displays (e.g., bar graphs, 

tables) were used to illustrate trends. Open-ended items in the post-training surveys allowed 

participants to share additional feedback or comments about their experiences. These responses 

were reviewed descriptively to inform interpretation of quantitative trends. 

Results 

Value Clarification 

 To evaluate changes in participants’ transition-related priorities, students and parents 

identified the three values that were most important to them before and after the training. These 

selections reflect the dimensions of transition that each participant viewed as most critical. Table 

17 presents the individual top three transition values selected by each student-parent pair before 

and after training.  
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Table 17 

Student and Parent Top Three Transition Values Before and After Training 

  

 To examine shared and divergent value patterns across participants, individual value 

selections were grouped into broader value themes (see Appendix Q, Table Q1). Figure 22 

displays the number of students (gray bars) and parents (black bars) who selected items 

corresponding to each theme among their top three priorities. 

Figure 22. 

Number of Students and Parents Selecting Each Transition Value Theme Among Their Top 

Three Priorities Before and After Training

Pair Participant Top 3 Priorities (Pre-Training) Top 3 Priorities (Post-Training) 

A Student 1 1) Knowing what to expect 

2) Feeling like my voice matters 

3) Getting help when I need it  

1) Feeling like my voice matters  

2) Knowing what to expect  

3) Being included in regular classes  

 Parent 1 1) Support for my child’s behavior 

2) Clear communication with school staff 

3) Understanding what will happen next 

 

1) My child feeling safe and supported  

2) Being part of decisions about transition 

3) Trusting people working with my child 

B Student 2 1) Feeling like my voice matters 

2) Having friends  

3) Stay in touch with adults I trust 

 

1) Having friends  

2) Feeling safe and supported  

3) Knowing what to expect  

 Parent 2 1) My child’s academic progress 

2) Understanding what will happen next 

3) My child feeling safe and included 

1) My child feeling safe and supported 

2) Clear communication with school staff 

3) My child having access to peers or friends  
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Note. Each bar represents the number of students (gray) and parents (black) who selected items 

grouped within each theme among their top three transition values. 

 Before training, parents most frequently selected Predictability and Clarity and Academic 

and Behavioral Support. Students selected Voice and Participation and items categorized under 

Predictability and Clarity. Fewer participants selected themes associated with Connection and 

Belonging or Safety and Inclusion at baseline. Following training, both students and parents 

more frequently selected themes categorized under Connection and Belonging and Safety and 
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Inclusion. Predictability and Clarity continued to be selected by students but was not selected by 

parents post-training. Academic and Behavioral Support did not appear among parents’ top value 

selections after training. Communication and Collaboration emerged among parents’ post-

training selections but was not selected by students. Voice and Participation continued to be 

selected by one student before and after training. Across both groups, the number of selections 

for Connection and Belonging and Safety and Inclusion increased from pre- to post-training, 

while selections for Predictability and Clarity decreased among parents. 

Self-Contained Staff and Comprehensive Campus Top Three Values 

 Similar to the student and parent analyses, staff were asked to identify their top three 

transition-related values before and after training. Table 18 presents the values selected by staff 

from both the self-contained school and the comprehensive campus. These selections reflect the 

priorities staff viewed as most important in supporting students during transitions to less 

restrictive settings. 

Table 18 

Staff Top Three Transition Values Before and After Training 

Setting Participant Top 3 Values (Pre-Training) Top 3 Values (Post-Training) 

Self-Contained Staff 1 1) Student readiness 

2) Clear placement decisions 

3) Collaboration with receiving school 

 

1) Family involvement 

2) Collaboration with sending school 

3) Student safety and inclusion 

 Staff 2 1) Family involvement 

2) Student readiness 

3) Clear placement decisions 

 

1) Collaboration with receiving school 

2) Family involvement 

3) Consistent Behavior Support 

 

Comprehensive 

Campus  

Staff 3 1) Collaboration with sending school 

2) Staff alignment on expectations 

3) Student Readiness 

 

1) Collaboration with sending school 

2) Family involvement 

3) Staff alignment on expectations 

 Staff 4 1) Family involvement 

2) Collaboration with sending school 

3) Staff alignment on expectations 

 

1) Consistent behavior support 

2) Collaboration with sending school 

3) Student safety and inclusion 
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 To facilitate comparison across participants, individual value selections were grouped 

into broader value themes (see Appendix Q, Table Q2). Figure 23 displays the number of self-

contained (gray bars) and comprehensive campus staff (black bars) who selected items 

corresponding to each theme among their top three priorities. 

Figure 23 

Number of Self-Contained and Comprehensive Campus Staff Selecting Each Transition Value 

Theme Among Their Top Three Priorities Before and After Training 
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 Before training, the most frequently endorsed themes across both settings were 

Predictability and Clarity, Communication and Collaboration, and Student Readiness. Fewer 

selections reflected Family Involvement or Student Safety and Inclusion. After training, selection 

patterns shifted. Communication and Collaboration and Family Involvement became more 

frequently endorsed as top values across both sites. Staff also selected Academic and Behavioral 

Support and Student Safety and Inclusion more often than at baseline. Predictability and Clarity 

and Student Readiness appeared less frequently in post-training selections compared to pre-

training. Overall, the distribution of value themes in Figure 23 shows an increase in priorities 

related to shared planning, family partnership, and supportive and inclusive transition conditions 

following the training. 

Procedural Knowledge 

 Procedural knowledge was assessed for students and parents across four domains: (a) IEP 

definition, (b) IDEA rights, (c) LRE definition, and (d) the self-contained school Transition Plan. 

Results are presented separately for students and parents (Figure 24) and for staff from the self-

contained and comprehensive campuses (Figure 25). 

Students and Parents 

 Figure 24 shows the number of students and parents who responded accurately on pre- 

and post-assessments across the four procedural areas. 

Figure 24 

Procedural Knowledge Pre- and Post-Training for Students and Parents. 
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Note. Bars represent the number of participants responding accurately to each item at pre- and 

post-training. 

 Before training, neither student demonstrated accurate responding in any of the four 

procedural domains. Parents showed partial understanding, with one parent accurately defining 

the IEP and IDEA rights, but neither parent demonstrated accurate understanding of the LRE or 

Transition Plan. After training, both parents and both students demonstrated accurate responding 

for the IEP definition, LRE, and Transition Plan items. However, one student did not accurately 

respond to the IDEA rights item, while the other student and both parents demonstrated accurate 

responding in that domain. Overall, results show substantial increases in procedural knowledge 

following training, with most participants demonstrating accurate responding at post-assessment. 

The largest changes were observed among students, who did not provide accurate responses at 

pre-assessment, but provided accurate responses across three of the four domains at post-
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assessment. 

Self-Contained and Comprehensive Campus Staff 

 Figure 25 presents the number of staff from the self-contained and comprehensive 

campuses who responded accurately on pre- and post-assessments across the same four 

procedural areas. 

Figure 25 

Procedural Knowledge Pre- and Post-Training for Self-Contained and Comprehensive Campus 

Staff 

 

Note. Bars represent the number of participants responding accurately to each item at pre- and 

post-assessment. 

 Prior to training, all staff demonstrated accurate responding for the IEP definition and 

IDEA rights. Accuracy was lower for the remaining components. No self-contained staff 
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accurately defined the LRE, and one comprehensive campus staff member demonstrated accurate 

responding in this area. For the Transition Plan, one self-contained staff member responded 

accurately and no comprehensive campus staff demonstrated accurate responding prior to 

training. Following training, all staff participants demonstrated accurate responding across all 

four components (IEP definition, IDEA rights, LRE definition, and Transition Plan), indicating 

full procedural accuracy for both self-contained and comprehensive campus staff at post-

assessment. 

IEP Goal Knowledge 

 Students and parents completed pre- and post-assessments measuring their understanding 

of each student’s annual IEP goals across instructional domains (reading, writing, math, and 

social-emotional behavior). Student 1 had four annual goals, one per domain, whereas Student 2 

had six goals, including additional targets in functional math and speech/language. Figure 26 

presents the number of accurate responses for each student-parent pair across time points. 

Figure 26 

Pre- and Post-Training Accurate Responses on Knowledge of IEP Goals for Student-Parent 

Pairs 
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Note. 

Student 1 had four annual goals (reading, writing, math, and social-emotional behavior), and 

Student 2 had six goals, including additional targets in functional math and speech/language. 

Higher scores indicate greater accuracy in naming and describing the goals. 

 At pre-assessment, participants did not yet accurately identify or describe the 

individualized IEP goals. Accuracy increased from pre- to post-training for both students and 

parents. Student 1 showed full accuracy at post-assessment, correctly identifying and describing 

all four goals. Student 2 showed increased accuracy across all six goal areas at post-assessment. 

For parents, both parents showed improved accuracy from pre- to post-training. At post-

assessment, both parents accurately identified and described all of their child’s IEP goals. 

Readiness to Collaborate 

 Staff participants completed pre- and post-assessments measuring their perceived 

readiness to collaborate with colleagues across settings during the transition process. Ratings 

were provided on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all prepared, 5 = very prepared). Figure 27 
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presents pre- and post-training ratings for staff from both the self-contained and comprehensive 

campuses. Additional qualitative responses are presented in Appendix R (Table R2), illustrating 

specific actions staff planned to improve cross-setting communication and collaboration before 

and after the training. 

Figure 27 

Pre- and Post-Training Readiness to Collaborate with Sending/Receiving School 

 

Note. Ratings are based on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all prepared, 5 = very prepared).  

 As shown in Figure 27, readiness ratings increased across all staff participants from pre- 

to post-training. Both self-contained and comprehensive campus staff reported higher levels of 

preparedness to engage in coordinated transition planning following the training. Increases were 

observed across both settings, with particularly notable gains among comprehensive campus 

staff. Overall, the pattern indicates improved perceived readiness to participate in collaborative 

transition practices after the training. 
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Readiness to Involve Students and Families 

 Staff participants also completed pre- and post-assessments measuring their perceived 

readiness to involve students and families in the transition process. Ratings were collected on the 

same 5-point Likert scale. Figure 28 presents pre- and post-training ratings for staff from both 

the self-contained and comprehensive campuses. Supplementary qualitative responses are 

provided in Appendix R (Table R3), highlighting actions staff planned to enhance student and 

family participation in transition planning following the training. 

Figure 28 

Pre- and Post-Training Readiness to Involve Students and Families

 

Note. Ratings are based on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all prepared, 5 = very prepared). 

 As shown in Figure 28, readiness to involve students and parents in transition planning 

increased for all staff participants from pre- to post-training. Both self-contained and 

comprehensive campus staff reported higher confidence in actively engaging families and 
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supporting student voice following the training. Overall, these results suggest that the training 

was associated with an increase in staff-reported readiness to support collaborative, student- and 

family-centered transition planning practices. 

Social Validity 

 All participants completed post-training questionnaires evaluating the clarity, relevance, 

and usefulness of the sessions. Students and parents rated five items related to understanding, 

confidence, and overall experience, and staff completed six parallel items addressing role clarity, 

collaboration, and applicability to their professional responsibilities. All items were rated on a 5-

point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 5 = very much). Tables 19 and 20 present ratings by stakeholder 

group. Supplementary qualitative responses are provided in Appendix R (Table R4), which 

include open-ended participant comments illustrating satisfaction with the sessions and perceived 

applicability of the training to future transition planning. 

Table 19 

Social Validity Ratings for Students and Parents 

Item Student 1 Parent 1 Student 2 Parent 2 

The training helped me / my child understand the IEP 5 4 5 5 

I feel more confident asking questions / speaking up 5 4 1 4 

I felt listened to and respected during the sessions 5 4 5 5 

I felt supported and comfortable during the sessions 5 5 5 5 

I believe this training would help other students / families 5 5 5 5 

 Students endorsed improved understanding of the IEP and reported feeling supported and 

respected during sessions. Confidence asking questions increased for Student 1 but not for 
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Student 2. Parents provided similarly strong ratings, particularly endorsing greater understanding 

of their child’s IEP, comfort participating in meetings, and belief that the training would be 

helpful for other families. 

Table 20 

Social Validity Ratings for Staff Participants 

Item Self-

Contained 

Staff 1 

Self-

Contained 

Staff 2 

Comprehensive 

Staff 1 

Comprehensive 

Staff 2 

The training clarified my role in 

supporting transitions 

  

5 4 4 5 

Learning about student and family 

values helped me understand how I can 

better support transitions. 

  

5 5 4 5 

The collaborative sessions helped me 

better understand the perspectives and 

roles of staff from the other school. 

  

5 5 4 5 

I plan to apply what I learned during the 

collaborative sessions in future 

transition planning. 

 

5 5 5 5 

The sessions were relevant and useful 

to my role 

  

5 5 5 5 

I would recommend this training to 

colleagues / others 

5 5 5 4 

 Staff participants also provided uniformly high ratings across both the self-contained and 

comprehensive campuses. The highest ratings were given to items reflecting increased clarity 

regarding their role in transition planning, improved understanding of student and family 

perspectives, and the relevance of the content to their professional responsibilities. All staff 

indicated that they planned to apply strategies from the sessions in future transition planning and 

would recommend the training to colleagues. 
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 Overall, results indicated strong social validity across all participant groups, with 

consistently high ratings of clarity, relevance, and perceived usefulness of the training content 

and format. 

Discussion 

 The purpose of Phase 3 was to evaluate the effects of a structured, role-specific training 

intervention designed to improve values alignment, procedural knowledge, knowledge of IEP 

goals, and collaboration among students, parents, and school staff involved in transitions from 

self-contained to less restrictive educational settings. Findings across measures were associated 

with increases in shared understanding, procedural knowledge, and perceived readiness to 

collaborate during the transition process. 

Values Clarification 

 The values clarification component supported participants in reflecting on what mattered 

most during transitions and making those priorities explicit. Results indicated shifts in how 

students, parents, and staff prioritized transition-related needs. 

 Shifts in reported values were apparent for both parents and staff. Among students, voice 

and participation remained central, while post-training selections more often included safety, 

inclusion, and peer connection, reflecting broader attention to relational and emotional aspects of 

transition. Parents showed the clearest shift from procedural to relational priorities. Initially, they 

emphasized information, next steps, and academic or behavioral needs; afterward, they 

highlighted emotional safety, feeling supported, having a voice, and trust in staff. Staff shifted 

from prioritizing predictability and readiness to emphasizing family involvement, cross-site 

collaboration, and consistent behavioral and emotional supports. 
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 Across stakeholder groups, these patterns reflect growing alignment around relational 

priorities such as safety, belonging, and trust. Although the study did not assess behavioral 

outcomes, the consistent value shifts suggest convergence toward a more collaborative and 

person-centered view of transition. Future research should examine whether shared priorities 

correspond with changes in practice. 

 During training, participants shared values across groups to promote perspective-taking: 

students’ selections were reviewed with parents, and family priorities were shared with staff 

from both settings. Embedding similar value-sharing activities into formal transition procedures, 

for example, including a brief values-reflection step in IEP or transition meetings, may help 

ensure that student and family voices remain central, strengthen relational consistency across 

settings, and promote more collaborative, person-centered transition planning. 

 Although this study did not measure behavioral outcomes, there is both conceptual and 

empirical support for the idea that clarified values, and the sense of belongingness they promote, 

may contribute to improved transition-related behavior. Values are not equivalent to goals; 

rather, they function as motivational augmentals that alter the reinforcing value of actions 

aligned with those values (Chase et al., 2013). When stakeholders clarify and prioritize values 

such as safety, belonging, trust, and collaboration, they may become more likely to persist in 

these actions across challenging academic and behavioral contexts. Research in Acceptance and 

Commitment Training (ACT) similarly shows that clarifying meaningful values can enhance 

psychological flexibility, which predicts improvements in engagement, persistence, and adaptive 

responding in educational settings. 

 In this study, the prioritization of relational values appeared to be an outcome of the 

training, suggesting that structured reflection may help align decision-makers around more 
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person-centered transition practices. However, these value shifts were assessed through self-

report, and the functional impact of these changes was not evaluated. Future research should 

examine whether training-related changes in stakeholder values correspond to observable 

improvements in communication, collaborative problem-solving, student engagement, and 

transition outcomes. 

Procedural Knowledge 

 All groups demonstrated higher procedural knowledge from pre- to post-assessment, with 

the largest gains among students and parents. At post-assessment, all participants accurately 

identified LRE and Transition Plan items, indicating understanding of these foundational 

procedural concepts. 

 These findings highlight the importance of explicit, accessible, and individually tailored 

instruction in supporting equitable participation in the IEP process on the part of all stakeholders. 

Prior research has shown that limited understanding of procedural rights and responsibilities can 

limit student and family involvement (Fish, 2008; Rey, 2023), and that disparities in procedural 

knowledge often mirror inequities in cultural and social capital, resulting in uneven influence 

during IEP meetings (Trainor, 2010). The increased accuracy among students and parents 

suggests that structured, role-specific instruction may help reduce these disparities and support 

more confident, informed participation in transition discussions.  

