
04/26/2011

1

The Missouri Schoolwide Positive Behavior Support 
School Data Profile: 

Moving Beyond the Black Hole of Data Reporting

Nicholas A. Gage, Ph.D.,  Nanci  W. Johnson. Ph.D., 

and Mary M.  Richter, Ph.D. 

MU Center for SW-PBS
College of Education
University of Missouri

Agenda

• Vision for the School Data Profile

• The Road from Development to Roll Out

• What the SDP Looks Like

• Initial SDP Reports

• Our Future Questions & Reports

• Your Questions



04/26/2011

2

The SDP Vision

The Vision for Monitoring & Evaluation

• Help schools access previously submitted 
compliance data that could inform proactive 
decision making

• Aggregate a variety of data sources

• Increase efficient and timely data collection & 
analysis 

– One stop spot with embedded tools 

– School & district level progress monitoring

– Statewide programmatic evaluation
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Inputs

Student Demographics 

• Student Race

• Student Ethnicity

• Student Gender

• Free and Reduced Lunch Status

• IEP, Non‐IEP or All Students

PBS Implementation 

• School Safety Survey (SSS)

• Team Implementation Checklist (TIC)

• Self Assessment Survey (SAS)

• Schoolwide Evaluation Tool (SET)

• Benchmarks of Quality (BoQ)

• Benchmarks of Advanced Tiers (BAT)

Building Demographics 

• RPDC Region

• Location (Rural, Suburban, Urban)

• Enrollment Number

• Grade Level (begin / end grade)

– High School 9‐12

– Middle / Junior 6‐9

– Elementary K‐6

– K‐8 or K‐12

– Pre‐school

– Alternative

• Staff Head Count

• New Staff Head Count

Outcomes
Attendance 

Graduation / Dropout Rates 

Office Discipline Referrals 
• By Grade Level (IEP & Non‐IEP)

• By Student 
• ISS 
• OSS  

Assistance Referrals 

Special Education Identification / Eligibility 

Missouri School improvement Program 
Advanced Questionnaire  ‐ Perceptions from
Parents, Students, Certified, & non‐Certified 
Staff

Missouri Assessment Program  
• Communication Art &  Math

– Total reportable
– Top two levels 

• Gender
• Race / Ethnicity
• IEP
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(MO SW‐PBS)
School Data Profile Rationale

• School and District Level
– Development and assessment of an annual action 
plan

– Decision‐making throughout the year to prioritize best 
use of resources and personnel 

– Identification of specific factors which may be 
impacting progress toward increased academic and 
behavioral achievement

– Assessment of areas of strength 

– Development of reports and graphs to report progress 
to families, the community, school boards, and staff
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(MO SW‐PBS)
School Data Profile Rationale

• Regional SW‐PBS Consultants Level

– Prioritization of on‐site assistance for 
schools/districts

– Identification of most relevant training topics and 
materials

– Assessment of types and/or levels of technical 
assistance needed for new and experienced 
schools

(MO SW‐PBS)
School Data Profile Rationale

• State Level

– Development and assessment of state’s annual 
SW‐PBS action plan

– Assessment of potential SW‐PBS factors 
supporting school/district progress 

– Prioritization of types and levels of training & 
support needed for regional consultants

– Identification of schools meeting requirements for 
annual state recognition awards
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(MO SW‐PBS)
School Data Profile Rationale

• National Level

– Awareness of the progress Missouri schools, 
districts and regions are making in implementing 
and sustaining SW‐PBS

– Assessment of the adequacy of national center 
technical support & materials for states and 
districts

– Identification of research priority topics 

The Road from Development to 
Roll Out
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The Road from Development to Roll Out

• 2007 
– Paper‐Pencil template which was entered into Excel file

• 2008 
– Began discussions with Dept. of Ed Personnel & Interface 
Developer

• 2009 
– First school data entry into online interface

• 2010 
– School Data Entry Continued

– Merged PBIS Survey entered

– Department of Ed Warehouse Data Entered

– Initial Reporting Commenced

Challenges

• Time to Collaborate with All Stakeholders

• Communicating Purpose (s) 

• Funding Issues

• Technological Expertise

– Development

– Technical Assistance

– In Building

• Sustainability
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What Does the SDP Look Like?

