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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In a May 2023 resolution, the Board of Education commemorated a decade of the School Climate Bill of Rights and re-
quested analysis of its implementation from the Independent Analysis Unit (IAU). This report is in response to that re-
quest and provides novel data on staff’s experiences implementing positive behavior interventions and supports and
restorative practices (PBIS/RP).

“Ten Years of the School Climate Bill of Rights in L.A. Unified: Where are we?” provides a comprehensive analysis of the
perceptions and experiences of L.A. Unified school leaders and teachers regarding discipline policy implementation, as
revealed in a survey conducted by the IAU in fall 2023. Our final sample included 189 school leaders and 591 teachers,
with respective response rates of 30% and 16%. We determined the data were sufficiently reliable for our objectives.

History of Discipline Reform in L.A. Unified

Beginning with the Modified Consent Decree in 2003, L. A. Unified embarked on two decades of student discipline re-
form. In 2013, the Board enacted the School Climate Bill of Rights, a landmark resolution that accelerated the District’s
shift away from a punitive model of discipline towards a more positive approach, adding restorative practices (RPs) to
the District’s existing positive behavior interventions and supports (PBIS) framework. Today, as envisioned and outlined
in the School Climate Bill of Rights, the District’s discipline policy remains centered on PBIS/RP.

Despite improved coherence in District policy and sustained low suspensions, racial disparities in suspensions and dis-
parities between students with disabilities and their peers persist, and many schools are not implementing PBIS/RP with
fidelity. Thus, survey results can inform how the District sets realistic goals and sustains efforts moving forward to
achieve desired results. Importantly, as one current teacher and L.A. Unified graduate put it; “There may be some that
think restorative practices may not be working but they do not get to observe the changes in the long term... those con-
versations eventually helped me go on and graduate and become a math teacher.”

Key Findings
1. Tenyears later, restorative practices are embedded in the District’s culture, but not yet universally adopted.
e  Most school leaders and teachers were bought-in to RPs and confident using them.
e Most school leaders—but few teachers—reported frequent use of PBIS/RP.
e Some teachers reported high levels of proficiency in PBIS and RP, though they were the minority.

e Few school leaders reported most of their teachers were trained in PBIS/RP.

2. School leaders and teachers utilized some District supports. As one teacher put it “This only works if there is top-
down support and tools given to schools/classrooms beyond leaving it to teachers...not just trainings but demo
conversations...so staff can observe and learn from them.”

e Fourinten teachers reported they did not receive training nor access District materials.
e Survey data suggests higher uptake of Systems of Support Advisor (SOSA) supports in 2023-24 than 2022-23.

e Most teachers reported their school leaders provided some support on PBIS/RP.
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Many cited structural and cultural challenges to implementing the District’s discipline policy as envisioned by the
School Climate Bill of Rights.

e Most teachers and school leaders cited lack of time and limited training as challenges.
e Onein five teachers report lack of awareness of the discipline policy as a challenge.
e School leaders and teachers expressed frustrations, even when bought-in and confident using RPs.

e Resistance to RPs persists, especially among teachers who were in the classroom prior to 2013.

Elementary schools, professional development, school-site supports, and District supports were positively asso-
ciated with implementation metrics like buy-in, confidence, proficiency, and usage.

Key Recommendations

Consider mandatory training and provide protected planning time.

Board Actions: Request an update in early 2025 on the ISSP training on PBIS/RP and ongoing updates regarding
teacher and school leader PBIS/RP training.

District Actions: Emphasize PBIS/RP Tier | strategies in upcoming ISSP PD sessions; include PBIS/RP training as one
of the choice modules for the required PD courses for 2024-25; monitor teacher and school leader training uptake.
Integrate PBIS/RP framework with implementation of updated goal regarding social-emotional learning (SEL).

Board Actions: Request an update from the District by end of 2025-26 school year on implementation of SEL goal
and how these efforts are integrated with efforts to strengthen PBIS/RP implementation

District Actions: Leverage existing networks (e.g., PBIS/RP task force, SEL Teacher Cadre) to develop resources in-
tegrating PBIS/RP and SEL effort; integrate training in Tier | PBIS/RP strategies to SEL materials and modules.
Develop a communication strategy to reaffirm commitment to PBIS/RP and set clear expectations.

Board Actions: Recognize RP as a complementary tool in the District’s broader PBIS/RP strategy and link requests
regarding RP implementation to PBIS and the Tiered Fidelity Index (TFI) in public meetings and communications.

District Actions: Engage change management experts to develop strategies to foster buy-in amongst resistant staff.

Enhance online resources for secondary teachers in addition to videos modeling responses to challenging incidents.
Board Actions: Request updates regarding PBIS/RP resource utilization as part of Strategic Plan updates.
District Actions: Create videos modeling how to respond to different scenarios using various strategies.

Fund and hire 30-35 more SOSAs to decrease each SOSA’s school load down to 10 schools.