IEP Goal Knowledge 

 Prior to training, most students and parents lacked knowledge of the student’s IEP goals, 

which are critical for guiding placement decisions and supporting self-advocacy. Research has 

suggested that this knowledge gap limits opportunities for meaningful participation in transition 

planning. 
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Targeted instruction on IEP goals led to clear improvements in both student and parent 

understanding. Parents achieved perfect post-training accuracy in identifying and describing their 

child’s goals, and students demonstrated gains across all instructional targets. Although long-

term effects were not measured, prior research by Martin et al. (2006) has shown that students 

provided with explicit instruction and preparation are more likely to participate actively and 

meaningfully in their IEP meetings. Thus, structured opportunities to review and discuss IEP 

goals may support awareness, engagement, and advocacy. 

Collaboration and Involvement of Students and Families 

 Staff ratings of readiness to collaborate and involve families and students increased 

following the training, with the largest gains in efforts to include students and families in 

transition planning. Collaboration across self-contained and comprehensive campuses also 

improved but remained lower, suggesting other systemic factors continue to limit coordination. 

 A prominent theme that may explain the smaller increase in staff readiness for cross-

setting collaboration was the concern that discussing transitions prior to IEP meetings could be 

perceived as predetermination. This perception appeared to constrain proactive planning, as 

some staff believed that collaboration before the IEP meeting might conflict with procedural 

safeguards. However, initiating communication, sharing data, and discussing readiness indicators 

does not constitute predetermination; IDEA encourages such communication to support 

informed, collaborative decision-making. Early communication allows teams to prepare relevant 

data, anticipate needed supports, and ensure that IEP discussions are comprehensive and 

inclusive of family and student participation. 

 Consistent with Fish (2008), Trainor (2010), and Rey (2023), ambiguity about procedural 

expectations can restrict collaboration when compliance is prioritized over open communication. 
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Staff reported that such systemic constraints reduced opportunities for early problem-solving and 

limited their influence over transition outcomes. 

 Viewed through the TPS framework, these findings reflect process-level misalignment. 

When contingencies for collaboration are unclear or competing (e.g., compliance versus 

initiative), collaborative behavior is less likely to occur. Following training, staff reflections 

indicated increased openness to proactive communication and greater recognition of shared 

responsibility across settings. This shift suggests that structured collaborative sessions can serve 

as an initial step toward systems-level change, promoting coordinated, value-aligned practices 

that center students and families in transition planning. 

Social Validity 

 Social validity ratings were uniformly high across all participant groups. Students and 

parents rated the training as clear, supportive, and relevant, with high endorsement of items 

related to understanding the IEP, feeling respected, and increased confidence in participation. 

Staff across both self-contained and comprehensive campuses provided similarly high ratings, 

particularly noting improved role clarity, increased perspective-taking (i.e., greater 

understanding of student and family priorities and increased awareness of the roles and 

constraints of staff in the other setting), and relevance to their professional practice. 

 These findings demonstrate that the training was both feasible and acceptable, meeting 

participants’ needs across roles while promoting comfort and engagement. Importantly, the 

perspective-taking component likely served as a key process in fostering more collaborative 

transition discussions. This aligns with prior research indicating that professional development is 

most effective when it integrates values clarification, practical application, and opportunities for 

authentic stakeholder voice (Eber et al., 2010; Stormont et al., 2017; Wilkinson et al., 2020). 
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Limitations and Future Directions 

 While the findings were positive, several limitations should be considered. The most 

significant limitation is that the intervention’s effect on actual transition outcomes was not 

measured. The study demonstrated that critical components of effective transitions, such as 

values alignment, procedural knowledge, and collaboration, can be strengthened through 

structured training; however, it remains unknown whether these gains translated into improved 

placement stability or successful transitions. Future research should therefore include 

longitudinal follow-up to assess changes in students’ transition trajectories and inclusion 

outcomes. The small sample size also limits generalizability, and implementation within a single 

district constrains external validity. Another threat to external validity of these findings is that 

the trainings were highly individualized and tailored to each participant’s IEP goals, values, and 

contextual needs. Although this individualized approach enhanced relevance and engagement, it 

also limits the extent to which the procedures can be standardized or manualized for broad 

implementation. Future studies should consider developing a structured facilitator guide or 

training protocol that preserves flexibility while promoting procedural consistency across 

facilitators and settings. 

 A further limitation relates to habilitative social validity. While the study incorporated 

pre- and post-intervention assessments, it did not collect baseline social validity measures from 

all stakeholders at the start of the intervention. Gathering initial ratings from students, caregivers, 

and staff regarding their needs, values, priorities, and perceived transition barriers would have 

strengthened the ecological validity of the study by ensuring that stakeholder perspectives were 

fully documented prior to implementation. Baseline measures would also have allowed for a 

clearer evaluation of change over time and a more precise assessment of whether the intervention 
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meaningfully shifted stakeholder alignment and satisfaction. Future research should therefore 

incorporate comprehensive baseline social validity assessments from all stakeholder groups to 

better understand initial conditions and to evaluate the habilitative impact of the intervention. 

 Another limitation is that the intervention occurred outside of a formal IEP context. 

Ideally, similar collaborative practices should be embedded within formal IEP or transition 

planning meetings, where interprofessional collaboration, family input, and student participation 

are officially documented and reinforced. Future research should examine how implementing 

these components within IEP or transition meetings influences team decision-making, student 

participation, and perceived fairness of placement decisions. 

 A further methodological limitation is the absence of formal treatment-fidelity and 

reliability assessment. Although the intervention was delivered consistently across participants, 

no systematic fidelity checklist, independent observer, or agreement scoring was used to verify 

adherence to planned procedures. Similarly, interrater reliability was not assessed for value 

coding or procedural knowledge scoring. Including fidelity and reliability measures would have 

strengthened internal validity by ensuring that observed changes were attributable to the 

intervention rather than uncontrolled implementation variability or scoring drift. Future research 

should incorporate structured fidelity tools (e.g., session checklists, independent observations 

with agreement calculations, or video-based fidelity coding) to document procedural integrity 

and support precise, replicable measurement. 

 A conceptual limitation concerns the extent to which stakeholder values are alterable and 

whether observed changes represent meaningful, durable shifts. Although the intervention 

clarified participants’ values, it is unclear whether these shifts persisted beyond the training 

context or influenced real-world decision-making. Future research should examine the durability 
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and functional significance of value changes over time. Relatedly, the sustainability of value-

based and collaborative practices may depend on leadership stability. Leadership turnover is 

common in school systems and may affect the consistency, prioritization, and reinforcement of 

transition practices. Future studies should therefore explore how leadership continuity supports 

or constrains the long-term impact and scalability of this type of intervention. 

 Finally, incorporating structured joint planning sessions may further strengthen system 

alignment. Facilitator-led meetings involving each participating student, parent, and staff 

member could simulate formal IEP discussions while promoting open communication and shared 

responsibility (Eber et al., 2010). During these sessions, participants could review IEP goals and 

timelines, identify needed supports, and co-develop a transition readiness plan that specifies 

shared goals and responsibilities. Direct observation of such planning sessions could also yield 

valuable behavioral data on advocacy and collaboration. Observers could code the frequency and 

type of verbal contributions (e.g., questions, suggestions, references to goals), initiations versus 

responses, and instances of reinforcement provided by staff. These data would help assess how 

collaboration and advocacy generalize within authentic planning contexts. 
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General Discussion 

 The purpose of this dissertation was to examine the systemic factors influencing the 

transition of students with EBD from self-contained to less restrictive educational settings and to 

evaluate the effects of a structured, role-specific training intervention for multiple stakeholder 

groups designed to increase values clarification/alignment, procedural knowledge, readiness to 

collaborate, and readiness to engage student and family in transition planning. Guided by the 

TPS framework, the study proceeded in three complementary phases: (1) a system assessment 

through stakeholder surveys and interviews, (2) an archival review of district data to characterize 

transition outcomes, and (3) the design and implementation of a role-specific training 

intervention for students, parents, and staff. 

 Each phase of this dissertation contributed a distinct layer of evidence toward 

understanding and improving transition systems. Phase 1 provided a descriptive map of the 

system, identifying misalignments between stakeholder values, inconsistent procedural 

knowledge, and fragmented collaboration. These findings reflected breakdowns within the 

organizational and feedback subsystems of the TPS model, where the absence of shared 

expectations and clear performance contingencies weakened the overall transition process. 

 Phase 2 added an empirical dimension, showing that these perceptual inconsistencies 

corresponded with objective outcome patterns. Based on the available data, most students 

remained in restrictive placements for extended periods, with limited reintegration success, high 

rates of absenteeism, and inconsistent exit criteria. Together, Phases 1 and 2 established that 

transition challenges are systemic rather than individual, emerging from the interaction of 

unclear performance standards, insufficient feedback mechanisms, and limited collaboration 

across settings. 
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 Phase 3 addressed these systemic deficits by developing and piloting an intervention 

designed to clarify transition values, improve procedural knowledge, strengthen collaboration, 

and increase readiness to engage students and families in transition planning. Improvements 

across all three dimensions, particularly in stakeholder understanding of IEP processes and 

shared readiness to collaborate, suggest that targeted, role-specific training may support more 

coordinated planning practices within the process subsystem of the TPS framework. However, 

while short-term outcomes were positive, the extent to which these changes influence actual 

transition decisions and placement outcomes remains unknown. Longitudinal follow-up is 

needed to determine whether these improvements are maintained and translate into successful 

transitions to less restrictive settings. 

Integration of Findings 

 When integrated, the three phases reveal a comprehensive picture of the transition 

process as a complex, multilevel system requiring coordination among diverse stakeholders and 

subsystems. The integrated results demonstrate that improving transitions for students with EBD 

requires systemic, not individual, solutions. The TPS framework provided a useful lens for 

analyzing these dynamics, showing that effective transitions depend on the alignment of values 

(why), resources and knowledge (how), and coordinated processes (what). When these 

components operate cohesively, systems are more capable of supporting sustained success in 

promoting systemic dedication to and effectiveness in respecting the principle of providing 

students access to education in LREs. Thus, meaningful improvement in transition outcomes is 

likely to require system-level, data-informed, and values-guided efforts rather than interventions 

targeting only student behavior or classroom practices. In other words, systems-level 

accomplishments require systems-level assessment and intervention. 
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 Viewed through the TPS framework, the findings show how transitions for students with 

EBD are shaped by the interaction of organizational structures, interlocking stakeholder 

behaviors, and feedback mechanisms. At the organizational level, district and school policies 

define roles, responsibilities, and priorities that guide how transition planning occurs. When 

these structures do not explicitly support shared planning, they can constrain the process level, 

where day-to-day behaviors such as communication, coordination, and the reinforcement of 

expectations take place. Likewise, when feedback loops (e.g., routine monitoring of student 

progress and structured follow-up procedures) are inconsistent or absent, or data regarding these 

are incomplete or prevent interpretation, the system has limited capacity to adjust practices, learn 

from outcomes, and support sustained improvement over time. 

Implications for Practice and Policy 

 The findings of this dissertation have several important implications for practice and 

policy. First, they highlight that students and families should be central contributors in the 

transition process. Their perspectives and participation not only support procedural compliance, 

but also increase the authenticity, individualization, and long-term sustainability of transition 

outcomes. When student and family voices are not included, decisions may become misaligned 

with what students and caregivers identify as most important. 

 Second, professional development initiatives may be strengthened by moving beyond 

informational training to include values clarification, contextualized practice, and feedback-

based coaching that directly reinforce collaborative interlocking behaviors. When training 

explicitly targets shared values and provides structured opportunities to practice decision-making 

in authentic contexts, staff are more likely to apply these repertoires during IEP and transition 

meetings. 
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 Third, districts may benefit from establishing formal practices (e.g., shared planning 

sessions, transition readiness teams, and cross-site collaboration protocols), that institutionalize 

collaboration between self-contained and comprehensive campuses. Embedding these practices 

into routine organizational procedures helps ensure continuity of support, shared responsibility, 

and consistent communication across settings. 

 Fourth, integrating TPS principles into district operations may strengthen system-wide 

alignment. By defining clear goals at the organizational level, supporting coordinated 

collaboration and role clarity at the process level, and embedding ongoing monitoring and 

communication at the feedback level, schools can create adaptive systems capable of promoting 

inclusive opportunities and reducing reliance on restrictive placements. 

 More broadly, the findings emphasize the importance of systemic approaches to 

transition planning that engage students, families, and staff in shared learning and joint decision-

making. Including values clarification and procedural knowledge training within district 

professional development may promote greater coherence across educational environments and 

sustain a culture of collaboration. For students with EBD, such alignment is particularly critical. 

When educators, families, and students share a common understanding of goals, procedures, and 

expectations, transitions are more likely to be successful and sustainable. The results also support 

incorporating student-centered instruction on IEPs, rights, and advocacy to promote self-

determination and meaningful participation. 

 Finally, ongoing use of data systems to monitor outcomes, evaluate transition readiness, 

and provide structured feedback can strengthen organizational responsiveness and equity. 

Adopting a systems-level framework, such as TPS, offers an opportunity to align mission, 

practices, and performance indicators, ensuring that transition planning reflects a unified 
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commitment to individualized, inclusive, and data-informed educational pathways. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

 Several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the study’s small sample sizes in 

Phases 1 and 3 limit generalizability and the ability to identify more subtle differences across 

stakeholder groups. The limited representation of administrators, parents, and students also 

constrains the extent to which findings capture the full diversity of perspectives influencing 

transitions. Second, implementation occurred within a single district, and contextual variables 

such as staff turnover, administrative priorities, and district-specific policies may have 

influenced outcomes. These factors highlight the need for replication in districts with differing 

organizational structures and levels of resource allocation to assess external validity. Third, long-

term student outcomes following transition were not measured, precluding conclusions about the 

sustained impact of the intervention on students’ transitions. 

 Beyond these methodological limitations, it is important to recognize conceptual 

limitations inherent in the study’s design. While the TPS framework guided interpretation, its 

application was descriptive rather than experimental. As such, causal relationships between 

system variables (e.g., feedback systems, clarity of performance standards, and collaborative 

contingencies) and student outcomes could not be directly tested. Future research could build on 

this foundation by designing controlled studies that manipulate key system variables or compare 

implementation fidelity across settings to empirically validate the TPS model in educational 

contexts. 

 Future research should replicate this multi-phase model across districts, using larger and 

more diverse samples, and incorporate longitudinal follow-up to examine the sustainability of 

transition outcomes. Qualitative interviews could further illuminate the lived experiences of 
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students and families, particularly regarding empowerment, self-advocacy, and perceptions of 

support throughout the transition process. In addition, future investigations might isolate and 

evaluate individual components of the intervention, such as values clarification, procedural 

instruction, or collaborative training, to determine their relative contributions to systemic change. 

Doing so could refine the model for broader implementation and inform district-level policy on 

transition planning for students with emotional and behavioral disorders. 

Conclusion 

 This dissertation contributes to the growing body of research emphasizing systems-level 

approaches to improving transitions for students with EBD. By combining conceptual analysis, 

empirical assessment, and a structured intervention, the study demonstrated how the TPS 

framework can be applied to identify sources of system misalignment and support targeted 

improvement efforts. 

 The findings provide preliminary evidence that a role-specific, values-based training 

model can improve stakeholder alignment, procedural fluency, and readiness to collaborate, 

which are key components that support students’ movement to less restrictive environments. 

Within the TPS framework, these outcomes reflect increased coherence across subsystems, 

showing how targeted and feasible interventions may contribute to broader organizational 

change. 

 A central conclusion of this study is that the active involvement of students and families 

in the transition process is both essential and an area for continued development. When students 

are not included in planning or when families lack clear and actionable information, meaningful 

advocacy, continuity of support, and engagement become more difficult to achieve. Enhancing 

transition practices will require more than procedural adjustments; it involves a shared 
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commitment to inclusion, collective responsibility, and responsiveness to the lived experiences 

of students with EBD. Transition efforts are strengthened when the system holds a shared 

mission that prioritizes student development, well-being, and equitable access to educational 

opportunities. By aligning system values, clarifying expectations, strengthening collaboration, 

and ensuring active involvement of all members of the IEP team, including students and families, 

schools can more fully realize the IDEA’s commitment to providing education in the least 

restrictive environment. 

 Ultimately, this work highlights that transitions are not isolated events but dynamic 

processes embedded within systems of relationships, contingencies, and shared values. 

Strengthening these systems through collaborative, data-informed, and value-driven practices 

can expand opportunities for students with EBD to participate meaningfully and successfully in 

inclusive educational settings and beyond. 
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Appendix A 

Students’ Interview 

Name:__________________________ 

Date:_________ 

Grade:_________ 

Description of how the Interview will be conducted: Prior to the interview, students will be 

provided with a detailed explanation of the study, including what is required of them, to ensure 

they fully understand the process. Consent will be obtained after verifying their understanding. 

Each interview will be conducted one-on-one between the student and the primary investigator, 

with the presence of a research assistant for support and documentation. 

Experiences and Perceived Barriers: 

1. At the self-contained school: 

• I feel like I have friends: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

Comments:  

• I like the students at the self-contained school: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

• I like my teachers: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

• I feel my teachers help me when I need: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 
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• I feel comfortable in the class: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

• I like being in the hallway: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

• I like being in the cafeteria: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

• I feel safe in school: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

2. The thing that I like the most at the self-contained school is: 

 

3.  The thing that I like the least at the self-contained setting is: 

 

4.  The thing that I struggle with the most at the self-contained setting is: 

 

5.  Why are you at the self-contained school? 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

• Do you think your behavior is part of the reason you were placed at the self-contained 

setting? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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• Do you think your learning needs are part of why you are at the self-contained school?  