Accessing Account
www.formhog.com
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PBS Data Collection:
select orange arrow

Selecting Your School
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Annual Data > Entry
Left Hand Menu

Performance & Progress Monitoring

Left Hand Menu
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Embedded Reports & Tools:
School Supplied Data > PDF Report

Left Hand Menu

Embedded Reports & Tools:
DESE School Building Profile > Web Link

Left Hand Menu
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Embedded Reports & Tools:
School Report Card > Web Link 

Left Hand Menu

Embedded Reports & Tools:
Cost Benefit Calculator

Left Hand Menu
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Embedded Reports & Tools:
Per Day Per Month Generator

Left Hand Menu

Embedded Reports & Tools:
Triangle Generator

Left Hand Menu
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A peek at the Report Generator…

Initial SDP Reports

Practical Application
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Initial SDP Reports

Research Application
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Fidelity of Implementation at Tier 1

• Does administrator and teacher turnover 
impact Tier‐1 fidelity of implementation? 

• Data‐ TIC, SAS, and SET scores for Missouri 
schools across four school years (2006‐2007, 
2007‐2008, 2008‐2009, 2009‐2010)

Staff Change and TIC scores

• Analytic method:

– Longitudinal Hierarchical Linear Modeling

– Level 1 included TIC scores and wave

– Level 2 included enrollment, school type, 
percentage of minority students, and mean staff 
turnover 
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Full Model with Predictors

Level‐1 Model

TICti = π0i + π1i*(WAVESti) + eti

Level‐2 Model

π0i = β00 + β01*(MEAN_TOTi) + β02*(SCHOOLTYi) + 
β03*(ENROLLMEi) + β04*(PERC_NONi) + r0i
π1i = β10 + β11*(MEAN_TOTi) + β12*(SCHOOLTYi) 

+ β13*(ENROLLMEi) + β14*(PERC_NONi)

Results

• Empty Model

• Growth Model‐Mean TIC score for schools at 
wave 1 was 46.5% and, on average, increased 
by 6.4% each year. 

• Growth Model with Predictors‐ when 
controlling for size, type, and ethnicity, mean 
at wave 1 was 42.6% and increased 7.5%

• Staff change was not a significant predictor of 
either mean or slope. 
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Staff Change and SET Scores

• Analytic method

– Logistic Regression with the 80/80 rule of met or 
not met in 2009‐2010 as the outcome

– Independent variables included enrollment, 
school type, Percentage of minority students, 
RPCD regional code, and Mean Staff Change 

Model
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Results
Table X.  

Logistic Regression Predicting SET 80/80 

 95% Confidence 
Interval for Odds Ratio 

 

 
Variable 

 
  

 
SE 

 
Odds 
Ratio 

 
Lower 

 
Upper 

 
 

p 

Mean Change .056 .044 1.057 .969 1.153 .212 

School Type -.195 .136 .823 .630 1.075 .153 

2010 PBS 
Implementation 
Level 

1.472 .187 4.357 3.020 6.285 .000* 

Percentage of 
Minority 
Students 

.678 .619 1.970 .586 6.627 .273 

Total 
Enrollment 

-.001 .001 .999 .998 1.000 .169 

RPDC .065 .052 1.067 .964 1.181 .211 

Note. * p < .000 

What Does it Mean?

Research Application
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Our Future Questions

• How to document Tier 2 and Tier 3 while 
assuring confidentiality

• How to provide TA for district level reporting 
users

• How to get “quick” results to gain and 
maintain buy‐in

Our Future Reports
• How Implementation Fidelity Impacts:

– Attendance

– MAP Scores (AYP measure in Missouri)

• Disaggregated by

– F/R Status

– Race/Ethnicity

– Gender

– IEP Status

– Grade Level

• Using Various PBIS Surveys as Fidelity 
Measures
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Unanticipated Outcomes
• As the SDP was developed multiple state  
initiatives have understood the logic of the 
plan and have been added to the SPD 
(Transition, PLC, MIM, Academic RtI)

• Embedding Tools has given schools a better 
understanding about how the bits all fit 
together to support their progress

– Tier 1

– Tier 2

– Tier 3

Your Questions
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Contact Information

• http://pbismissouri.org

• Nicholas A. Gage: gagen@missouri.edu

• Nanci W. Johnson: johnsonnw@misosuri.edu

• Mary M. Richter: millerrichterm@missouri.edu