Board Actions: Monitor implementation of PBIS/RP with current funded positions; prioritize funding for SOSAs in
future budget discussions.

District Actions: Explore re-purposing existing funds or look to carryover; collect data to illustrate SOSA impact.

Elevate and celebrate California PBIS Statewide Recognitions to incentivize implementation.
Board Actions: Encourage the District to elevate schools that win California Statewide PBIS Recognitions.
District Actions: Implement a visible and prominent recognition program akin to CA Distinguished School awards.
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n 2013, the L.A. Unified Board of Educa-

tion enacted the School Climate Bill of

Rights by passing the “2013 School Disci-
pline Policy and School Climate Bill of
Rights” resolution.* This landmark resolution
accelerated the District’s shift away from a
punitive model of discipline towards a more
positive approach.? Notable provisions in-
cluded banning willful defiance suspensions,
enshrining students’ rights to school-wide
positive behaviors and supports (PBIS), and
enacting restorative practices (RPs) over the
course of a five-year implementation.? Today,
as envisioned and outlined in the School Cli-
mate Bill of Rights, the District’s discipline
policy—recently updated in 2022—remains
centered on PBIS/RP.4

In a May 2023 resolution, the Board of Educa-
tion commemorated a decade of the School
Climate Bill of Rights and requested analysis
of its implementation from the Independent
Analysis Unit (IAU).5 This report is in re-
sponse to that request and provides novel
data on staff’s experiences implementing
PBIS/RP from a survey of school leaders® and
teachers conducted in the fall of 2023.7

Successful organizational change requires
cultural and logistical preparation, efforts im-
plementing the change, and efforts to make
the change stick. The IAU conducted a sur-
vey of school leaders and teachers to (1) as-
sess staff’s attitudes and current knowledge
about PBIS/RP, (2) understand how staff use
PBIS/RP and access supports, and (3)

identify factors that challenge and support
the ongoing implementation of PBIS/RP.

Existing administrative data, though rich in
some ways, lacks information on staff per-
spectives on implementing PBIS/RP, hinder-
ing understanding of the District’s organiza-
tional change. Further, studies on the impact
of the School Climate Bill of Rights to date
(both internal and external) have focused on
changes in student disciplinary outcomes at
various stages of the policy’s implementa-
tion.® The studies show a decrease in exclu-
sionary discipline practices, but do not ex-
plain the factors that support staff’s use of
PBIS/RP or sustain its implementation.

About the IAU’s Survey. The IAU surveyed
school leaders and teachers separately in the
early fall of the 2023-24 school year, employ-
ing a stratified random sample, stratified by
school level. To ground staff’s responses, the
survey asked almost all questions of the pre-
vious school year, 2022-23.9*° Our final sam-
ple included 189 school leaders and 591
teachers, with respective response rates of
30% and 16%.* We determined the data were
sufficiently reliable for our objectives.*

The IAU performed statistical tests to assess
differences between school leaders and
teachers and within school leaders and teach-
ers of different subgroups (e.g., years of expe-
rience, school level, school priority initiative
type, presence of restorative justice teacher
advisor etc.). Which subgroups were of

From Restorative Justice to Restorative Practices

Definitions of a restorative justice approach vary across educational institutions, but all share the following core tenets: that in-
terpersonal connections are foundational to strong communities, and when an individual imposes harm on another, those con-
nections are fractured. Though restorative justice also shares roots with conflict mediation traditions from native cultures, re-
storative justice in schools largely originated from its use in criminal justice reform. Through this lens, a restorative justice ap-
proach entails a “reactive” process to repair harm and restore connection. Because something must exist to be restored, a re-
storative justice approach also requires preventative or “proactive” practices to build community and connection. Thus, the
term restorative practices encompass all efforts to create a positive school culture and climate through daily, universal

practices andresponses to disciplinary incidents.

lausd.org/IAU
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interest varied by the question. For more de-
tailed information about our survey method-
ology, see the Appendix.

About this Report. The report begins with
background on the School Climate Bill of
Rights, PBIS, and RP, situating them within
two decades of student discipline reform in
L.A. Unified. Next, we present survey data
summarizing our analysis and supporting our
four main findings. Finally, we conclude with
recommendations.

Restorative Practices are
Situated Within Broad
Shifts in District Policy
Over Two Decades

Though the 2013 School Climate Bill of
Rights marked an important shift in the Dis-
trict’s approach to student discipline, previ-
ous District actions had already laid the foun-
dation for policy reform (Figure 1). The 2003
Modified Consent Decree led to reduced sus-
pensions amongst students with disabilities
and a 2005 Board resolution led to the crea-
tion of the 2007 Discipline Foundation Policy,
centered on school-wide positive behavior in-
terventions and supports (SWPBIS).** During
this time, the suspension rate decreased dra-
matically from ~8% in 2002-03 to ~2% in 2011-
12, approximately a 75% decrease.™

Despite the dramatic decrease in overall stu-
dent suspensions, disproportionate rates of
suspension for students with disabilities and
Black and African American students com-
pared to their peers remained. Board mem-
bers and a coalition of community organiza-
tions advocated for change on behalf of these
students, ultimately leading to the School Cli-
mate Bill of Rights in 2013.

lausd.org/IAU

What the IAU Found

Overall, survey data show mixed results from past and
current implementation efforts. We found that:

1.