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Before coming to the self-contained school, I was at __________ School 

• At that school I felt like I had friends: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

• At that school I liked the students at my school: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

• At that school I liked my teachers: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

• At that school I felt my teachers were helping me: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

• I felt comfortable being in my class: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

• I liked being in the hallway: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

• I liked being in the cafeteria: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 
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• Always 

• I liked being in the playground: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

• I felt safe in school: 

• Never 

• Sometimes 

• Always 

7.  The thing that I liked the most at __________ was: 

 

8.  The thing that I liked the least at __________ was: 

 

9. The thing that I struggled the most at __________ was: 

 

Social Validity: 

10.  Would you like to change school and leave the self-contained school? 

• Yes 

• No 

Why? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

11.  (If yes→ )Where would you like to go? Why? 

Transition Process: 

12. Do you know how you can move to a different school? 

1. Yes 

2. No 
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If yes, how? (Specify):____ 

13. I’m in phase ______ of the transition plan. 

 

14. My biggest fear about moving to a new school is: 

• Not having friends 

• Interacting with people 

• Interacting with new teachers 

• Crowded places 

• Being in the hallway 

• Being in the cafeteria 

• Other (specify): __________ 

15. Do you have any questions about moving to a different school? 

Policy Adherence: 

16. I know what IEP means (specify): 

• Yes 

• No 

IEP is _______________ 

LRE is_______________ 

17. Do you think your IEP is helpful? If yes or no, why? 

 

18.  I know the goals in my IEP are: 

 

19.  I know that I have to go to ________ if I have questions about my IEP. 

 

20. I know that I have to go to ________ if I have questions about my IEP. 

 

21. Have you ever talked with your teachers or caregivers about your IEP? 

 

22.  Have you been to a meeting where you got to talk with your teachers and parents about 

what you need?  
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Appendix B 

Self-Contained Staff Survey (Teachers, aids and administrators) 

Name:__________________________ 

Date:_________ 

Brief description: Participants will complete this questionnaire in an online format (Qualtrics). 

1. What is your role at the self-contained setting?  

a) Teacher 

b) Paraprofessional 

c) Counselor 

d) Principal/Vice Principal 

 

2. Have you ever worked on a comprehensive campus? 

a) Yes 

b) No 

 

If yes, for how long? 

3. How do you feel about your job? 

a) Very Satisfied: I really enjoy my job and feel good about the work I do. 

b) Mostly Satisfied: I like my job most of the time, but sometimes it’s challenging. 

c) Mixed Satisfaction: I feel both positive and negative about my job. 

d) Mostly Unsatisfied: I don’t enjoy my job very much. 

e) Very Unsatisfied: I’m not satisfied with my job and often feel stressed. 

 

4.  Do you feel you have received enough training to perform your job effectively? 

a) Yes 

b) No 

c) Not sure 

 

5. Do you perceive the ongoing training you receive as adequate for your current 

responsibilities? 

a) Yes 

b) No 

c) Not sure 

 

6. What areas of training do you feel are most needed to support your role? 

(Open-ended response) 
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7. How often do you participate in ongoing professional development or training? 

a) Weekly 

b) Monthly 

c) Quarterly 

d) Rarely/Never 

 

 

8. 9. What is your main role in supporting students at the self-contained setting? 

a) Supporting students in successfully transitioning to a comprehensive campus. 

b) Providing academic instruction and skill-building tailored to individual needs. 

c) Offering behavioral support and intervention strategies. 

d) Facilitating social and emotional development through targeted programs. 

e) Collaborating with families and other professionals. 

f) Monitoring and evaluating students’ progress. 

g) Other (please specify): ___________ 

 

9. If you chose a) What is your main role in helping students at the self-contained setting 

move to a new school? 

a) I work with others to make and follow plans for each student. 

b) I help students learn the skills they need to do well in the new school. 

c) I watch how students are doing and share updates with the team. 

d) I am not clear about my role in this process. 

e) Other (Specify)__________ 

10. How do you work with staff at other schools to help students at the self-contained 

setting move to a new school? 

a) I have regular meetings with staff at the new school to talk about each student’s plan 

and progress. 

b) I give student records and notes to the staff at the new school. 

c) I make transition plans with staff at other schools. 

d) I check in with the new school after students move to help solve any problems. 

e) I don’t work with other schools for transitions. 

f) Other (Specify)__________ 

 

11. Please provide a definition of Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

12. Please provide a definition of Individualized Educational Program (IEP) 

__________________________________________________________________________ 
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___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 

13. What barriers do you perceive in students who have transitioned out of the self-

contained setting? (Choose all that apply) 

a) Academic challenges: Students struggle to keep up with schoolwork. 

b) Social skills: Students have difficulty making friends or working with others. 

c) Emotional adjustment: Students have trouble managing their feelings or adjusting to 

change.  

d) Behavioral issues: Students show challenging behaviors in the new setting. 

e) Family support needs: Families may need more resources or help during the transition. 

f) Other: ______________ 

 

14. What can the self-contained setting offer that a comprehensive campus can’t? 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

15.  Rank what you perceive as the biggest challenges to helping students at the self-

contained setting move to a new school  

• Communication: It’s hard to keep in touch with staff at the new school. 

• Resources: The new school doesn’t have enough tools or support for the students. 

• Student Readiness: The student might not have all the skills or behaviors needed yet. 

• Family Support: Families might not be able to help much with the change. 

• Rules and Policies: School rules or policies make it hard to move students. 

• Other: ______________ 

 

16. Rank how you perceive these challenges could be solved to help students get ready to 

move to a new school 

• Better Communication: Make sure teachers and staff from both schools talk and share 

plans often. 

• More Resources: Give the new school the tools and support needed for each student. 

• Extra Student Practice: Help students learn and practice the skills they need before they 

move. 

• Family Support Meetings: Meet with families to help them understand and support the 

transition. 

• Change Some Rules: Adjust school rules or policies to make moving easier for students. 

• Other (Specify): ______________ 

 

 

17. Can you describe the steps you take to transition students out of the self-contained 

setting? 
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a) Yes  

b) No 

If yes, specify:__________________________________________________ 

 

18.  Do you know the reasons why students are placed at the self-contained setting? (Choose 

all that apply) 

a) Behavioral needs: Students have behavior challenges that require special support. 

b) Emotional needs: Students need help with their feelings and emotions. 

c) Academic struggles: Students are having a hard time keeping up with schoolwork. 

d) Social difficulties: Students find it hard to make friends or get along with others. 

e) Family circumstances: Students come from families that need extra support. 

f) Other: ______________ 

g) I’m not sure: I don’t know the reasons for specific students. 

19. What elements are included in the process for helping students transition out of the self-

contained setting? (Choose all that apply) 

a) Assessing the new school environment 

b) Gradual transition over time 

c) Level system for tracking progress 

d) Teaching self-monitoring skills 

e) Developing social skills 

f) Other (Specify): ______________ 

11. What steps are completed before a student leaves the self-contained setting? (Choose all 

that apply) 

a) Assess the student’s skills 

b) Create a student portfolio 

c) Meet with the principal or IEP team 

d) Meet with the new teacher 

e) Visit the new school 

f) Plan support for the student 

g) Train the new school’s staff 

h) Update the Behavior Intervention Plan (BIP) 

i) Other (Specify): ______________ 

 

12. What information do you collect to decide if a student is ready to move to a new school? 

(Choose all that apply) 

a) Behavior Records: I track the student’s behavior and how they handle challenges. 

b) Academic Progress: I collect information on the student’s grades and learning progress. 

c) Social Skills: I look at how well the student interacts with others. 

d) Daily Attendance: I check if the student is coming to school regularly. 

e) I don’t currently collect any data on student’s readiness 

f) Other (Specify): ______________ 
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13.  How do you involve students and their families in the transition planning? (Choose all 

that apply) 

a) I hold meetings with students and their families to discuss the transition plans. 

b) I ask students and families for their ideas and concerns about the move. 

c) I provide information about what to expect at the new school. 

d) I work with students and families to set goals for the transition. 

e) I don’t currently involve students and families in this process. 

f) Other (Specify):  ______________ 

 

 

14. Rank what you perceive as the biggest challenges to helping students at the self-

contained setting 

a) Limited Funding: There isn’t enough money for resources and support services. 

b) Staffing Shortages: There aren’t enough teachers or support staff to help with the 

transition. 

c) Inadequate Training: Staff members may not have received enough training on 

supporting transitions effectively. 

d) Time Constraints: Staff have too many responsibilities and not enough time to focus on 

each student's needs during the transition. 

e) Communication Gaps: Poor communication between the new school and families can 

lead to misunderstandings about student needs. 

15. Rank what you perceive as the biggest challenges to helping the students at the self-

contained setting move to a new school? (Please rank the following challenges) 

• Limited Funding: There isn’t enough money for resources and support services. 

• Staffing Shortages: There aren’t enough teachers or support staff to help with the 

transition. 

• Inadequate Training: Staff members may not have received enough training on 

supporting transitions effectively. 

• Time Constraints: Staff have too many responsibilities and not enough time to focus on 

each student's needs during the transition. 

• Communication Gaps: Poor communication between the new school and families can 

lead to misunderstandings about student needs. 

• Lack of Resources: There are not enough materials or tools available to support students 

during their transition. 

• Emotional Support Needs: Students may require additional emotional support that is not 

readily available. 

• Other: ______________ 

16. Rank what you perceive as the biggest challenges to helping students at the self-

contained setting move to a new school (Please rank the following solutions) 
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• More Training for Staff: I think staff should receive more training on how to help with 

transitions. 

• Additional Support Staff: More counselors or support staff are needed to help students. 

• Workshops for Students: I believe workshops for students to learn about the transition 

process would be helpful. 

• Better Communication Tools: Tools to improve communication between schools and 

families would help. 

• Workshops for Families: Workshops for families to help them understand the process 

better. 

• I don’t think any additional resources are needed. 

• Other (Specify): ______________ 

Social validity  

17.  Please choose how much you agree with the statement: 

"The process for transitioning out of the self-contained setting students to comprehensive 

campuses is effective." 

A) Strongly Agree 

B) Agree 

C) Neutral 

D) Disagree 

E) Strongly Disagree 

 

18.  Please choose how much you agree with the statement: 

"The transition helps students' academic and social development." 

a) Strongly Agree 

b) Agree 

c) Neutral 

d) Disagree 

e) Strongly Disagree 

Philosophy 

 

19. Please rank the following factors in terms of their perceived importance to “causing” 

behavior in school. Assign a rank from 1 to 6, where 1 is the most important factor and 

6 is the least important factor. 

a) Genetics 

b) Biology (brain, hormones, medication, etc.) 
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c) Mental health issues/disorders 

d) Students’ histories/past events 

e) Students’ caregivers/home/non-school environments 

f) The self-contained setting school environment (including teachers, aides, administrators) 

20.  To what extent do you think that the behavior and/or learning of the self-contained 

setting students can be changed/ improved through your interactions with them in 

school? 

a) A great deal 

b) Some 

c) Very little 

d) Not at all 

Please explain the reason for your answer:___________ 

21.  In your view, which is more important for students at the self-contained setting? 

a) Consequences for bad/dangerous behavior 

b) Consequences for good/prosocial behavior 

Why? Explain your choice: 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

22.  In your view, which is more important for general education students in other schools? 

a) Consequences for bad/dangerous behavior 

b) Consequences for good/prosocial behavior 

23.  Which of the following statements is most similar to your personal views? 

a) People decide/choose to engage in bad/dangerous behavior 

b) People engage in bad/dangerous behavior because of their histories and their current 

circumstances 

Decision making (only for administrators): 

24. How prepared do you feel to make decisions regarding student transitions to other 

schools or settings? 

a) Very prepared 

b) Somewhat prepared 

c) Not prepared at all 
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25.   Do you feel that the district provides adequate support for your decision-making in 

this area? 

a) Yes, fully supported 

b) Somewhat supported 

c) Not supported 

 

26.  When deciding to help students move to another school, how do you think staff-related 

concerns (like training and workload) compare to student-related concerns (like 

readiness and support needs)? Choose the answer that best describes your thoughts. 

a) I always prioritize staff concerns first. 

b) I mostly focus on staff concerns over students. 

c) I think they are about the same. 

d) I always prioritize student concerns first. 

e) I adjust based on needs 

Please explain your choice:____________ 

27. How do you feel the district can better support you in ensuring students’ needs are met 

while balancing staff challenges? 

(Open-ended response) 

 

28. Is there anything else you would like to share? 
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Appendix C 

School Staff and Administrators at Comprehensive Campuses  

Name:__________________________ 

Date:_________ 

Brief description: Participants will complete this questionnaire in an online format (Qualtrics). 

Roles/Experiences  

1. What is your role in your current school? 

a) Teacher 

b) Paraprofessional 

c) Counselor 

d) Principal/Vice Principal 

2. Have you ever worked in a self-contained school (a school where students with similar 

needs learn together in one classroom)? 

a) Yes, I have worked in a self-contained school. 

b) No, I have not worked in a self-contained school. 

If yes, for how long? 

3. How do you feel about your job? 

f) Very Satisfied: I really enjoy my job and feel good about the work I do. 

g) Mostly Satisfied: I like my job most of the time, but sometimes it’s challenging. 

h) Mixed Satisfaction: I feel both positive and negative about my job. 

i) Mostly Unsatisfied: I don’t enjoy my job very much. 

j) Very Unsatisfied: I’m not satisfied with my job and often feel stressed. 

4.  Do you feel you have received enough training to perform your job effectively? 

a) Yes 

b) No 

c) Not sure 

 

5. Do you perceive the ongoing training you receive as adequate for your current 

responsibilities? 

a) Yes 

b) No 

c) Not sure 
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6. What areas of training do you feel are most needed to support your role? 

(Open-ended response) 

 

7. Administration support 

 

8. How often do you participate in ongoing professional development or training? 

a) Weekly 

b) Monthly 

c) Quarterly 

d) Rarely/Never 

 

9.  What is your role in supporting students who transition from schools like the self-

contained setting? (Select all that apply) 

a) Helping with academics: I help students with their schoolwork and learning. 

b) Providing emotional support: I help students deal with their feelings and emotions. 

c) Teaching social skills: I help students learn how to make friends and work with 

others. 

d) Communicating with families: I talk to families to keep them informed and involved. 

e) I don’t currently support students in this way. 

f) Other (Specify): ______________ 

10. How do you collaborate with the sending school (the self-contained setting) to ensure a 

smooth transition? (Select all that apply) 

a) Communicating Regularly: I talk often with staff from the sending school to share 

information. 

b) Sharing Student Plans: I work with the sending school to understand each student's 

needs. 

c) Planning Visits: I arrange visits for students to see the new school before they move. 

d) Holding Meetings: I have meetings with staff from both schools to discuss the 

transition. 

e) I don’t currently collaborate with the sending school. 

f) Other (Specify): ______________ 

What barriers do you perceive in students who have transitioned from schools like The 

self-contained setting to a comprehensive campus? (Select all that apply) 

a) Academic challenges: Students struggle to keep up with schoolwork. 

b) Social skills: Students have difficulty making friends or working with others. 

c) Emotional adjustment: Students have trouble managing their feelings or adjusting to 

change. \ 

d) Behavioral issues: Students show challenging behaviors in the new setting. 

e) Family support needs: Families may need more resources or help during the transition. 

f) Other: ______________ 
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11. What does the self-contained setting offer that a comprehensive campus can’t? 