Most school leaders and teachers reported they
bought in to and were confident using RPs, though
perceptions about student attitudes were mixed
and less positive, and only some teachers reported
high levels of proficiency. Finally, use of PBIS/RP
was not widespread among teachers.

As for supports, more teachers reported using
online resources than receiving ongoing profes-
sional development. School support from SOSAs in
2023-24 was on track to exceed support in the pre-
vious year.

Even teachers and school leaders who bought in to
PBIS/RP expressed frustrations with the policy.
Many cited lack of time, insufficient training, and re-
sistance to the policy among their colleagues or
school leadership as challenges to implementing
PBIS/RP.

However, IAU analysis identified factors that were
positively associated with several implementation
metrics (e.g., buy-in and proficiency): Elementary
schools, accessing professional development,
school-site supports and use of District supports.

What the IAU Recommends

Consider mandatory, ongoing, scaffolded training
for all, accompanied by protected planning time.

Integrate PBIS/RP framework with implementation
of updated strategic plan goal regarding social-
emotional learning (SEL).

Develop a communication strategy to reaffirm com-
mitment to PBIS/RP and set clear expectations for
teachers and school leaders.

Enhance online resources for secondary teachers
and provide videos modeling how to respond to
challenging incidents.

Fund and hire 30-35 more SOSAs to decrease each
SOSA’s school load from 30-35 schools down to 10.

Elevate and celebrate California PBIS Statewide
Recognitions to incentivize implementation—pro-
vide banners for recognized schools.

School Climate Bill of Rights Survey
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Figure 1. History of Major Events Impacting District Discipline Policy, 2003-2023

Modified Consent Decree
Includes “reduction of (long-term)

suspensions” of students with disabilities

as a performance based outcome

2003

“
M 5 I

Restorative Juctice (RJ) Implementation Begins
Five-year implementation plan with five cohorts of
schools; plan entails two years of training per school

2015
N

Policy integrates PBIS and restorative practices
T

District-wide Full
RJ Implementation
Slated end of five-year
implementation plan,
according to policy dicuments

2022
7N\

The School Climate Bill of Rights in-
troduced restorative justice in 2013

and envisioned full implementation
by 2020.

In passing the School Climate Bill of Rights
in 2013, the Board called for schools to begin
implementation of restorative justice (RJ)—
now termed restorative practices (RPs)—in
2015-16 “as an alternative to suspension and
tool for interpersonal conflict resolution.”*s
Implementing RPs in L.A. Unified aligned
with the District’s commitment to positive,
welcoming, affirming educational environ-
ments and reducing exclusionary discipline
in service of “dismantling the school-to-

lausd.org/IAU

L I

Revised Discipline Foundation Policy

5y

2005
D

Board Action for discipline Policy
Resolution calls for centralized
discipline policy

&)

2013

Esg ) 2007

Discipline
Foundation
Policy
Centered on school-wide
positive behavior interventions
and supports (PBIS)

(RP) into

one multi-tiered system of support (MTSS) framework ~ School Climate Bill of Rights Enacted

Resolution bans willful defiance suspensions, institutes
restorative justice, calls for increased data transparency and
established community engagement mechanisms

&, )

Resolution celebrates ten years of the School Climate Bill of Rights,

calls for the District to reaffirm its commitment to it, and requests
analysis of its implementation from the IAU

prison pipeline and advancing social justice
and educational equity on behalf of all stu-

dents.”*®

After the School Climate Bill of Rights was
enacted, the District updated the discipline
policy in 2014 to state that staff would de-
velop alternatives to suspension and “by
2020, develop and implement Restorative
Justice practices as an alternative to tradi-
tional school discipline.”” In 2015-16, the Dis-
trict began its five-year RJ implementation
plan. The plan organized schools into five co-
horts and involved two rounds of training
over two school years. Studies show that the
passage of the School Climate Bill of Rights

School Climate Bill of Rights Survey | 3


https://www.lausd.org/iau

The Restorative Justice Implementation Plan: 2015-16 through 2019-20

In 2015-2016, the District began its five-year restorative justice implementation plan. The plan organized schools into five co-
horts of schools and involved two rounds of training over two school years.? The five steps of the plan included:?

1. Training: train-the trainer model in Tier |, Tier Il, and Tier Il practices

2. Planning: regular use of restorative practices amongst staff and students, continuous training, and monthly meetings

3. Implementation: all steps in the planning stage as well as training student leaders, posting signage, and incorporating re-
storative justice practices to school assemblies and PA announcements)

4.  Monitoring: assessing implementation using the rubric of implementation, follow-up, data collection and analysis

5. Sustainability and capacity building: restorative justice fully infused in existing structures, supplemental professional devel-
opment (at least one), and full alignment of school’s discipline plan to restorative practices.

reduced suspensions, and suspensions con-
tinued to decline as schools progressed

through the RJ implementation plan.*®?

Despite improved coherence in Dis-
trict policy and sustained low suspen-
sions, work remains.

In 2022, the District updated both its Disci-
pline Foundation Policy and School Climate
Bill of Rights, bringing the two into align-
ment and improving the coherence of District
policy (Figure 2). Previously, the District

Figure 2. Summary of Major Revisions to the Discipline
Foundation Policy and School Climate Bill of Rights
(SCBOR) in 2022

o

*Separate policy guidance for SWPBIS in
Discipline Foundation Policy (all students) and
MTSS (students with disabilities)

*RJ added onto SWPBIS in Discipline
Foundation Policy

+One SCBOR each for elementary/secondary

.

+One MTSS framework that integrrates PBIS/RP
for all students in Discipline Foundation Policy

*PBIS/RP replaces SWPBIS in Discipline
Foundation Policy

+One SCBOR

Source: Updated Discipline Foundation Policy, 2022
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framed RJ as complementary to its existing
multi-tiered system of support (MTSS) frame-
work of SWPBIS. Now, both the updated Dis-
cipline Foundation Policy and updated
School Climate Bill of Rights emphasize that
positive behavior interventions and supports
and restorative practices (PBIS/RP) go to-
gether as part of an evidenced-based MTSS
framework to support the whole child.

By 2022-23, there were ~1,600 students sus-
pended, equal to a 0.4% suspension rate and a
70% reduction in suspensions over 10 years.?*
Still, racial disparities in student discipline
remain. Black students were overrepresented
among students suspended by a factor of 2.8
in 2022-23, a slight decrease from a factor of 3
in 2012-13.23 Moreover, for the last several
years, California has instructed the District to
implement a Comprehensive Coordinated
Early Intervening Services (CCEIS) plan to
address factors that contribute to significant
disproportionality in disciplinary outcomes
for students with certain disabilities.?42

Maybe the School Climate Bill of Rights and
related discipline policy have not been effec-
tive at reducing or addressing the root cause
of disparities in student discipline. Or, as one
current teacher and L.A. Unified graduate put
it, the policy’s impact is not always immedi-
ately apparent:

School Climate Bill of Rights Survey | 4
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€ €1 want to share with you that during
my time in Middle School, I did not have
excellent grades and would at times not
listen or pay attention to my math
teacher... There may be some teachers
that think restorative practices may
not be working but they do not think
about the long term or get to observe
the changes in the long term... those
conversations they were having helped
me reflect and eventually helped me go
on and graduate (from college and be-
come a math teacher). These practices
such as reflections and conversations, in
my opinion, do work for the long term.”

Looking ahead, the District will need
time and sustained investment to
fully implement PBIS/RP and achieve
desired results.

Since 2013, the District has experienced six
superintendent changes, and concurrent with
these leadership transitions, the District im-
plemented its five-year restorative justice
plan and updated its discipline policy. The
District also experienced many months of re-
mote learning during the pandemic, and
since the return to full in-person learning, on-
going efforts to address the effects of the
pandemic on students’ well-being and aca-
demic achievement.

A consistent approach is necessary to assess
whether the District's discipline policy can
eliminate disparities and create positive
learning environments. Once the District es-
tablishes a consistent approach, the policies
may need time to reach full implementation
fidelity. As one school leader put it:

£ €School climate and culture take time
& funding to implement.”

Today, the District supports the implementa-
tion of PBIS/RP through an updated model

lausd.org/IAU

centered on utilizing Systems of Supports
Advisors (SOSAs).?® SOSAs help schools de-
velop systems and provide other virtual and
in-person supports. In 2023-24, the District
funded 51 SOSA positions, with 43 filled (4
positions were frozen). Of the 43 SOSAs:

e 16 SOSAs were funded by Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)
funds allocated to CCEIS (per IDEA re-
quirements), with each supporting ap-
proximately 4 CCEIS schools (20 total
SOSAs were funded).

e 27 SOSAs were funded or managed by
Student Health and Human Services
(SHHS), each responsible for 30-35
schools (31 total SOSAs were funded).

As the remainder of the report will show, the
District has made substantial inroads imple-
menting PBIS/RP but has not reached full im-
plementation fidelity. Changes in District pri-
orities over the last ten years help contextual-
ize the results. Still, the survey results can in-
form how the District sets realistic goals and
sustains efforts moving forward.

Survey Data Reveal Mixed
Results from Past, Current
Implementation Efforts

1. Ten years later, restorative prac-
tices are embedded in the District’s
culture, but not yet universally
adopted.

In 2023, ten years after the School Climate
Bill of Rights, the IAU surveyed school lead-
ers and teachers about their attitudes to-
wards, use of, proficiency in, supports uti-
lized, and challenges faced using restorative
practices. Responses provide evidence of a
sustained, though not universal, shift in

School Climate Bill of Rights Survey | 5
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District culture and practice regarding stu-
dent discipline.