 

12. What are the biggest challenges when receiving students from the self-contained 

setting? (Please rank the following challenges) 

a) Communication: It’s hard to get the information we need from staff at The self-

contained setting. 

b) Resources: Our school doesn’t have enough tools or support for these students. 

c) Student readiness: The student might not yet have all the skills or behaviors needed to 

succeed here. 

d) Family support: Families might not be able to provide much support during this 

change. 

e) Rules and policies: School rules or policies make it hard to support students from The 

self-contained setting effectively. 

f) Other (Specify): ______________ 

13. How do you think these challenges could be solved to help students adjust when they 

come from the self-contained setting? (Please rank the following solutions) 

a) Better communication: Ensure teachers and staff from both schools communicate and 

share plans often. 

b) More resources: Provide our school with the tools and support needed for each student. 

c) Extra student practice: Allow students to learn and practice skills they need before 

moving. 

d) Family support meetings: Meet with families to help them understand and support the 

transition. 

e) Adjust rules: Modify school rules or policies to better support students coming from The 

self-contained setting. 

f) Other (specify): ______________ 

  
14. Can you describe the steps you take to integrate transitioning students into your 

setting? 

a) Yes  

b) No 

If yes, (Specify):____ 

 

15. What steps are completed prior to a student at the self-contained setting transitioning 

to your school? (Choose all that apply)  

a) Review of the student's academic and behavioral assessments 

b) Development of a personalized transition plan 

c) Coordination with the previous school for records and information 

d) Communication with the student's family to discuss transition details 

e) Identification of support staff and resources at the new school 

f) Training sessions for current staff on the student’s needs and strategies 

g) A pre-transition meeting with the student to discuss concerns and expectations 
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h) A visit to the new school to meet staff and explore the environment 

i) Other (Specify): ______________ 

 

16. How do you keep track of the progress of students who have moved to your school to 

make sure they are doing well? (Choose all that apply) 

a) I meet with students regularly to talk about how they are doing. 

b) I keep track of their grades and send home reports to families. 

c) I monitor students' behavior to see if they are adjusting well. 

d) I help students set goals and celebrate their achievements. 

e) I work with other teachers and staff to share information about the students. 

f) Other: ______________ 

17. How do you involve students and their families in the transition planning? (Choose all 

that apply) 

g) I hold meetings with students and their families to discuss the transition plans. 

h) I ask students and families for their ideas and concerns about the move. 

i) I provide information about what to expect at the new school. 

j) I work with students and families to set goals for the transition. 

k) I don’t currently involve students and families in this process. 

l) Other (Specify):  ______________ 

 

18. Please provide a definition of Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

19. Please provide a definition of Individualized Educational Program (IEP) 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

20. How do you work with teachers from previous schools to make sure students continue 

to get the help they need? (Choose all that apply) 

a) Sharing Information: I talk to teachers from the previous school to learn about the 

students' strengths and challenges. 

b) Regular Meetings: I have meetings with previous educators to discuss each student's 

progress and needs. 

c) Using Common Plans: I follow the same strategies that worked well for the students 

before they moved. 

d) Checking in with Families: I involve families to gather their insights and support for 

their child’s transition. 
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e) Other: ______________ 

 

21. What resources do you use to help students who have just moved to your school? 

(Choose all that apply) 

a) School staff: I work with other teachers and staff to support students. 

b) Counselors: I talk to school counselors for extra help with feelings and adjustments. 

c) Special education team: I collaborate with the special education team to create effective 

plans. 

d) Community resources: I connect families with community services for additional 

support. 

e) Other: ______________ 

22.  How do you find and fix problems with resources for students who are transitioning? 

(Choose all that apply) 

a) Asking students: I talk to students to see what help they need. 

b) Meeting with staff: I have discussions with other teachers to identify any gaps in support. 

c) Reviewing plans: I look at students' IEPs, FBAs, and BIPs to see if anything is missing. 

d) Gathering family feedback: I ask families for their input on what resources might be 

lacking. 

e) Other: ______________ 

23. What do you think are the main resource challenges faced when supporting students at 

a comprehensive campus? (Please rank the following challenges). 

a) Limited Funding: There isn’t enough money for resources and support services. 

b) Staffing Shortages: There aren’t enough teachers or support staff to help with the 

transition. 

c) Inadequate Training: Staff members may not have received enough training on 

supporting transitions effectively. 

d) Time Constraints: Staff have too many responsibilities and not enough time to focus on 

each student's needs during the transition. 

e) Communication Gaps: Poor communication between the new school and families can 

lead to misunderstandings about student needs. 

f) Lack of Resources: There are not enough materials or tools available to support students 

during their transition. 

g) Emotional Support Needs: Students may require additional emotional support that is not 

readily available. 

h) Other: ______________ 

24. What additional resources or supports do you believe are needed to support and/or 

improve the transition process? (Please rank the following solutions) 
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a) More Training for Staff: I think staff should receive more training on how to help with 

transitions. 

b) Additional Support Staff: More counselors or support staff are needed to help students. 

c) Workshops for Students: I believe workshops for students to learn about the transition 

process would be helpful. 

d) Better Communication Tools: Tools to improve communication between schools and 

families would help. 

e) Workshops for Families: Workshops for families to help them understand the process 

better. 

f) I don’t think any additional resources are needed. 

g) Other (Specify): ______________ 

 
25. Please choose how much you agree with the statement: 

“The process for integrating students from the self-contained setting is effective." 

a) Strongly Agree 

b) Agree 

c) Neutral 

d) Disagree 

e) Strongly Disagree 

 

26. Please choose how much you agree with the statement: 

"The transition helps students' academic and social development." 

a) Strongly Agree 

b) Agree 

c) Neutral 

d) Disagree 

e) Strongly Disagree 

27. How do you check how well students are doing socially and academically after they 

move to your school? (Choose all that apply) 

a) Observing students: I watch how students interact with others and participate in class. 

b) Testing: I give quizzes or tests to see how well students understand the material. 

c) Using data: I review students' grades, test scores, and behavior reports to track progress. 

d) Talking to students: I ask students about their feelings and how they think they are doing. 

e) Communicating with families: I talk to families to get their input on how students are 

adjusting. 

f) I do not currently keep track of their progress. 

g) Other: ______________ 
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28. Please rank the following factors in terms of their perceived importance to “causing” 

behavior in school. Assign a rank from 1 to 6, where 1 is the most important factor and 

6 is the least important factor. 

a) Genetics 

b) Biology (brain, hormones, medication, etc.) 

c) Mental health issues/disorders 

d) Students’ histories/past events 

e) Students’ caregivers/home/non-school environments 

f) The self-contained setting school environment (including teachers, aides, 

administrators) 

 

29.  To what extent do you think that the behavior and/or learning of students at the self-

contained setting can be changed/ improved through your interactions with them in 

school? 

a) A great deal 

b) Some 

c) Very little 

d) Not at all 

Please explain the reason for your answer:___________ 

30.  In your view, which is more important for self-contained students? 

a) Consequences for bad/dangerous behavior 

b) Consequences for good/prosocial behavior 

Why? Explain your choice: 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

31.  In your view, which is more important for general education students in other schools? 

a) Consequences for bad/dangerous behavior 

b) Consequences for good/prosocial behavior 

 

32.  Which of the following statements is most similar to your personal views? 
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a) People decide/choose to engage in bad/dangerous behavior 

b) People engage in bad/dangerous behavior because of their histories and their current 

circumstances 

Decision Making (Only for Administrators): 

 

33. How prepared do you feel to make decisions regarding student transitions to other 

schools or settings? 

a) Very prepared 

b) Somewhat prepared 

c) Not prepared at all 

 

34.   Do you feel that the district provides adequate support for your decision-making in 

this area? 

a) Yes, fully supported 

b) Somewhat supported 

c) Not supported 

 

29. When deciding to help students move to another school, how do you think staff-related 

concerns (like training and workload) compare to student-related concerns (like 

readiness and support needs)? Choose the answer that best describes your thoughts. 

a) I always prioritize staff concerns first. 

b) I mostly focus on staff concerns over students. 

c) I think they are about the same. 

d) I always prioritize student concerns first. 

e) I adjust based on needs 

Please explain your choice: 

 

35. How do you feel the district can better support you in ensuring students’ needs are met 

while balancing staff challenges? 

(Open-ended response) 

 

36. Is there anything else you would like to share? 
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Appendix D 

District Administrators and Superintendent 

Name:__________________________ 

Date:_________ 

 

Brief description: Participants will complete this questionnaire in an online (Qualtrics). 

1. What is your role in the district? 

a) Special Education Administrator 

b) Special Education Facilitator 

c) Superintendent 

d) Other: ______________ 

 

2. What is your role in overseeing the transition process for students at the self-

contained setting? 

a) I manage the transition process. 

b) I support teachers in the transition. 

c) I support the school principal in the transition. 

c) I help families understand the process. 

d) Other: ______________ 

 

3. What role do you play in the process of moving students into or out of self-contained 

school settings? 

a) I make decisions about placements. 

b) I communicate with teachers and families. 

c) I monitor the transition process. 

d) Other: ______________ 

 

4. What is your knowledge or training experience with students who have Emotional 

and Behavioral Disorders (EBD) or significant behavioral needs? 

a) I have extensive training and experience working with students with EBD/behavioral 

needs. 

b) I have some training and experience but would benefit from more. 

c) I have minimal training or experience with students with EBD/behavioral needs. 

d) I have no formal training or experience in this area. 

 

5. Please provide a definition of Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 
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6. Please provide a definition of Individualized Educational Program (IEP) 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. What barriers do you believe affect the transition process for students at the self 

contained setting? (Select all that apply) 

a) Communication issues: It’s hard to share information between schools. 

b) Resource shortages: Not enough support or tools for students. 

c) Training gaps: Staff may need more training on transition. 

d) Family involvement: Families may not be as involved in the process. 

e) Other: ______________ 

 

5. How does the district address these barriers to ensure successful transitions? 

a) By providing more training for staff. 

b) By improving communication between schools. 

c) By increasing resources for students. 

d) Other: ______________ 

 

6. What additional measures could be taken at the district level to minimize these 

barriers? 

a) More training programs for teachers. 

b) Regular meetings between schools. 

c) Increased family outreach efforts. 

d) Other: ______________ 

 

7. How does the district ensure consistency and quality in the transition process across 

different schools? 

a) By using standard procedures for all schools. 

b) By providing support from district staff. 

c) By holding regular training sessions. 

d) Other: ______________ 

 

8. What data is collected to evaluate the success of students who have transitioned to 

comprehensive campuses? 

a) Academic progress reports. 

b) Social skills assessments. 

c) Behavioral incident reports. 

d) Reports from Principals and Teachers 
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d) Other: ______________ 

 

9. Can you describe the district’s overall transition process for students with EBD? 

a) Yes, I can provide a summary. 

b) No, I am not familiar with the details. 

If yes (specify):____________ 

 

10. What steps should be taken to transitioning students to less restrictive settings within the 

district? 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

10. How do you ensure that policies and practices across the district support successful 

transitions? 

a) By reviewing policies regularly. 

b) By training staff on policies. 

c) By seeking feedback from teachers and families. 

d) Other: ______________ 

 

11. What are the key indicators of a successful transition from your perspective? (Select 

all that apply) 

a) Improved academic performance. 

b) Better social skills and friendships. 

c) Fewer behavioral problems. 

d) Positive feedback from families. 

e) Other: ______________ 

 

12. How do you allocate resources to support the transition of students in schools like the 

self-contained setting? 

a) I assign staff to help with transitions. 

b) I provide training and materials. 

c) I ensure funding for support services. 

d) Other: ______________ 

 

13. What are the primary resource challenges the district faces in supporting these 

transitions? 

a) Lack of staff support. 

b) Limited funding for programs. 

c) Insufficient materials for students. 

d) Other: ______________ 
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14. How do you evaluate the adequacy of resources provided for transitions across the 

district? 

a) By collecting feedback from teachers. 

b) By reviewing student outcomes. 

c) By talking to principals. 

c) By reviewing district data. 

d) Other: ______________ 

 

15. “The process for transitioning students from the self-contained setting is effective." 

f) Strongly Agree 

g) Agree 

h) Neutral 

i) Disagree 

j) Strongly Disagree 

 

16. Please choose how much you agree with the statement: 

"The transition helps students' academic and social development." 

f) Strongly Agree 

g) Agree 

h) Neutral 

i) Disagree 

j) Strongly Disagree 

 

17. What metrics do you use to evaluate the success of transitions for students with 

EBD? 

a) Academic achievement scores. 

b) Social skill improvement. 

c) Behavioral incident reports. 

d) School-wide data 

e) Other: ______________ 

 

18. How do you ensure that the transitions are meaningful and beneficial for students? 

a) By involving students in planning. 

b) By gathering feedback from families. 

c) By gathering feedback from Principals and staff. 

d) By monitoring student progress regularly. 

e) Other: ______________ 
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19. How do you address any concerns from staff and families regarding the effectiveness 

of the transition process? 

a) By holding meetings to discuss concerns. 

b) By providing updates on student progress. 

c) By adjusting plans based on feedback. 

d) Other: ______________ 

 

20. Please rank the following factors in terms of their perceived importance to “causing” 

behavior in school. Assign a rank from 1 to 6, where 1 is the most important factor 

and 6 is the least important factor. 

a. Genetics 

b. Biology (brain, hormones, medication, etc.) 

c. Mental health issues/disorders 

d. Students’ histories/past events 

e. Students’ caregivers/home/non-school environments 

f. The self-contained school environment (including teachers, aides, administrators) 

 

21.  To what extent do you think that the behavior and/or learning of students at the self-

contained setting can be changed/ improved through your interactions with them in 

school? 

a) A great deal 

b) Some 

c) Very little 

d) Not at all 

Please explain the reason for your answer:___________ 

22.  In your view, which is more important for Self-contained students? 

c) Consequences for bad/dangerous behavior 

d) Consequences for good/prosocial behavior 

Why? Explain your choice: 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

23.  In your view, which is more important for general education students in other 

schools? 

c) Consequences for bad/dangerous behavior 
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d) Consequences for good/prosocial behavior 

24.  Which of the following statements is most similar to your personal views? 

c) People decide/choose to engage in bad/dangerous behavior 

d) People engage in bad/dangerous behavior because of their histories and their current 

circumstances 

 

 

25.  How do you prioritize staff-related issues (e.g., professional development, resource 

allocation) versus student-related issues (e.g., academic and behavioral support) in 

district-level transition decisions? (Choose the option that best applies) 

a) Focus primarily on student-related issues, with limited emphasis on staff concerns 

b) Balance student and staff issues equally in all decisions 

c) Prioritize staff issues  

d) Adjust focus based on specific needs at the time (e.g., academic year, funding 

availability) 

e) None of these currently apply 

f) Other (please specify): _______________ 

Please explain your choice: 

26.  How do you ensure that policies and practices remain student-centered while also 

addressing the legitimate concerns of staff members? (Choose the option that best 

applies) 

a) Encourage regular feedback from both students and staff to guide policies 

b) Use data and evidence-based practices that show benefits to both students and staff 

c) Focus primarily on student needs but include staff perspectives in policy revisions 

d) Conduct regular assessments of policy impacts on both student and staff well-being 

e) None of these currently apply 

f) Other (please specify): _______________ 

Please explain your choice: 

 

27. Is there anything else you would like to share? 
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Appendix E 

Caregivers Questionnaire 

Name:__________________________ 

Date:_________ 

 

Brief description: Caregivers will be interviewed via phone or Zoom call.   

1. Has your child ever been in a traditional middle school or high-school? 

a) Yes 

b) No 

2. How would you describe your experience as a caregiver in a traditional middle 

school or high-school? (Choose one) 

a) Very positive 

b) Somewhat positive 

c) Neutral 

d) Somewhat negative 

e) Very negative 

f) Not applicable 

13. How long has your child been at the self-contained setting? 

 

 

14. How would you describe your experience as a caregiver at the self-contained setting?  

 

3. What do you perceive as the most significant barriers to successfully transitioning 

your child to a comprehensive campus? (Select all that apply) 

a) Lack of communication about the process 

b) Limited resources or support available at the new campus 

c) Concerns about your child’s readiness for the change 

d) Difficulty accessing mental health or behavioral support 

e) Concerns about academic challenges 

f) Other (please specify): _______________ 

4. What are your main concerns about your child's transition to a new school? (Select 

all that apply) 

a) Academic performance 
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b) Making friends and socializing 

c) Emotional well-being and adjustment 

d) Behavioral challenges 

e) Lack of family support during the transition 

f) Other (please specify): _______________ 

 

5. Are you aware of the steps required for your child to be transitioned to a 

comprehensive campus? 

a) Yes, I am fully aware of the process 

b) No, I am not aware of the steps 

If yes, specify: __________ 

 

6. Are you kept informed about your child’s progress in school? (Choose one) 

a) Yes, regularly informed through meetings and updates 

b) Sometimes, I receive occasional updates 

c) Rarely, I have to request information 

d) No, I am not informed about progress 

 

5. Can you provide a definition of Least Restrictive Environment? 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

6. Can you provide a definition of Individualized Educational Program (IEP)? 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 

7. Do you know what are you child’s IEP goals? 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 

8. Do you know the reasons why your child was placed at Self-Contained School? 

(Choose all that apply) 

a) Behavioral needs: my child has behavior challenges that require special support 

b) Emotional needs: my child needs help with their feelings and emotions 

c) Academic struggles: my child is having a hard time keeping up with schoolwork 
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d) Social difficulties: my child finds it hard to make friends or get along with others 

e) other: ______________ 

f) I’m not sure: I don’t know the reasons why my child is at Self-Contained School 

 

9. Do you see any value in your child transitioning to a comprehensive campus? 

a) Yes, I think it would be beneficial 

b) Somewhat, I see some potential benefits 

c) No, I don’t see it as beneficial 

d) I’m not sure 

 

8. How do you think the transition would impact your child’s academic and social 

development? (Select one) 

a) Very positively 

b) Somewhat positively 

c) No impact 

d) Somewhat negatively 

e) Very negatively 

f) I’m not sure 

 

9. Please rank the following factors in terms of their perceived importance to 

“causing” behavior in school. Assign a rank from 1 to 6, where 1 is the most 

important factor and 6 is the least important factor. 

a) Genetics 

b) Biology (brain, hormones, medication, etc.) 

c) Mental health issues/disorders 

d) Students’ histories/past events 

e) Students’ caregivers/home/non-school environments 

f) The Self-Contained School school environment (including teachers, aides, 

administrators) 

 

10.  To what extent do you think that the behavior and/or learning of your child can be 

changed/ improved through their interactions with teachers in school? 

a) A great deal 

b) Some 

c) Very little 

d) Not at all 

Please explain the reason for your answer:___________ 

11.  In your view, which is more important for your child? 
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a) Consequences for bad/dangerous behavior 

b) Consequences for good/prosocial behavior 

Why? Explain your choice: 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________ 

12.  In your view, which is more important for general education students in other 

schools? 

a) Consequences for bad/dangerous behavior 

b) Consequences for good/prosocial behavior 

13.  Which of the following statements is most similar to your personal views? 

a) People decide/choose to engage in bad/dangerous behavior 

b) People engage in bad/dangerous behavior because of their histories and their current 

circumstances 

14. Is there anything else you would like to  
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Appendix F 

Demographics and Job Experiences  

Table F1 

Age Range of Participants by Group (Multiple Choice Question) 

Age Range Self-Contained 

Setting (n = 17) 

Comprehensive 

Campus (n = 9) 

District Administrators 

(n = 9) 

20–29 1 (6%) 1 (11%)  

30–39 2 (12%) 1 (11%)  

40–49 4 (24%) 4 (44%) 6 (66%) 

50–59 7 (41%) 1 (11%) 3 (33%) 

60+ 3 (18%) 2 (22%)  

Note. Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Empty cells indicate no participants 

in that category. 