Most school leaders and teachers surveyed
were bought-in to restorative practices and
were confident using them. On a four-point
scale, school leaders’ and teachers’ average
agreement with survey items on buy-in and
confidence equaled three or greater, as shown
in Figure 3. Overall, 83% of school leaders and
54% of teachers bought in to and were

Figure 3. Average School Leader and Teacher Buy-in®
and Confidence® Using Restorative Practices

2.85:3.16 3.50
Buy-in ()
251 297327
Confidence ( o
Strongly Strongly
disagree Disagree Agree agree
1 2 3 4
Role
Il School leaders
Teachers

Teachers (as perceived by school leaders)

Note: The self-reported buy-in and confidence constructs are ex-
pressed as composite measures, which result from combining re-
sponses to multiple questions, following the methodology of
RAND’s 2018 evaluation of a mid-sized urban district.28

aSelf-reported buy-in items were: “| believe that restorative prac-
tices can help to improve student behavior,” “Learning restorative
practices is worth my time,” “Adopting restorative practices is
worthwhile for my school,” and for school leaders only, “Most staff
in this school believe that restorative practices can help improve
student behavior.” School leaders were also asked for their agree-
ment regarding teacher buy-in (“Most teachers in this school be-
lieve that restorative practices can help improve student behav-
jor”).

bSelf-reported confidence items were [“l am confident”]: “...that |
know the purpose of restorative practices,” “...that | know the re-
storative practice methods,” “...in my ability to use restorative prac-
tices with most students in my school,” and for school leaders only,
“...in my ability to support teachers using restorative practices.”
School leaders were also asked for their agreement regarding
teacher confidence (“Most teachers can confidently use restorative
practices with most students in my school”).

lausd.org/IAU

confident using restorative practices (i.e., av-
erage agreement with the buy-in and confi-
dence items were greater than or equal to
three, meaning on average, respondents
agreed or strongly agreed with the buy-in and
confidence items).

Further analysis revealed higher buy-in
among school leaders than teachers. School
leaders’ average buy-in (3.50) was signifi-
cantly greater than teachers’ average buy-in
(3.16). School leaders’ reported confidence
was also greater than teachers’, but the differ-
ence was not statistically significant. Finally,
school leaders assessed teachers as being
less bought-in and less confident than teach-
ers reported themselves to be, with school
leaders’ perceived buy-in and confidence
among teachers less than three (Figure 3).?

School leaders’ perceptions of students’ at-
titudes towards restorative practices were
moderately positive, but teachers’ percep-
tions were split. On a four-point scale, school
leaders perceived weak to moderately posi-
tive attitudes among students, with an aver-
age response of 2.78, as shown in Table 1.
Across all items, teachers’ perceptions of stu-
dent attitudes were significantly less positive
that school leaders’ perceptions.

Table 1. Average Perceptions of Student Buy-in/Atti-
tudes, by Role and Survey ltem

Average Agreement?®
Survey Iltem oS Teachers
Leaders
Students engage with RPs. 2.84 2.59
Students seem to understand
the goal of RPs. 271 249
Students seem to respect RPs. 2.80 247
Overall 2.78 2.53

aAs in Figure 3, for each question, respondents were given a four-
point Likert scale (1-4): strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and
strongly agree.
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When asked whether students engage with,
understand, and respect RPs, between 40 and
45% of teachers disagreed or strongly disa-
greed, versus between 27 and 33% of school
leaders disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Most school leaders — but few teachers — re-
ported frequent use of PBIS/RP. Unsurpris-
ingly, then, few school leaders reported
widespread use of PBIS/RP among their
teachers. The IAU asked both school leaders
and teachers how often they used PBIS strate-
gies and RPs to address formal disciplinary
incidents, i.e., office discipline referrals
(ODRs), in the 2022-23 school year. While
73% of school leaders reported frequent use of
RPs,?° of the teachers who submitted ODRs,
only 43% reported frequent use of RPs.?° Simi-
lar shares of school leaders and teachers re-
ported frequent use of PBIS to respond to
ODRs.

We also asked school leaders how many of
their teachers always responded to discipli-
nary incidents with PBIS/RP or responded at
least once. Small shares of school leaders re-
ported most to all teachers always used PBIS
and RPs, as shown in Table 2. Further, only
25% of school leaders reported most to all
teachers used an RP at least once. Relative to
RPs, a larger share of school leaders reported
most to all teachers used PBIS at least once.

Table 2. School Leadership Reported Share of Teachers
Responding to Disciplinary Incidents with PBIS/RP in
2022-2023

At Least Once Always
Share of Teachers PBIS  RPs PBIS RPs
None or few 41% 51% 51%  66%
Half 23%  25% 22%  18%
Most or all 5%  25% 27%  16%

Note: Responses may not sum to 100% due to rounding. Respond-
ents were given a five-point scale: None, Few, Half, Most, and All.
Responses were collapsed to three categories.
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We also asked teachers about how they used
PBIS/RP to build community and address
misbehavior in their classrooms. Close to half
or more teachers reported they never used
PBIS or RPs or only did so sometimes. None-
theless, about 30% reported using RPs fre-
quently in their regular practice (i.e., to build
community and manage their classrooms).

Further analysis revealed a relationship be-
tween teachers' use of RPs as regular practice
and their use of RPs in response to incidents.
If a teacher used RPs most of the time and
had a discipline incident, most likely, that in-
cidents’ response involved RPs.

Some teachers reported high levels of profi-
ciency in PBIS and RP. While most teachers
surveyed rated their proficiency in PBIS/RP
as basic or higher, only 26% and 27% of teach-
ers reported having advanced proficiency in
PBIS and RP, respectively, as shown in Table
3. Few teachers assessed themselves as profi-
cient enough to train their peers. Moreover,
41% and 43% of teachers rated themselves as
not understanding or only understanding
some elements of PBIS and RP, respectively,

Table 3. Teachers’ Self-Reported Proficiency in

PBIS/RP
PBIS RP
Limited proficiency 1% 43%
| do not understand [PBIS/RP] 7% 5%
I know what some elements or prac- 0 o
tices of [PBIS/RP] are. 5% 8%
Basic proficiency 32% 31%
| know what [PBIS/RP] practices are. 32% 31%
Advanced proficiency 26%  27%
:ocezl:ld explain [PBIS/RP] practices to a % 0%

| could train another person to use

[PBIS/RP] practices in their classroom.
Note: Responses may not sum to subtotals or 100% due to round-
ing. Questions were adapted from RAND’s 2018 evaluation report,
“Can Restorative Practices Improve School Climate and Curb Sus-
pensions.”

5% 6%
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notable given PBIS and RP are core compo-
nents of the District’s current discipline pol-
icy and the length of time passed since the
School Climate Bill of Rights.

A small share of teachers attended profes-
sional development in 2022-23, and few
school leaders reported most of their teach-
ers were trained. Twenty-five percent of
teachers reported attending professional de-
velopment either prior to or after the start of
the 2022-23 school year. Notably, many of the
teachers commented in the open-ended sec-
tion of the questionnaire that they needed ini-
tial training. Many school leaders and teach-
ers also discussed receiving training and sup-
port prior to the pandemic during the five-
year restorative justice plan, but nothing
since.

School leaders’ perceptions of teachers’ train-
ing may not align with complete information
regarding their teachers’ professional devel-
opment history. Still, school leaders’ percep-
tions of teacher training aligned with teach-
ers’ self-reported low uptake of PBIS/RP pro-
fessional development. When asked how
many teachers were trained in RPs at the
start of the 2022-23 school year, only 33% of
school leaders selected most or all teachers
(Table 4). Regarding PBIS, a larger minority
of school leaders reported most or all teach-
ers were trained in PBIS - 45%. Notably, over
half of school leaders (54%) reported none or
few teachers were trained in RPs. Regarding
PBIS, 42% of school leaders reported none or
few teachers were trained.

In general, school leaders reported that simi-
lar proportions of teachers were trained in
both PBIS and RP. If a school leader reported
a low number of teachers trained in PBIS, that
same school leader typically reported a low
number of teachers trained in RP.
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Table 4. School Leaders’ Reported Shares of Teachers
Trained in PBIS/RP at the Beginning of the 2022-23
School Year

Share of Teachers Trained in PBS/RP

as Reported by School Leaders PBIS RP
None or Few 42% 54%
Half 14% 13%
Most or All 44% 33%

Note: For each question (PBIS and RP), respondents were given a five-
point scale: None, Few, Half, Most, and All. Responses were collapsed
to three categories.

In some schools, school leaders frequently
discussed PBIS/RP and school climate data
in school-wide meetings and communica-
tion. Overall, 22% of school leaders reported
frequently (i.e., most of the time to always)
discussing RP in school meetings and com-
munications. A slightly larger share of school
leaders (34%) reported frequently discussing
PBIS in school meetings, while fewer (18%) re-
ported discussing school climate data. Fur-
ther analysis showed more secondary than el-
ementary school leaders reported frequently
discussing school climate data — 27% versus
12%, respectively.

Teachers reported that PBIS, RP and school
climate data were discussed in school meet-
ings and communications at slightly lower
rates than school leaders, but the data fol-
lowed a similar pattern, with more teachers
reporting PBIS was discussed frequently than
RPs and school climate data.