 

Table F2 

Prior Experience in Other Educational Settings: Self-Contained vs. Comprehensive Campus 

Staff (Multiple Choice Question) 

Have Worked in the Other 

Setting 

Self-Contained Setting Staff  

(n = 17) 

Comprehensive Campus Staff 

 (n = 9) 

Yes 14 (82%) 5 (56%) 

No 3 (18%) 4 (44%) 

Average Years in Other Setting 11.7 years 2.9 years 

Range of Years in Other Setting 1-30 years 0.5-8 years 

Current School Level — 5 High School, 4 Middle School 
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Figure F1 

Job Satisfaction Levels by Respondent Group (Likert Scale Question) 

 
 

Table F3 

Staff Perceptions of Training Adequacy for Effective Job Performance (Multiple Choice 

Question) 

Response Self-Contained 

Setting (n = 17) 

Comprehensive 

Campus (n = 9) 

District Administrators (n = 8) 

Yes 12 (71%) 6 (67%) 8 (100%) 

Not Sure 2 (12%) 1 (11%) — 

No 3 (18%) 2 (22%) — 
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Figure F2 

Perceived Adequacy of Ongoing Training by Respondent Group (Multiple Choice Question) 

 

Table F4 

Training Areas Identified as Most Needed by Self-Contained Setting Staff: Themes and 

Representative Responses (Open-Ended Question) 

Theme Mentions Representative Responses 

Crisis and De-escalation 

Strategies 

4 - Crisis Prevention Intervention 

- De-escalation techniques (x2) 

- Strategies for Oppositional Defiant students 

Behavioral Supports 3 - Special education behavior supports 

- Trainings integrating behavior interventions 

- BCBA/behavioral training at Self Contained 

Setting 

Mental Health and SEL 3 - Mental health support 

- Social Emotional Skills 

- Social and emotional development 

Instructional Methods and 

Pedagogy 

3 - Refresh of effective methodological 

approaches 

- Educational Psychology 

- Teaching strategies 

Special Education 

Knowledge 

2 - More information about special education 

- Special Education law 
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Table F5 

Training Areas Identified as Most Needed by Comprehensive Campus Staff: Themes and 

Representative Responses (Open-Ended Question) 

Theme Mentions Representative Responses 

Mental Health and Crisis 

Training 

3 - Dealing with mental 

health/anxiety/trauma informed teaching 

- More mental health/crisis training 

- Mental health help 

 

Administrative and 

Compliance Training 

2 - Master Scheduling, SpEd Compliance, 

Budgeting 

- Training on how to work with under-

trained site/district admins 

 

Overload and Relevance of 

Training Content 

2 - Teachers have to know too much (law, 

tech, safety) 

- Less training on topics unrelated to 

learning/teaching 

 

On-the-Job Learning / Rare 

Situations 

2 - You cannot train—it is on-the-job 

- Dealing with situations that rarely come 

up 

 

Behavioral Training for 

Leadership 

1 - Training for my administrators in basic 

behavior principles 
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Table F6 

Training Areas Identified as Most Needed by District Administrators: Themes and 

Representative Responses (Open-Ended Question) 

Theme Mentions Representative Responses 

Compliance and Legal 

Knowledge 

4 - IDEA Compliance 

- Legal updates (local/state/federal) 

- RP, data analysis, CPI, coaching 

 

Leadership and Strategic 

Coordination 

2 - Logistics, leadership, and new initiatives 

- Coordinating services with multiple 

providers 

 

Support for Transitions and 

Accountability 

2 - Core transition team for 

feedback/accountability 

- Training for parent communication and 

smooth transitions 

 

Behavior and Bias Awareness 2 - Confronting bias about returning 

students 

- Promoting best conduct instead of 

reinforcing past behavior 

 

Training Accessibility and 

Consistency 

2 - Training not universal or consistent 

- Staff unfamiliar with transition 

processes need support 

 

Instructional and Data Tools 1 - Teacher clarity 

- iReady report analysis 
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Appendix G 

Mission Alignment 

Table G1 

Accuracy of IEP Definitions by Respondent Group (Open-Ended Question) 

Respondent Group 

Correct 

Responses (%) 

(n) 

Partially Correct 

Responses (%)  (n) 

Incorrect 

Responses (%) 

(n) 

Total 

Responses (%) 

(n) 

Self-Contained 

Setting Staff 
41% (7) 29% (5) 23% (4) 17 

Comprehensive 

Campus Staff 
33% (3) 44% (4) 22% (2)  9 

District 

Administrators 
75% (6) 25% (2) - 8 

Parents  - 14% (1) 86% (6) 7 

Students - - 100% (9) 9 

Table G2 

Accuracy of LRE Definitions by Respondent Group (Open-Ended Question) 

Respondent Group 

Correct 

Responses (%) 

(n) 

Partially Correct 

Responses (%)  (n) 

Incorrect 

Responses (%) 

(n) 

Total 

Responses (%) 

(n) 

Self-Contained 

Setting Staff 
41% (7) 18% (3) 41% (7) 17 

Comprehensive 

Campus Staff 
55% (5) 33% (3)  11% (1)  9 

District 

Administrators 
50% (4)  37.5% (3) 12.5% (1) 8 

Parents  - - 100% (7) 7 

Students - - 100% (9) 9 
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Appendix H 

Capacity and Expectations 

Figure H1 

 

Perceived Reasons for Student Placement in Self-Contained Settings by Respondent Group 

(Select all that apply Question) 

 
Note. Percentages reflect respondents selecting each barrier. “Other” responses included: 

• (Self-contained setting) Concerns about students' reduced ability to express anxiety due to 

larger campus size and logistical changes. 

• (Comprehensive campus) Abruptness of the transition process across all factors. 

• (District administrators) Lack of teacher awareness and the use of punitive feedback that 

can alienate students during transition. 
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Figure H2 

Perceived Barriers Among Students Who Have Previously Transitioned from a Self-Contained 

Setting to a Comprehensive Campus, by Respondent Group (Select All-That-Apply Question) 
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Appendix I 

Social Validity of Transition Outcomes 

Table I1 

District Administrators’ Perceptions of Key Indicators of a Successful Transition (Select-All-

That-Apply Question) 

 

 

  

Indicator n (%) 

Improved academic performance 8 (100%) 

Better social skills and friendships 8 (100%) 

Fewer behavioral problems 7 (88%) 

Positive feedback from families 7 (88%) 

Positive feedback from teachers 7 (88%) 

Positive feedback from students 3 (38%) 
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Appendix J 

Transition Process and Criteria 

Table J1 

Self-Contained Setting and Comprehensive Campus Staff Roles in Supporting Students (Select-

All-That-Apply Question) 

Role Self-Contained Setting  

(n = 17) 

Comprehensive Campus  

(n = 9) 

 

Support transition/adjustment to 

comprehensive campus 

 

14 (82%) 5 (56%)  

Provide academic instruction/skill-

building 

 

10 (59%) 3 (33%)  

Facilitate social/emotional 

development 

 

10 (59%) 4 (44%)  

Collaborate with 

families/professionals 

 

12 (71%) 6 (67%)  

Monitor and evaluate student 

progress 

13 (76%) 3 (33%)  

 

Table J2 

Steps for Transitioning Students Out of the Self-Contained Setting: Thematic Summary of Self-

Contained Staff Responses (Open-Ended Question) 

Theme Number of 

Respondents 

Example Indicators 

Phased/Gradual Transition 5 “Move through all five phases,” “begin by 

attending one class” 

 

Skill Preparation & Teaching 4 “Train student,” “help students understand 

expectations” 
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Data Monitoring & Progress Review 3 “Track progress,” “collect data,” “point 

sheets” 

 

Collaboration with Receiving School 3 “Visit other schools,” “work with transition 

team” 

 

Support to Receiving Staff 1 “Answer new teacher's questions,” “share 

strategies” 

 

Table J3 

Steps for Receiving Students from the Self-Contained Setting: Thematic Summary of 

Comprehensive Campus Staff Responses (Open-Ended Question) 

Theme Number of 

Respondents 

Example Indicators 

Collaboration & Planning 3 “Met with other school,” “placement 

testing,” “counselor communication” 

 

Familiarization & Orientation 2 “Tour the school,” “receive school 

materials,” “meet staff” 

 

Phased/Gradual Integration 2 “Start slowly,” “gradual release of support,” 

“one class at a time” 

 

Behavioral & Academic Supports 1 “Frequent support,” “positive interventions,” 

“academic confidence” 

 

Sense of Belonging & Community 1 “Sense of community,” “positive peer 

interactions,” “new identity” 

   

Table J4 

Steps for Transitioning Students Out of the Self-Contained Setting: Thematic Summary of 

District Administrator Responses (Open-Ended Question) 

Theme Number of 

Respondents 

Example Indicators 
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IEP-Based Transition Planning 6 “IEP,” “transition plan,” “goals and 

objectives,” “placement decision” 

 

Collaboration with Stakeholders 5 “Collaboration among educators, parents, 

and specialists” 

 

Data-Informed Decision Making 3 “Patterns in behavior,” “data,” 

“assessment review” 

 

Behavioral Risk Assessment 2 “Manifestation determination,” “threat 

inquiry,” “disciplinary review” 

 

Figure J1 

Main Roles of Staff in Supporting Student Transitions from Self-Contained Settings (Multiple 

Choice Question) 
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Table J5 

District Administrator Roles in Overseeing the Transition Process (Select-All-That-Apply 

Question) 

Role Count (%) 

Manage the transition process 2 (22%) 

Support teachers in the transition 2 (22%) 

Support the principal in the transition 7 (78%) 

Help families understand the process 4 (44%) 

Support schools for behavioral support 1 (11%) 
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Appendix K 

Social Validity of Transition Process 

Table K1 

Perceived Unique Offerings of the Self-Contained Setting Compared to a Comprehensive 

Campus by Respondent Group (Open-Ended Question) 

Theme Representative Responses Self-

Contained 

Staff 

(n = 17) 

Comprehensive 

Campus Staff 

(n = 9) 

District 

Administrators 

(n = 8) 

Personalized 

Support through 

High Staff 

Availability 

- Individualized attention, 

1:1 support 

- Small group or one-on-one 

instruction 

- High staff-to-student ratio 

- Smaller school size and 

supervision 

 

- Focused attention and care 

8 3 5 

Behavioral, 

Emotional, and 

Transitional 

Support 

- Daily 1:1 counseling 

- SEL and mental health 

supports 

- Behavior plans and social 

skills instruction 

- Collaboration with families 

and wraparound services 

- Realistic behavioral 

expectations and 

progressions 

 

5 4 4 

Flexibility and 

Responsiveness 

- Continuously updated 

behavior plans 

- Differentiated instruction 

- Flexibility to meet 

individual mental 

health/behavioral needs 

- Reduced overstimulation 

- Space to assess readiness 

and self-advocate 

3 2 2 
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Training and 

Professional 

Development 

- Interest in specialized 

behavior training 

- Staff willing to receive 

additional training 

- Specially trained staff in 

place 

 

1 0 1 

General/None - Nothing unique offered 

compared to comprehensive 

campus 

1 2 0 

 

Table K2 

Information Collected to Determine Student Readiness for Transition at Self-Contained Setting 

(Select-All-That-Apply Question) 

Information Collected n % 

Behavior Records 10 63% 

Academic Progress 10 63% 

Social Skills 10 63% 

Daily Attendance 10 63% 

Do not collect data 4 25% 

Other 1 6% 

 

Table K3 

Progress Monitoring Practices at Comprehensive Campuses (Select-All-That-Apply Question) 

Progress Monitoring Practice n % 

Meet with students 5 56% 
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Track grades and send reports 3 33% 

Monitor behavior 8 89% 

Share info with staff 7 78% 

Other 1 11% 

  

Table K4 

Comparison of Student Ratings Between Self-Contained and Previous School Settings (Rating 

Question) 

Question More Favorable 

in Self-Contained 

More Favorable in 

Previous School 

Equal Across Settings 

I feel like I have friends 1 8 0 

I like the students 1 8 0 

I like my teachers 1 4 4 

Teachers help me when I need 1 5 3 

I feel comfortable in class 1 6 2 

I like being in the hallway 0 5 4 

I like being in the cafeteria 1 6 2 

Note. For each item, a mark may be entered to indicate whether students rated the self-contained 

setting, previous school, or both settings equally favorably. 
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Appendix L 

Resources 

Figure L1 

Reported Resource Challenges in Supporting Students Transitioning from Self-Contained 

Settings (Select-All-That-Apply Question) 

 
 

Table L1 

District Administrators’ Reported Methods for Evaluating the Adequacy of Transition Resources 

(Select-All-That-Apply Question) 

Evaluation Method n (%) 

Collecting feedback from teachers 5 (63%) 

Reviewing student outcomes 8 (100%) 
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Talking to principals 7 (88%) 

Reviewing district data 7 (88%) 

 

Table L2 

Comprehensive Campus Staff’s Reported Use of Resources to Support Newly Arrived Students 

(Select-All-That-Apply Question) 

Resource Used n (%) 

School Staff 8 (89%) 

Counselors 7 (78%) 

Special Education Team 9 (100%) 

Community Resources 6 (67%) 

 

Table L3 

District Administrators’ Reported Allocation of Resources to Support Student Transitions 

(Select-All-That-Apply Question) 

Resource Allocation Strategy n (%) 

Assign staff to help with transitions 5 (63%) 

Provide training and materials 3 (38%) 

Ensure funding for support services 3 (38%) 

Do not allocate resources 3 (38%) 
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Figure L2 

Comparison of Reported Strategies for Identifying and Addressing Resource Gaps for 

Transitioning Students by Respondent Group (Select-All-That-Apply Question) 

 

Note. Respondents could select multiple strategies. “Other” responses from district 

administrators included: 

1. Relying on experts in the district with the most up-to-date knowledge regarding best 

practice and using that expertise to see when feedback from each stakeholder group is 

appropriate. 

2. Observations of the program. 
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Appendix M 

Phase 3 Consent and Assent Forms 

M1. Consent Form for Parents 

University of Nevada, Reno 
Consent Form for Parents/Caregivers 

 
Title of Study:  

Systemic Factors Related to Transitioning Students with Emotional 
and Behavioral Disorders (EBD) to/from More/Less Restrictive 
Educational Settings. 

Principal Investigator: Matthew Lewon 
Co-Investigators / 
Study Contact:                    

Chiara Ferrari 

Study ID Number:  2275187-1 
Sponsor:  N/A 

SUMMARY OF KEY ELEMENTS:   

You are being invited to participate in a research study about the factors influencing the support 

and transition of students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders (EBD) in schools. 

Participation is voluntary, and you may withdraw at any time without consequences. The 

purpose of the study is to explore systems and practices affecting these transitions and to identify 

strategies to improve inclusive educational environments. 

Your participation involves attending three 30-60 minute individualized training sessions that 

focus on your experiences as a parent or caregiver of a child placed in a self-contained setting. In 

these sessions, you will receive information about educational rights, transition planning, and 

collaboration, and you will complete a brief pre- and post-assessment to evaluate knowledge 

gained. While there are no known risks, you may skip any questions that cause discomfort. 

Benefits include contributing to a better understanding of how schools can improve support for 

students and staff. Alternatives to participation include receiving standard educational training 

and support without being involved in the study. 

Introduction 

You are being invited to participate in a research study. Before you agree to be in the study, read 

this form carefully. It explains why we are doing the study; and the procedures, risks, 

discomforts, benefits and precautions involved. 

At any time, you may ask one of the researchers to explain anything about the study that you do 

not understand. 
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You do not have to be in this study. Your participation is voluntary. If you do not agree to 

participate, you will receive the education you would have received if the study was not taking 

place. 

Take as much time as you need to decide. If you agree now but change your mind, you may quit 

the study at any time. Just let one of the researchers know you do not want to continue. 

Why are we doing this study? 