2. School leaders and teachers uti-
lized some ongoing District supports
more than others.

Some teachers used District online re-
sources and found them useful. Overall,
more teachers accessed the District’s
online/virtual resources (50%) than received
professional development prior to or during
the school year (25%). Considering each
online/virtual resource separately, 48% of
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teachers accessed materials/resources pro-
vided by the Schoology PBIS/RP group and
6% attended one of the weekly PBIS/RP. Of
teachers who reported using the District’s
online resource, 40% reported the Schoology
group’s resources were useful and another
40% had a neutral opinion.

Four in 10 teachers reported they did not re-
ceive professional development nor access
District materials. Altogether, 37% of teach-
ers reported they neither used online re-
sources nor attended professional develop-
ment in the 2022-23 school year. It is possible
these teachers have never received training
(i.e., have little to no knowledge of PBIS/RP)
or that PBIS/RP was not a priority for a multi-
tude of reasons (e.g., competing demands or
lack of substantive disruptive student behav-
ioral issues).

A minority of school leaders and teachers
received support from a System of Support
Advisor (SOSA) last year, but survey data
suggests higher uptake in the current school
year. Forty percent of school leaders re-
ported interacting with a SOSA in the previ-
ous school year (Table 5). The most common
support school leaders reported receiving

from a SOSA in 2022-23 was professional de-
velopment (over half), followed by direct sup-
port, support on tiered supports, and coach-
ing.?* Thus, given 40% of school leaders re-
ported interacting with a SOSA, about 20%
reported receiving professional development
support. Finally, of these school leaders,
many reported interacting with a SOSA one
to two times the previous year (44%), while an
equal share reported more frequent uptake.3?

The IAU asked teachers about SOSA support
in the previous and current school year. Re-
flecting on the previous school year, 19% of
teachers attended schools that had interacted
with a SOSA. By October 2023, already simi-
lar shares of teachers had interacted with a
SOSA (16%). Among teachers who reported
their school interacted with a SOSA, most did
so through SOSA-delivered professional de-
velopment across both years. The next most
common supports in both years were support
on tiered supports, data use, and direct sup-
port.3® Among teachers who interacted with
SOSAs directly (~10-12%),%* six in ten re-
ceived some sort of direct support. The most
common forms of direct support across both
years were general, modeling, and specific.%

Table 5. Reported Supports Received from a SOSA by Role and School Year

School Leaders Teachers

Survey Item EOY 2022-23 BOY 2023-24 EQY 2022-23 BOY 2023-24
Reported their school interacted with a SOSA 40% — 19% 16%
Of those who reported their school interacted with a SOSA...

Received professional development 52% — 60% 58%

Received direct support to teachers or classrooms 37% - 26% 36%

Received support designing, implementing, and evaluating _ 0% 26%

tiered supports for behavior 30%

Other 25% - 14% 15%

Utilized coaching opportunities 20% — 16% 12%

Received support on data use 18% 28% 22%

Note: EQY denotes end of year, while BOY denotes beginning of year (BOY). Teachers were asked about current year interactions and supports to
collect feedback on SOSA interactions in 2023-24, whereby SHHS implemented a larger (i.e., more SOSAs), more organized SOSA implementation
model relative to 2022-23.
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Most teachers reported their school leaders
provided some support on PBIS/RP. Eighty-
three percent of teachers reported their
school leadership either somewhat (44%) or
fully (39%) supported the implementation of
PBIS/RP. Of those teachers who received
support from their school’s leadership, the
most reported type of support was general
support, with specific and modeling the next
two most common supports. Seventeen per-
cent of teachers reported they received no
support from their school leadership.

Open-ended responses highlighted issues
with existing supports provided by school
leaders and District staff. Many teachers
commented on challenges related to insuffi-
cient District and school administrative sup-
ports, some going as far as describing a toxic
school culture and climate. Many others
acknowledged an absence of top-down sup-
port or resources that empower teachers to
fully implement PBIS/RP. As one teacher
said:

€ £ This only works if there is top down
support and tools given to schools/
classrooms beyond just leaving it to
teachers to figure. I expect District staff
to helping lead these conversations
(not just trainings but demo conversa-
tions) so staff can observe and learn
from them.”

Other teachers highlighted differences in
their own proficiency and their school lead-
ers’ proficiency as a challenge to achieving
school-wide fidelity of implementation. As
one teacher stated, for example:

€€] am implementing [PBIS] in my
classroom and it works... In my present
school at PD’s/Staff Meetings, admins
go through the motion of giving infor-
mation, by showing graphs... and dia-
grams but too abstract to follow.”
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3. Many cited structural and cultural
challenges to implementing the Dis-
trict’s discipline policy as envisioned
by the School Climate Bill of Rights.