We are doing this study to find out what systemic factors impact the support and successful 

transitions of students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders (EBD) between more and less 

restrictive educational settings. By understanding these factors, we aim to improve practices that 

foster the academic, social, and emotional development of students with EBD. 

Benefits of this research cannot be guaranteed, but we hope to learn how schools can better 

support students with EBD by identifying key practices and strategies that enhance transitions 

and inclusivity. The findings may guide improvements in educational systems and contribute to 

creating more effective and inclusive environments for all students. 

Why are we asking you to be in this study? 

You are being invited to participate in this study because you are a parent or guardian of a child 
with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders (EBD) who is currently receiving education in a self-
contained setting. Your insights and experiences are valuable in helping us understand the 
factors that support students' transition to less restrictive educational environments. 

How many people will be in this study? 

We expect to enroll: 

• 3 students from the self-contained setting 
• 3 caregivers of the students  
• 3 relevant staff members/administrators involved in the students' transition process in 

the self-contained setting 
• 3 staff and administrators from comprehensive campuses 

 
What will you be asked to do if you agree to be in the study? 

If you agree to participate, you will take part three 30-60 minute individualized training 
sessions. These sessions will include information about transition processes, educational rights, 
and advocacy strategies. You will also complete a short survey before and after the training 
about your experiences, perspectives, and knowledge related to supporting your child’s 
transition. 

How long will you be in the study? 

The study will take a maximum of 3 hours of your time across three brief sessions (30-60 
minutes each). 
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What are your choices if you do not volunteer to be in this research study? 

If you decide not to be in the study, your other choices may include: 

• Getting standard education without being in a study. 

• Getting a different experimental educational experience by taking part in another study. 

What if you agree to be in the study now, but change your mind later? 

You may withdraw at any time by notifying the researchers. There will be no consequences for 
withdrawing. 

What if the study changes while you are in it? 

If anything about the study changes or if we want to use your information in a different way, 
we will tell you and ask if you if you want to stay in the study. We will also tell you about any 
important new information that may affect your willingness to stay in the study. 

Is there any way being in this study could be bad for you? 

There are no known risks, but you may feel uncomfortable discussing certain topics. You may 
skip any questions that cause discomfort. 

What happens if you become injured because of your participation in the study? 

In the event that this research activity results in an injury, treatment will be available. This 
includes first aid, emergency treatment, and follow-up care as needed. Care for such injuries 
will be billed in the ordinary manner to you or your health insurance carrier. 

Will being in this study help you in any way? 

We cannot guarantee direct benefits, but your participation may contribute to developing 
strategies that improve support for students, staff, and school systems. 

Who will pay for the costs of your participation in this research study? 

No costs are associated with participation in this study.  

Will you be paid for being in this study? 

You will not receive any payment for being this study.  

Who will know that you are in in this study and who will have access to the information we 
collect about you? 

The researchers, the University of Nevada, Reno Institutional Review Board will have access to 
your study records. 

How will we protect your private information and the information we collect about you? 

We will treat your identity with professional standards of confidentiality and protect your 
private information to the extent allowed by law. We will do this by securely storing all 
collected data, limiting access to authorized personnel, and using encryption or other 
protective measures to ensure your information remains confidential. 
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We will not use your name or other information that could identify you in any reports or 
publications that result from this study unless you provide explicit written consent to do so. 

 
Your information will not be used or distributed for future research studies even if identifiers 
are removed. 

Do the researchers have monetary interests tied to this study? 

The researchers and/or their families have no monetary interests tied to this study. They do not 
stand to gain financially from the outcomes of the research. Their sole interest lies in advancing 
knowledge and understanding in this area of study. 

Whom can you contact if you have questions about the study or want to report an injury? 

At any time, if you have questions about this study or wish to report an injury that may be 
related to your participation, you may contact Dr. Matthew Lewon at (775) 846-1958 or via 
email at mlewon@unr.edu. 

Whom can you contact if you want to discuss a problem or complaint about the research or 
ask about your rights as a research participant? 

You may discuss a problem or complaint or ask about your rights as a research participant by 
calling the University of Nevada, Reno Research Integrity Office at (775) 327-2368. You may also 
use the online Contact the Research Integrity Office form available from the Contact Us page of 
the University’s Research Integrity Office website. 

Agreement to be in study 

If you agree to participate in this study, you must sign this consent form. We will give you a 
copy of the form to keep. 

 
Participant’s Name Printed   

   
Signature of Participant  Date 

   
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent  Date 

 

 

M2. Assent Form for Students 

Verbal Assent Script – Self-Contained Students 

Hi, my name is Chiara Ferrari. I’m going to tell you why you are here. 

mailto:mlewon@unr.edu
http://www.unr.edu/research-integrity/contact-rio
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We are asking you to take part in a research study. We are doing the study because we want to 

learn more about how to support students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders (EBD) and 

improve their transitions in schools. 

If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to meet with me three times for short training 

sessions. In these meetings, we’ll talk about your experience in school, what helps you during 

transitions, and what your rights are. You’ll also answer some questions before and after the 

sessions to help us understand what you learned. 

Each meeting will take 30-60 minutes. Altogether, the study will take a maximum of 3 hours of 

your time. 

If you say “yes” to being in this study, you might feel a little uncomfortable talking about some 

topics, but you can skip any question that makes you feel that way. 

If you are in this study and feel any of the things I just talked about or feel bad in other ways, 

please tell your parents right away. It’s important they call us about what you are feeling. 

Before you decide if you do or do not want to be in this research study, we want you to talk to 

your parents. We will also ask your parents to give their permission for you to be in this study. 

Even if your parents say “yes,” you can still decide not to be in the study. 

Being in this study is up to you, and no one will be upset if you don’t want to participate or if 

you change your mind later and want to stop. You can stop at any time for any reason. Nothing 

bad will happen, and no one will mind. 

 
Additionally, it is important for you to know that the researchers conducting this study are 
mandated reporters. This means they are legally required to report any information related to 
harm to yourself, harm to others, or suspected abuse or neglect. If you share any such 
information during the study, the researchers must report it to the appropriate authorities to 
ensure safety and well-being. 
 
If you have any questions about the study, please ask me now. If you have questions later, you 
or your parents may call me at any time. My name is Chiara Ferrari, and my phone number is 
7752875313. You may also ask me questions about this study any time we meet. 

 
If you have a problem or complaint about the research or want to talk about your rights as a 
research participant, your or your parents may call the University of Nevada, Reno Research 
Integrity Office at 775.327.2368. 
 

M3. Consent Form for Self-Contained Staff 
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Recruitment Self-Contained Staff 

University of Nevada, Reno 
Consent Form for Self-Contained Staff 

 
Title of Study:  

Systemic Factors Related to Transitioning Students with Emotional 
and Behavioral Disorders (EBD) to/from More/Less Restrictive 
Educational Settings. 

Principal Investigator: Matthew Lewon 
Co-Investigators / 
Study Contact:                    

Chiara Ferrari 

Study ID Number:  2275187-1 
Sponsor:  N/A 

SUMMARY OF KEY ELEMENTS:  You are being invited to participate in a research study about 
the factors influencing the support and transition of students with Emotional and Behavioral 
Disorders (EBD) in schools. Participation is voluntary, and you may withdraw at any time 
without consequences. The purpose of the study is to explore systems and practices affecting 
these transitions and to identify strategies to improve inclusive educational environments. 

Participation involves attending three short 30-60 minute group-based training about your role 
and experiences in supporting students with EBD. You will also complete a brief pre-assessment 
and post-assessment to evaluate what was learned. While there are no known risks, you may 
skip any questions that cause discomfort. Benefits include contributing to a better 
understanding of how schools can improve support for students and staff. Alternatives to 
participation include receiving standard educational training and support without being 
involved in the study. 

Introduction 

You are being invited to participate in a research study. Before you agree to be in the study, read 

this form carefully. It explains why we are doing the study; and the procedures, risks, 

discomforts, benefits and precautions involved. 

At any time, you may ask one of the researchers to explain anything about the study that you do 

not understand. 

You do not have to be in this study. Your participation is voluntary. If you do not agree to 

participate, you will receive the education you would have received if the study was not taking 

place. 

Take as much time as you need to decide. If you agree now but change your mind, you may quit 

the study at any time. Just let one of the researchers know you do not want to continue. 
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Why are we doing this study? 

We are doing this study to find out what systemic factors impact the support and successful 

transitions of students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders (EBD) between more and less 

restrictive educational settings. By understanding these factors, we aim to improve practices that 

foster the academic, social, and emotional development of students with EBD. 

Benefits of this research cannot be guaranteed, but we hope to learn how schools can better 

support students with EBD by identifying key practices and strategies that enhance transitions 

and inclusivity. The findings may guide improvements in educational systems and contribute to 

creating more effective and inclusive environments for all students. 

Why are we asking you to be in this study? 

You are being invited because of your role as a staff member or administrator supporting 
students with EBD in a self-contained setting. 

How many people will be in this study? 

We expect to enroll: 

• 3 students from the self-contained setting 
• 3 caregivers of the students  
• 3 relevant staff members/administrators involved in the students' transition process in 

the self-contained setting 
• 3 staff and administrators from four comprehensive campuses 

 
What will you be asked to do if you agree to be in the study? 

If you agree to participate, you will attend three group-based training sessions focused on 
values clarification, procedural knowledge (e.g., IEP, LRE), and collaboration strategies related 
to supporting students with EBD. Each session will last about 30-60 minutes. You will also 
complete a brief pre-assessment and post-assessment related to the training content and your 
role in student transitions. 

How long will you be in the study? 

The study will take a maximum of 3 hours across three brief sessions (30-60 minutes each). 

What if you agree to be in the study now, but change your mind later? 

You may withdraw at any time by notifying the researchers. There will be no consequences for 
withdrawing. 

What if the study changes while you are in it? 

If anything about the study changes or if we want to use your information in a different way, 
we will tell you and ask if you if you want to stay in the study. We will also tell you about any 
important new information that may affect your willingness to stay in the study. 
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Is there any way being in this study could be bad for you? 

There are no known risks, but you may feel uncomfortable discussing certain topics. You may 
skip any questions that cause discomfort. 

What happens if you become injured because of your participation in the study? 

In the event that this research activity results in an injury, treatment will be available. This 
includes first aid, emergency treatment, and follow-up care as needed. Care for such injuries 
will be billed in the ordinary manner to you or your health insurance carrier. 

Will being in this study help you in any way? 

We cannot guarantee direct benefits, but your participation may contribute to developing 
strategies that improve support for students, staff, and school systems. 

Who will pay for the costs of your participation in this research study? 

No costs are associated with participation in this study.  

Will you be paid for being in this study? 

You will not receive any payment for being this study.  

Who will know that you are in in this study and who will have access to the information we 
collect about you? 

The researchers, the University of Nevada, Reno Institutional Review Board will have access to 
your study records. 

How will we protect your private information and the information we collect about you? 

We will treat your identity with professional standards of confidentiality and protect your 
private information to the extent allowed by law. We will do this by securely storing all 
collected data, limiting access to authorized personnel, and using encryption or other 
protective measures to ensure your information remains confidential. 
 
We will not use your name or other information that could identify you in any reports or 
publications that result from this study unless you provide explicit written consent to do so. 

 
Your information will not be used or distributed for future research studies even if identifiers 
are removed. 
 
Do the researchers have monetary interests tied to this study? 
The researchers and/or their families have no monetary interests tied to this study. They do not 
stand to gain financially from the outcomes of the research. Their sole interest lies in advancing 
knowledge and understanding in this area of study. 
 
Whom can you contact if you have questions about the study or want to report an injury? 
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At any time, if you have questions about this study or wish to report an injury that may be 
related to your participation, you may contact Dr. Matthew Lewon at (775) 846-1958 or via 
email at mlewon@unr.edu. 

Whom can you contact if you want to discuss a problem or complaint about the research or 
ask about your rights as a research participant? 

You may discuss a problem or complaint or ask about your rights as a research participant by 
calling the University of Nevada, Reno Research Integrity Office at (775) 327-2368. You may also 
use the online Contact the Research Integrity Office form available from the Contact Us page of 
the University’s Research Integrity Office website. 

Agreement to be in study 

If you agree to participate in this study, you must sign this consent form. We will give you a 
copy of the form to keep. 
 
 

 
Participant’s Name Printed   

   
Signature of Participant  Date 

   
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent  Date 

 
 

M4. Consent Form for Comprehensive Campus Staff 

University of Nevada, Reno 
Consent Form for Staff at Comprehensive Campuses 

 
Title of Study:  

Systemic Factors Related to Transitioning Students with Emotional 
and Behavioral Disorders (EBD) to/from More/Less Restrictive 
Educational Settings. 

Principal Investigator: Matthew Lewon 
Co-Investigators / 
Study Contact:                    

Chiara Ferrari 

Study ID Number:  2275187-1 
Sponsor:  N/A 

SUMMARY OF KEY ELEMENTS:  You are being invited to participate in a research study about the 

factors influencing the support and transition of students with Emotional and Behavioral 

Disorders (EBD) in schools. Participation is voluntary, and you may withdraw at any time 

without consequences. The purpose of the study is to explore systems and practices affecting 

these transitions and to identify strategies to improve inclusive educational environments. 

mailto:mlewon@unr.edu
http://www.unr.edu/research-integrity/contact-rio
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Participation involves attending three short 30-60 minute group-based training related to your 

role and experiences in supporting students with EBD. You will also complete a brief survey 

before and after the training. While there are no known risks, you may skip any questions that 

cause discomfort. Benefits include contributing to a better understanding of how schools can 

improve support for students and staff. Alternatives to participation include receiving standard 

educational training and support without being involved in the study. 

Introduction 

You are being invited to participate in a research study. Before you agree to be in the study, read 

this form carefully. It explains why we are doing the study; and the procedures, risks, 

discomforts, benefits and precautions involved. 

At any time, you may ask one of the researchers to explain anything about the study that you do 

not understand. 

You do not have to be in this study. Your participation is voluntary. If you do not agree to 

participate, you will receive the education you would have received if the study was not taking 

place. 

Take as much time as you need to decide. If you agree now but change your mind, you may quit 

the study at any time. Just let one of the researchers know you do not want to continue. 

Why are we doing this study? 

We are doing this study to find out what systemic factors impact the support and successful 

transitions of students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders (EBD) between more and less 

restrictive educational settings. By understanding these factors, we aim to improve practices that 

foster the academic, social, and emotional development of students with EBD. 

Benefits of this research cannot be guaranteed, but we hope to learn how schools can better 

support students with EBD by identifying key practices and strategies that enhance transitions 

and inclusivity. The findings may guide improvements in educational systems and contribute to 

creating more effective and inclusive environments for all students. 

Why are we asking you to be in this study? 

You are being invited to participate in this study because of your role as a staff member or 
administrator supporting students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders (EBD) during their 
transition from a self-contained setting to a comprehensive campus. 

How many people will be in this study? 

We expect to enroll: 

• 3 students from the self-contained setting 
• 3 caregivers of the students  
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• 3 relevant staff members/administrators involved in the students' transition process in 
the self-contained setting 

• 3 staff and administrators from four comprehensive campuses 
 

What will you be asked to do if you agree to be in the study? 

If you agree to participate, you will attend three short group-based training sessions focused on 
values clarification, procedural knowledge (e.g., IEP, LRE), and collaboration strategies related 
to supporting students with EBD. You will also complete a brief pre-assessment before the first 
session and a post-assessment after the final session. Each session will last about 30-60 
minutes. 

How long will you be in the study? 

The study will take a maximum of 3 hours of your time across three brief sessions (30-60 
minutes each). 

What if you agree to be in the study now, but change your mind later? 

You may withdraw at any time by notifying the researchers. There will be no consequences for 
withdrawing. 

What if the study changes while you are in it? 

If anything about the study changes or if we want to use your information in a different way, 
we will tell you and ask if you if you want to stay in the study. We will also tell you about any 
important new information that may affect your willingness to stay in the study. 

Is there any way being in this study could be bad for you? 

There are no known risks, but you may feel uncomfortable discussing certain topics. You may 
skip any questions that cause discomfort. 

What happens if you become injured because of your participation in the study? 

In the event that this research activity results in an injury, treatment will be available. This 
includes first aid, emergency treatment, and follow-up care as needed. Care for such injuries 
will be billed in the ordinary manner to you or your health insurance carrier. 

Will being in this study help you in any way? 

We cannot guarantee direct benefits, but your participation may contribute to developing 
strategies that improve support for students, staff, and school systems. 

Who will pay for the costs of your participation in this research study? 

No costs are associated with participation in this study.  

Will you be paid for being in this study? 

You will not receive any payment for being this study.  



 

 204 

Who will know that you are in in this study and who will have access to the information we 
collect about you? 

The researchers, the University of Nevada, Reno Institutional Review Board will have access to 
your study records. 

How will we protect your private information and the information we collect about you? 

We will treat your identity with professional standards of confidentiality and protect your 
private information to the extent allowed by law. We will do this by securely storing all 
collected data, limiting access to authorized personnel, and using encryption or other 
protective measures to ensure your information remains confidential. 
 
We will not use your name or other information that could identify you in any reports or 
publications that result from this study unless you provide explicit written consent to do so. 

 
Your information will not be used or distributed for future research studies even if identifiers 
are removed. 

Do the researchers have monetary interests tied to this study? 

The researchers and/or their families have no monetary interests tied to this study. They do not 
stand to gain financially from the outcomes of the research. Their sole interest lies in advancing 
knowledge and understanding in this area of study. 

Whom can you contact if you have questions about the study or want to report an injury? 

At any time, if you have questions about this study or wish to report an injury that may be 
related to your participation, you may contact Dr. Matthew Lewon at (775) 846-1958 or via 
email at mlewon@unr.edu. 

Whom can you contact if you want to discuss a problem or complaint about the research or 
ask about your rights as a research participant? 

You may discuss a problem or complaint or ask about your rights as a research participant by 
calling the University of Nevada, Reno Research Integrity Office at (775) 327-2368. You may also 
use the online Contact the Research Integrity Office form available from the Contact Us page of 
the University’s Research Integrity Office website.Agreement to be in study 
If you agree to participate in this study, you must sign this consent form. We will give you a 
copy of the form to keep. 

 
Participant’s Name Printed   

   
Signature of Participant  Date 

   
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent  Date 

 

mailto:mlewon@unr.edu
http://www.unr.edu/research-integrity/contact-rio
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Appendix N 

Phase 3 Pre-Survey Instruments  

N1. Student Pre-Survey  

Section 1: What Matters Most to You 

Rate how important each of these things is when you move to a new school or classroom 

(1 = Not at all important, 5 = Extremely important) 

1. Feeling safe and supported  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                     

2. Being understood by my teachers 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                           

3. Having friends or people I know 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                            

4. Knowing what to expect  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                         

5. Keeping my routines   1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                               

6. Feeling like my voice matters  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                 

7. Getting help when I need it  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                     

8. Being included in regular classes/activities 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10        

9. Staying in touch with adults I trust 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                         

10. Being treated fairly   1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                                 

Pick your top 3 priorities: 

☐ #1 ☐ #2 ☐ #3 ☐ #4 ☐ #5 ☐ #6 ☐ #7 ☐ #8 ☐ #9 ☐ #10 

Thinking About School Now 

Think about your current school or classroom. For each of the three things that are most 

important to you, rate how much school feels aligned with those things. 

Value 1:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

Value 2___________         1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10    

Value 3:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

 

Section 2: What Do You Know About Your Rights and Plan? 

Answer the following in your own words: 

• What is an IEP? 

• What does “least restrictive environment” mean to you? 

• What do you think your rights are as a student in special education? 

• How can students move to new schools or classrooms? 

Section 3: Your IEP  

• Do you know any of your current IEP goals? If yes, mention one or more  
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Reflection 

• Is there anything you would like to learn more about? 

 

N2. Parents Pre-Survey  

Section 1: What Matters Most to You 

Rate how important each of these is when your child transitions to a new school or 

classroom 

(1 = Not at all important, 5 = Extremely important) 

1. My child feeling safe and supported  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

2. My child having access to peers or friends 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

3. Keeping a clear and consistent routine 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                 

4. Regular communication with school staff 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10      

5. Being part of decisions about the transition 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10  

6. Knowing my rights as a parent  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                       

7. Support for my child’s behavior  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                     

8. My child’s academic progress  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                        

9. Trusting the people working with my child 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10  

10. Understanding what will happen next 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10           

Pick your top 3 priorities: 

☐ #1 ☐ #2 ☐ #3 ☐ #4 ☐ #5 ☐ #6 ☐ #7 ☐ #8 ☐ #9 ☐ #10 

Thinking About Your Child’s Current School  

Think about your child’s current school or classroom. For each of the three things that are most 

important to you, rate how much your experience in your child’s current school feels aligned 

with your family’s values. 

(1 = Not at all aligned, 10 = Completely aligned) 

Value 1:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

Value 2___________         1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10    

Value 3:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

 

Section 2: What Do You Know? 

Please answer the following in your own words: 

• What is an IEP, and how does it help your child? 

• What does “least restrictive environment” mean for your child? 

• What are your rights as a parent under IDEA? 

• How can your child transition to another setting? 

Section 3: Your Experience with the IEP 
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• Do you feel your input is valued in IEP meetings? ☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ Sometimes 

• What is one of your child’s current IEP goals? 

→ ___________________________________________________________ 

• Who do you contact if you have questions about your child’s placement or services? 

Reflection:  

• What helps you feel confident during your child’s transition? 

• What type of information or support would help you most right now? 

• Is there anything you would like to learn more about? 

N3. Self-Contained Staff Pre-Survey  

Section 1: Transition Values 

Rate the importance of the following when supporting a student’s transition: 

(1 = Not at all important, 5 = Extremely important) 

1. Student emotional safety  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                         

2. Consistent behavior support  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                    

3. Family involvement   1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                                

4. Collaboration with receiving school 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10        

5. Student readiness for transition 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                               

6. Staff alignment on expectations 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                              

7. Academic skill preparation  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                     

8. Familiar routines and supports 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                

9. Clarity around placement decisions 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                        

10. Student voice and agency  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                        

Pick your top 3 priorities: 

☐ #1 ☐ #2 ☐ #3 ☐ #4 ☐ #5 ☐ #6 ☐ #7 ☐ #8 ☐ #9 ☐ #10 

Thinking About Current School Practices 

Think about how your school currently supports student transitions. For each of the three things 

that are most important to you, rate how much current practices reflect your transition values. 

 (1 = Not at all aligned, 10 = Completely aligned) 

Value 1:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

Value 2___________         1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10    

Value 3:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

Section 2: Procedural Knowledge 

Please answer the following in your own words: 
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• What is an Individualized Education Program (IEP)? 

• What does “least restrictive environment” (LRE) mean? 

• What are your rights and responsibilities under the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA)? 

• What is involved in the self-contained school transition plan? 

 

Section 3: Readiness to Collaborate with Sending/Receiving School 

How ready do you feel to collaborate with sending/receiving school in future transitions? (1 = 

Not at all ready, 5 = Very ready) 

                             1     2    3     4     5      

 

Section 4: Readiness to Involve Students and Families in Transition Planning  

How ready do you feel to involve students and families in transition planning in future 

transitions? (1 = Not at all ready, 5 = Very ready) 

                             1     2    3     4     5      

Reflection 

• What do you feel confident doing to support student transitions? 

• What would improve coordination with receiving campuses? 

• Is there anything you would like to learn more about? 

N4. Comprehensive Campus Staff Pre-Survey  

Section 1: Transition Values 

Rate how important each of these is when receiving a student from a self-contained setting: 

(1 = Not at all important, 5 = Extremely important) 

1. Student emotional safety 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                         

2. Consistent behavior support 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                    

3. Family involvement  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                                

4. Collaboration with receiving school 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10        

5. Student readiness for transition 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                               

6. Staff alignment on expectations 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                              

7. Academic skill preparation  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                     

8. Familiar routines and supports 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                

9. Clarity around placement decisions 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                      

10. Student voice and agency  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                        

Pick your top 3 priorities: 

☐ #1 ☐ #2 ☐ #3 ☐ #4 ☐ #5 ☐ #6 ☐ #7 ☐ #8 ☐ #9 ☐ #10 
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Thinking About Current School Practices 

Think about how your school currently supports student transitions. For each of the three things 

that are most important to you, rate how much current practices reflect your values. 

 (1 = Not at all aligned, 10 = Completely aligned) 

Value 1:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

Value 2___________         1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10    

Value 3:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

Section 2: Procedural Knowledge 

Please answer the following in your own words: 

• What is an Individualized Education Program (IEP)? 

• What does “least restrictive environment” (LRE) mean? 

• What are your rights and responsibilities under the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA)? 

• What is involved in the self-contained school transition plan? 

 

Section 3: Readiness to Collaborate with Sending/Receiving School 

How ready do you feel to collaborate with sending/receiving school in future transitions? (1 = 

Not at all ready, 5 = Very ready) 

                             1     2    3     4     5      

 

Section 4: Readiness to Involve Students and Families in Transition Planning  

How ready do you feel to involve students and families in transition planning in future 

transitions? (1 = Not at all ready, 5 = Very ready) 

                             1     2    3     4     5      

Section 5: Reflection 

• What do you feel confident doing to support student transitions? 

• What would improve coordination with sending schools? 

• Is there anything you would like to learn more about 
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Appendix O 

Phase 3 Post-Survey Instruments 

O1. Student Post-Survey 

Section 1: What Matters Most to You 

Rate how important each of these things is when you move to a new school or classroom 

(1 = Not at all important, 5 = Extremely important) 

1. Feeling safe and supported  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                     

2. Being understood by my teachers 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                           

3. Having friends or people I know 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                            

4. Knowing what to expect  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                         

5. Keeping my routines   1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                               

6. Feeling like my voice matters  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                 

7. Getting help when I need it  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                     

8. Being included in regular classes/activities 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10        

9. Staying in touch with adults I trust  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                         

10. Being treated fairly   1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                                 

Pick your top 3 priorities: 

☐ #1 ☐ #2 ☐ #3 ☐ #4 ☐ #5 ☐ #6 ☐ #7 ☐ #8 ☐ #9 ☐ #10 

Thinking About Your Current School 

Think about your current school or classroom. For each of the three things that are most 

important to you, rate how much school feels aligned with those things. 

Value 1:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

Value 2___________         1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10    

Value 3:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

 

Section 2: What Do You Know About Your Rights and Plan? 

Answer the following in your own words: 

• What is an IEP? 

• What does “least restrictive environment” mean to you? 

• What do you think your rights are as a student in special education? 

• How can students move to new schools or classrooms? 

Section 3: Your IEP  

• Do you know any of your current IEP goals? If yes, mention one or more  
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Section 4: Your Thoughts About the Training 

Rate the following (1 = Not at all, 5 = Very much): 

• The sessions helped me learn about my IEP. 

• I feel more confident asking questions about school. 

• The person teaching me listened to me. 

• I felt safe and comfortable during the sessions. 

• I think this kind of training would help other students too. 

Any other thoughts or suggestions you’d like to add? 

O2. Parents Post-Survey  

Section 1: What Matters Most to You 

Rate how important each of these is when your child transitions to a new school or 

classroom 

(1 = Not at all important, 5 = Extremely important) 

1. My child feeling safe and supported  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

2. My child having access to peers or friends 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

3. Keeping a clear and consistent routine 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                 

4. Regular communication with school staff 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10      

5. Being part of decisions about the transition 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10  

6. Knowing my rights as a parent  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                       

7. Support for my child’s behavior  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                     

8. My child’s academic progress  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                        

9. Trusting the people working with my child 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10  

10. Understanding what will happen next 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10           

Pick your top 3 priorities: 

☐ #1 ☐ #2 ☐ #3 ☐ #4 ☐ #5 ☐ #6 ☐ #7 ☐ #8 ☐ #9 ☐ #10 

Thinking About Your Child’s Current School 

Think about your child’s current school or classroom. For each of the three things that are most 

important to you, rate how much your experience in your child’s current school feels aligned 

with your family’s values.  

(1 = Not at all aligned, 10 = Completely aligned) 

Value 1:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

Value 2___________         1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10    

Value 3:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

 

Section 2: What Do You Know? 

Please answer the following in your own words: 
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• What is an IEP, and how does it help your child? 

• What does “least restrictive environment” mean for your child? 

• What are your rights as a parent under IDEA? 

• How can your child transition to another setting? 

Section 3: Understanding your Child’s IEP 

• Do you feel your input is valued in IEP meetings? ☐ Yes ☐ No ☐ Sometimes 

• What is one of your child’s current IEP goals? 

→ ___________________________________________________________ 

• What helps you feel confident during your child’s transition? 

Section 4: Your Feedback on the Training 

Rate the following (1 = Not at all, 5 = Very much): 

• The sessions helped me understand my child’s IEP. 

• I feel more prepared to speak up in meetings. 

• The training respected my role and input. 

• I felt supported and heard during the sessions. 

• I believe this training would be helpful for other families. 

Any other thoughts or suggestions you’d like to add? 

O3. Self-Contained Staff Post-Survey  

Section 1: Transition Values 

Rate the importance of the following when supporting a student’s transition: 

(1 = Not at all important, 5 = Extremely important) 

1. Student emotional safety  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                         

2. Consistent behavior support  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                    

3. Family involvement   1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                                

4. Collaboration with receiving school 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10        

5. Student readiness for transition 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                               

6. Staff alignment on expectations 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                              

7. Academic skill preparation  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                     

8. Familiar routines and supports 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                

9. Clarity around placement decisions 1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                      

10. Student voice and agency  1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10                                        

Pick your top 3 priorities: 

☐ #1 ☐ #2 ☐ #3 ☐ #4 ☐ #5 ☐ #6 ☐ #7 ☐ #8 ☐ #9 ☐ #10 

Thinking About Current Transition Practices 
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Think about how your school currently supports student transitions. For each of the three things 

that are most important to you, rate how much current practices reflect your values. 

 (1 = Not at all aligned, 10 = Completely aligned) 

Value 1:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

Value 2___________         1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10    

Value 3:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

Section 2: Procedural Knowledge 

Please answer the following in your own words: 

• What is an Individualized Education Program (IEP)? 

• What does “least restrictive environment” (LRE) mean? 

• What are your rights and responsibilities under the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA)? 

• What is involved in the self-contained school transition plan? 

 

Section 3: Readiness to Collaborate with Sending/Receiving School 

How ready do you feel to collaborate with sending/receiving school in future transitions? (1 = 

Not at all ready, 5 = Very ready) 

                             1     2    3     4     5      

 

Section 4: Readiness to Involve Students and Families in Transition Planning  

How ready do you feel to involve students and families in transition planning in future 

transitions? (1 = Not at all ready, 5 = Very ready) 

                             1     2    3     4     5      

Section 5: Collaborative Sessions Feedback – Social Validity 

Rate the following (1 = Not at all, 5 = Very much): 

 

Statements Rating 

1. The collaborative sessions helped clarify my role in supporting student 

transitions. 

 

1     2    3     4     5      

2. Learning about student and family values helped me understand how I can 

better support transitions. 

 

1     2    3     4     5      

3. The collaborative sessions helped me better understand the perspectives and 

roles of staff from the other school. 

1     2    3     4     5      
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4. I plan to apply what I learned during the collaborative sessions in future 

transition planning. 

 

1     2    3     4     5      

5. The sessions were relevant and useful to my role 

 

1     2    3     4     5      

6. I would recommend these collaborative sessions to other colleagues. 

 

1     2    3     4     5      

 

Please share any additional thoughts, reflections, or suggestions about the collaborative sessions 

or transition planning process: 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Reflection 

• What do you feel confident doing to support student transitions? 

• What would improve coordination with receiving campuses? 

• Is there anything you would like to learn more about? 

O4. Comprehensive Campus Staff Pre-Survey  

Section 1: Transition Values 

Rate how important each of these is when receiving a student from a self-contained setting: 

(1 = Not at all important, 5 = Extremely important) 

• Student emotional safety 

• Consistent behavior support 

• Family involvement 

• Collaborative planning with receiving school 

• Student readiness for transition 

• Staff alignment on expectations 

• Academic skill preparation 

• Familiar routines and supports 

• Clarity around placement decisions 

• Student voice and agency 
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Pick your top 3 priorities: 

☐ #1 ☐ #2 ☐ #3 ☐ #4 ☐ #5 ☐ #6 ☐ #7 ☐ #8 ☐ #9 ☐ #10 

Thinking About Current Transition Practices 

Think about how your school currently supports student transitions. For each of the three things 

that are most important to you, rate how much current practices reflect your values. 

 (1 = Not at all aligned, 10 = Completely aligned) 

Value 1:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

Value 2___________         1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10    

Value 3:__________          1     2    3     4     5     6      7    8    9    10 

Section 2: Procedural Knowledge 

Please answer the following in your own words: 

• What is an Individualized Education Program (IEP)? 

• What does “least restrictive environment” (LRE) mean? 

• What are your rights and responsibilities under the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA)? 

• What is involved in the self-contained school transition plan? 

 

Section 3: Readiness to Collaborate with Sending/Receiving School 

How ready do you feel to collaborate with sending/receiving school in future transitions? (1 = 

Not at all ready, 5 = Very ready) 

                             1     2    3     4     5      

 

Section 4: Readiness to Involve Students and Families in Transition Planning  

How ready do you feel to involve students and families in transition planning in future 

transitions? (1 = Not at all ready, 5 = Very ready) 

                             1     2    3     4     5      

Section 5: Collaborative Sessions Feedback – Social Validity 

Rate the following (1 = Not at all, 5 = Very much): 

 

Statements Rating 

7. The collaborative sessions helped clarify my role in supporting student 

transitions. 

 

1     2    3     4     5      
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8. Learning about student and family values helped me understand how I can 

better support transitions. 

 

1     2    3     4     5      

9. The collaborative sessions helped me better understand the perspectives and 

roles of staff from the other school. 

 

1     2    3     4     5      

10. I plan to apply what I learned during the collaborative sessions in future 

transition planning. 

 

1     2    3     4     5      

11. The sessions were relevant and useful to my role 

 

1     2    3     4     5      

12. I would recommend these collaborative sessions to other colleagues. 

 

1     2    3     4     5      

 

Please share any additional thoughts, reflections, or suggestions about the collaborative sessions 

or transition planning process: 
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Appendix P 

Table P1 

Student Training Content and Activities 

Content Domain Example Activities / Tasks Materials Used 

Key educational terms and rights 

(IEP, IDEA safeguards, LRE, 

Transition Plan) 

Flashcard discrimination 

practice; rotating term drills 

Term flashcards with 

student-friendly 

definitions; visual aids 

Identifying and describing own IEP 

goals 

Guided review; student restates 

goals in own words; prompted 

clarification 

Simplified IEP goal 

summary sheets 

Participation in transition-related 

discussions (asking clarifying 

questions, expressing preferences) 

Structured IEP meeting role-

play; example / non-example 

discrimination tasks 

Role-play prompts; 

conversation prompts 

Note. Student sessions incorporated individualized, preference-based reinforcement to maintain 

engagement (e.g., access to preferred activities such as basketball or drawing). 

Table P2 

Parent Training Content and Activities 

Content Domain Example Activities / Tasks Materials Used 

Parent rights and role in the 

IEP and transition process 

(IDEA, FAPE, LRE) 

Guided review of parent rights; 

clarification of parent role as an 

equal team member 

District IEP Toolkit 

parent materials; IDEA 

parent rights summary 

sheet 

Understanding and evaluating 

SMART goal criteria 

Reviewing SMART goals; 

identifying examples vs. non-

examples of measurable and relevant 

goals 

Sample SMART vs. non-

SMART goal examples; 

simplified student IEP 

goal summary sheet 

Understanding student IEP 

goals 

Parent practices describing goals in 

their own words; identifying daily 

home routines in which goals can be 

practiced. 

 

Student goal summary 

card 
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Content Domain Example Activities / Tasks Materials Used 

Practicing participation in IEP 

and transition-related 

discussions 

IEP role-play in which the parent 

shares student strengths and needs, 

rehearses asking clarifying questions, 

expressing concerns, communicating 

priorities.  

Prompts on slides 

Understanding district 

transition phases and readiness 

criteria 

Review of five transition phases 

using visual flowchart and examples; 

discussion of when parent voice is 

included in transition decisions  

Transition plan 

flowchart; case example 

vignettes 

Identifying committed action to 

support student advocacy and 

transition planning 

Parent identifies one specific 

question, clarification, or 

request they will bring to the next 

IEP or transition-related meeting 

“My Next Step” 

commitment prompt card 

Table P3 

Staff Training Content and Activities 

Content Domain Example Activities / Tasks Materials Used 

Coordinated planning across 

self-contained and 

comprehensive campuses 

Mapping existing communication pathways; 

identifying common breakdown points in 

current transition processes 

Shared planning 

template; 

whiteboard or 

collaborative 

digital workspace 

IDEA and LRE decision-

making requirements in 

transition contexts 

Scenario-based analysis of placement 

discussions; group clarification of the 

distinction 

between predetermination and proactive 

preparation 

Case example 

slides; LRE 

guidance 

documents 

Collaborative transition 

planning using the Co-

Planning with 

DCAF framework 

(Document → Consult → 

Act → Follow-Up) 

Completing DCAF sequence for sample 

student; specifying who documents, who 

consults, who implements, and who monitors 

follow-up 

DCAF planning 

form; transition 

planning 

worksheet 

Perspective-taking to clarify 

role-specific information 

needs 

Role-switching activity in which self-contained 

staff and comprehensive campus staff describe 

what information they need from each 

other and when 

Role-switching 

prompt cards; 

reflective 

discussion 

questions 



 

 219 

Content Domain Example Activities / Tasks Materials Used 

Increasing 

meaningful parent and 

student involvement in 

transition planning 

Reviewing student- and parent-identified 

values priorities; identifying supports aligned 

to those priorities; discussing strategies to 

ensure voice and participation  

Student/parent 

values summary 

sheets; sample 

meeting prompts 

Identifying committed 

action to strengthen 

collaboration across 

campuses 

Staff identify one specific, feasible, role-

specific action they will take to 1) support 

coordinated transitions and 2) increase 

student/family involvement 

“My Next Step” 

action 

commitment card 

Examples of Training Materials and Session Content 

P4. Student Sample Flashcards 

Purpose of the Flash Cards 

The student flash cards were designed to make IEP concepts and rights accessible to students 

participating in Phase 3. Each card uses simplified language, examples, and icons to ensure 

understanding of the IEP, LRE, and personal goals across academic and behavioral domains. 

Flash Card 1 – What is an IEP? 

A plan made just for you to help you do your best at school. 

What’s Included: 

• Your goals 

• Things that help you learn 

• Where you learn 

• How your progress is tracked 

Flash Card 2 – What is the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE)? 

The place where you can learn best - with as much time as possible in classes and activities with 

other students, while still getting the help you need. 

• General education class – learning with everyone 

• Gen ed with supports – same class with help or modified work 

• Separate class – smaller group for part or all of the day 

• Separate school – special school for students who need more support 

• Home or hospital – learning at home or in a hospital when needed 
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Flash Card 3 – What are IEP Goals? 

IEP goals are learning targets made just for you. They show what you’re working on, why it 

matters, and how your teachers will know you’re improving. 

Examples of Goals: 

- Reading: “I’m learning to understand how the setting in a story affects the characters and 

events.” 

- Writing: “I’m learning to write stories or paragraphs that make sense and include descriptive 

words.” 

- Math: “I’m learning to solve simple math problems like x + 5 = 10 using steps or a calculator.” 

- Social/Emotional/Behavioral: “I’m learning to stay calm and use polite words even when I feel 

upset.” 

- Speech/Language: “I’m learning to speak smoothly and clearly. If I get stuck, I pause, take a 

breath, and try again.” 

Flash Card 4 – What are Your Rights in School? 

• Learn in the way that works best for you 

• Be included with other students 

• Get help when you need it 

• Be safe and treated fairly 

Be part of your IEP meetings 

• Have your ideas and needs listened to 

Note. The flash cards above were used during the student portion of the Phase 3 intervention to 

promote understanding of IEP-related vocabulary, and transition concepts.  

P5. Parent Training Sample Materials 

SMART vs. Non-SMART IEP Goal Comparison  

Purpose. This handout was used during caregiver training to support discrimination between 

SMART goals and non-SMART goals that rely on point systems or compliance language. 

SMART Goal Example (Skill-Based and Measurable) 

Within 12 instructional weeks, when feeling upset, Maya will use a taught coping strategy (deep 

breathing, asking for a break, or using a calm corner) in 4 out of 5 opportunities, across 3 

consecutive weeks, as measured by teacher observation. 

Why this goal is SMART: 
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• Specific: Identifies the coping strategies to be used. 

• Measurable: “4 out of 5 opportunities” with direct observation. 

• Achievable: Strategy has been taught and is supported across settings. 

• Relevant: Replaces a target behavior with a functional alternative. 

• Time-bound: Must occur consistently across three consecutive weeks. 

Non-SMART Goal Example (Not Skill-Based) 

Jordan will earn 80% of daily points in self-management skills on his behavior sheet for 4 

consecutive weeks. 

Why this goal is not SMART: 

• Refers to points earned, rather than a specific skill the student is learning. 

• Does not describe what the student will do to demonstrate progress. 

• Point sheet ratings vary, making measurement inconsistent across staff. 

• Does not specify the replacement skill or how staff will teach or support it. 

Caregiver Reflection Prompt: 

How could the non-SMART goal be rewritten to describe a specific skill your child can use 

during challenging moments? 

P6. Staff Group Sessions Sample Materials 

DCAF Transition Co-Planning Template (Staff) 

Purpose. The DCAF framework was introduced during staff sessions to support coordinated 

transition planning across self-contained and comprehensive campus settings. 

• Document – What data or information should be shared? 

• Consult – Who needs to be involved and when? 

• Act – What actions should each level take to prepare transitions? 

• Follow-Up – How will we maintain communication? 

Corresponding Planning Template Used in Session 

DCAF 

Step 

Guiding Questions Notes / 

Action 

Steps 

Document What information (IEP goals, recent data trends, behavior supports, 

accommodations, safety considerations) needs to be reviewed 

before planning? Who will gather and share this information? 

 

Consult Which team members need to collaborate (self-contained staff, 

receiving campus staff, related services, caregiver, student)? How 

and when will this occur (email, shared document, virtual meeting, 

in-person meeting)? 
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Act What specific, observable actions will each member take to support 

the student’s transition (e.g., shared expectations, reinforcement 

procedures, prompting strategies, environmental supports)? 

 

Follow-Up How will progress be monitored? When will follow-up occur? Who 

is responsible for scheduling and documenting ongoing 

communication? 
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Appendix Q 

Table Q1 

Students and Parents Value Clarification Themes and Corresponding Indicators 

Major Theme Student Items Caregiver Items 

1. Safety and 

Inclusion  

• Feeling safe and 

supported 

  

• My child feeling safe and 

included 

2. Connection and 

Belonging 
• Having friends or 

people I know  

• Being included in 

regular classes or 

school activities  

• Staying in touch with 

adults I trust 

  

• My child having access to 

peers or friends  

• Trusting the people working 

with my child 

3. Predictability and 

Structure 
• Knowing what to 

expect  

• Keeping my routines  

• Keeping a clear and 

consistent routine  

• Understanding what will 

happen next 

  
4. Voice and 

Participation 
• Feeling like my voice 

matters  

• Being treated fairly  

• Being part of decisions about 

the transition  

• Knowing my rights as a 

parent 

  
5. Communication and 

Collaboration 
• Being understood by 

my teachers   

• Regular communication with 

school staff 

  
6. Academic and 

Behavioral Support 
• Getting help when I 

need it 

• My child’s academic 

progress Support for my 

child’s behavior 

 

Table Q2 

Staff Value Clarification Themes and Corresponding Indicators 

Theme Indicators (Staff Items) 
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1. Student Voice  • Student voice and agency 

  
2. Student Safety and Inclusion • Student emotional safety 

  
3. Student Readiness • Student readiness for transition 

  
4. Academic and Behavioral Support • Consistent behavior support 

• Academic skill preparation 

  
5. Communication and Collaboration • Collaborative planning with receiving school 

  

6. Family Involvement • Family involvement 

  
7. Predictability and Clarity • Clarity around placement decisions; 

• Familiar routines and supports;  

• Staff alignment on expectations 

Table Q3 

Scoring Criteria for Procedural Knowledge Responses 

Knowledge Domain Required Elements for a Response to be Scored Correct 

IEP 

(1) Individualized plan; (2) Includes goals + 

supports/services/accommodations; (3) References legal purpose 

(FAPE / rights).  

LRE 

(1) Learning with nondisabled peers to the maximum extent 

appropriate; (2) Determined by the IEP team; (3) Based 

on individual needs, not readiness alone.  

IDEA Procedural Rights 

(1) Right to participate in decisions; (2) Right to access 

records/request meetings; (3) Right to due process (e.g., mediation or 

appeal). 

School Transition Plan 

(1) Identifies the plan as a five-phase framework; (2) Describes 

behavioral progress criteria used to determine movement across 

phases (e.g., point system, target behaviors, work completion); (3) 

Notes planned exposure opportunities to less restrictive settings at 

each phase. 

Note. A response must include all three required elements to be scored as Correct. 



 

 225 

Table Q4 

Representative Correct and Incorrect Responses for Procedural Knowledge Items Across 

Stakeholder Groups. 

Knowledge 

Domain 

Correct Student 

Example 

Correct Caregiver 

Example 
Correct Staff Example 

Examples of 

Inaccurate 

Responses 

IEP 

“My IEP is a 

plan made just 

for me with my 

goals and the 

supports I get. 

It’s part of my 

rights so I can 

best learn in 

school” 

  

“The IEP is a legal 

document that 

outlines 

individualized goals 

and services to 

ensure my child 

receives FAPE.” 

“The IEP specifies 

legally required, 

individualized goals, 

services, and 

accommodations to 

provide FAPE.” 

“It’s just the 

special ed plan.” / 

No mention of 

individualization or 

legal purpose. 

LRE 

“LRE means I 

can be in classes 

with other 

students as 

much as is right 

for me, and my 

IEP team 

decides that.” 

  

“LRE means my 

child should be 

included with peers 

as much as possible, 

based on their needs, 

decided by the IEP 

team.” 

“LRE is determined by 

the IEP team and 

prioritizes inclusion 

with nondisabled peers 

to the maximum extent 

appropriate.” 

“LRE is the special 

class.” / “Students 

move when they 

are fully ready.” 

IDEA 

Rights 

“I can talk in my 

IEP meeting, 

look at my plan, 

and ask for a 

meeting if I 

don’t agree.” 

  

“I can participate in 

meetings, review 

records, request 

changes, and use 

mediation or due 

process if needed.”  

“I ensure parent and 

student participation, 

provide access to 

records, and uphold 

procedural 

safeguards.”  

“Parents just sign 

the IEP.” / No 

mention of 

participation or due 

process. 

School 

Transition 

Plan 

“The transition 

plan has five 

phases. I move 

up when I earn 

my points, finish 

my work, and 

show I’m using 

my skills instead 

of the behaviors 

“The Transition Plan 

is a five-phase 

system where 

students progress 

based on behavioral 

criteria such as 

points, work 

completion, and 

target behaviors, and 

“The Transition Plan 

uses a five-phase 

progression based on 

point data, target 

behavior criteria, and 

work completion, with 

structured exposure to 

less restrictive settings 

“It’s just steps 

before moving 

schools.” / No 

mention of five 

phases, criteria, or 

planned exposure. 
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Knowledge 

Domain 

Correct Student 

Example 

Correct Caregiver 

Example 
Correct Staff Example 

Examples of 

Inaccurate 

Responses 

that get in the 

way. Then I get 

to try classes 

outside my room 

with support” 

it includes planned 

opportunities for 

exposure to less 

restrictive settings” 

at each phase to 

support readiness” 
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Appendix R 

Value-System Alignment Scores (Descriptive Reference Only) 

Value-system alignment scores reflected the extent to which participants perceived current 

transition practices/current school practices as supporting the priorities they identified as most 

important at each time point. Scores ranged from 1 (not at all aligned) to 10 (completely 

aligned). Because the training occurred prior to actual transition activities, and did not modify 

school structures or procedures, alignment scores should be interpreted descriptively rather than 

as indicators of systemic change. 

Table R1 

Alignment Between Participant Transition Values and Current School Practices (Pre-Post) 

Participant Group Participant 

ID 

Average Alignment 

Score (Pre) 

Average Alignment 

Score (Post) 

Student Student 1 4.3 3.7 

Student Student 2 4.0 5.7 

Parent Parent 1 5.3 4.7 

Parent Parent 2 4.3 3.7 

Self-Contained Staff Staff 1 6.0 6.3 

Self-Contained Staff Staff 2 5.7 4.0 

Comprehensive Staff Staff 1 3.7 6.7 

Comprehensive Staff Staff 2 5.0 5.3 

Note. Higher scores reflect greater perceived alignment between personal transition-related 

values and current school practices. 
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Table R2 

Open-Ended Responses: “What Can I Do to Improve Collaboration in the Next Transition?” 

Participant Pre-Training Response Post-Training Response 

Self-Contained Staff 1        NA “I will ask to go and talk to the 

counselor at the other school.”     

                                                                                                                        

Self-Contained Staff 2        NA “I will advocate for 

communication to start early.”   

                                                                                                                                          

Comprehensive Campus Staff 1 “Unsure at this time” “I will ask my principal if I can 

attend self-contained school 

meetings for students who are 

leaving my school so they do not 

lose contact with staff, and so I 

can advocate for them and clarify 

expectations.” 

 

Comprehensive Campus Staff 2 NA “I will ensure that staff are aware 

of the different types of programs 

(e.g., SIP, resource, CLS) 

available in the school. There is 

often an assumption that all 

students should be in SIP.” 

 

Table R3 

Open-Ended Responses: “What Can I Do to Better Involve Students and Families in the Next 

Transition?” 

Participant Pre-Training Response Post-Training Response 

Self-Contained Staff 1        NA “I will ask the students what they 

care about during transition.”                                                                                                                            

Self-Contained Staff 2        NA “ I will check in with students after 

they have been exposed to a 

practice site” 

Comprehensive Campus Staff 1 “Unsure at this time” “I will write IEP goals in simple 

terms for parents.” 

Comprehensive Campus Staff 2 NA “I will ask to have a student-led 

IEP meeting.”                                                                                                                                            
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Table R4 

Open-Ended Social Validity Responses 

Participant Responses 

Student 1 “I want to do more of these sessions” 

Parent 1 “Thank you for listening and for including parents” 

Parent 2 “I appreciated learning what the transition steps look 

like” 

Self-Contained Staff 1        “These meetings were forward thinking and applicable. 

Actions can be taken and were initiated, now we need 

to follow-through”  

Self-Contained Staff 2        “I liked seeing what families value, it helped me think 

differently about my communication” 

Comprehensive Campus Staff 1 “It was helpful to hear from both sides and plan 

together” 

Comprehensive Campus Staff 2 “the sessions were great, I would have liked more 

practice with the DCAF steps with real examples”  
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