One school leader succinctly summarized all
the key supports needed for successful imple-
mentation:

£ £ SWPBIS/Restorative practices work
when teachers are trained, there is time
built into the schedule to implement, the
right personalities are leading the imple-
mentation and students and parents
have the emotional quotient to partici-
pate, learn from, and recognize that the
process is a ‘consequence’.”
Closed and open-ended questions were used
to inquire about the obstacles faced by school
leaders and teachers when implementing
PBIS/RP. School leaders and teachers alike
echoed the importance of having sufficient
training, time to plan and implement the pol-
icy, and a shared mindset towards PBIS/RP.
Survey data showed that:

Most teachers and school leaders cited lack
of time as a challenge to implementing the
discipline policy. Over 60% of school leaders
and 50% of teachers selected time constraints
as a challenge to implementing both PBIS
and RP, as shown in Table 6. In open-ended
responses, many school leaders and teachers
report they do not have the time to learn the
practices sufficiently, nor do they have the
time, resources, or proficiency to implement
the practices with fidelity.

A common refrain from teachers and staff
was the lack of time built into the school day
to plan for how to implement. In other in-
stances, because PBIS/RP takes time to im-
plement, it may be dropped due to limited re-
sources/capacity when other demands esca-
late. As one administrator put it:
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€€ As an assistant principal, with all the
other duties assigned plus the addi-
tional sporadic incidents that occur, not
much time if any is available to properly
implement/continue with SWPBIS at the
school sites.”

Teachers also frequently cited competing pri-
orities with insufficient time and support to
achieve full implementation:

€ €1 remember we talked about [it], but
don’t remember the specifics. We get
bombarded with a ton of things to imple-
ment... not proper time to actually do
them and no follow up...”

Table 6. School Leaders’ (SL) and Teachers’ (T) Re-
ported Challenges to Implementing PBIS/RP

PBIS RP
SL T SL T
Time constraints 65%  52% 65%  54%
Limited training 60%  45% 62%  46%
;?:gn‘g ft‘z]:i” % 5% 2% 2%
Student attitudes ~ 30%  46% 28%  43%

Lack of District (cen-

tral office) support

Unfamiliar with

discipline policy
Note: Totals exceed 100% because respondents were able to select
multiple challenges.

42%  26% 30%  24%

8%  23% 12%  20%

Most school leaders and many teachers
cited limited training as a challenge. Over
60% of school leaders and 40% of teachers re-
ported limited training was a challenge to im-
plementing PBIS/RP (Table 6). In open-
ended responses, teachers and school leaders
spoke to a need for renewed and ongoing ef-
forts to fully train all staff to implement
PBIS/RP. Many noted the challenges to high-
fidelity implementation when not all staff re-
ceived training. As one principal shared:
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€ £Only a handful of teachers are
trained. Only 2 teachers attended a 2
day training in RP about 7 years ago.
All teachers need to be trained in the RP
practices. Expectation to have 2 teach-
ers return to the school site to train the
entire staff with budget and sub con-
straints is difficult. Teachers need to be
able to attend paid training. Possibly
prior to the new school year during the
Summer PD time (paid time and part of
their work year [mandatory training]). It
is crucial to train campus aides and su-
pervision staff since most of the interac-
tions and incidents occur on the play-
ground / outside of the classroom.”

Many teachers spoke to a need and desire for
an updated training or training for their col-
leagues. Even amongst teachers with high
buy-in, confidence, and proficiency, many re-
quested the need for refresher modules and a
desire for more specific modeling of how to
use the strategies in challenging circum-
stances. One teacher echoed the refrain that
all staff need to understand RPs and dis-
cussed this lack of consistent training for
themselves and their peers as a challenge:

€€1 probably need a “refresher course.”
We have many new teachers at my
school who have had no SCHOOL PDs
on RP. If we are going to use this prac-
tice, ALL teachers need the information
and need to understand that RP will
benefit their classroom climate.”

Other school leaders emphasized competing
demands:

£€Yes, I would like all my staff to get
trained on RP and have time to plan
around best practices as these connect to
our school goals..It is great but our time
for PD is so limited, I have not high-
lighted it as much as I would like.”
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On buy-in, attitudes, and District support,
teachers and school leaders differed in their
opinions. As shown in Table 6, more school
leaders compared to teachers reported school
buy-in as a problem, while more teachers re-
ported student attitudes (i.e., student buy-in)
as a problem, suggesting administrators and
teachers focused on different sources of
strain, or perhaps their own spheres of influ-
ence. Also, substantially more school leaders
reported needing support implementing posi-
tive behavior interventions and supports,
compared to teachers.

A sizable minority report lack of awareness
of the discipline policy as challenges to im-
plementing PBIS/RP. It is notable that one in
five teachers reported—when asked about
challenges they faced—that they were unfa-
miliar with the discipline policy (Table 6). In
open-ended responses, many teachers re-
ported not knowing what PBIS or RP meant
nor ever hearing of the School Climate Bill of
Rights.

School leaders and teachers alike expressed
frustrations with the current policy, even
when bought-in and confident using RPs.
When discussing frustrations with the cur-
rent policy, several teachers cited the lack of
support received when addressing challeng-
ing situations, in which they perceived
PBIS/RP as ineffective. This refrain was con-
sistent, even amongst teachers bought-in to
the policy:

€ €1 strongly support PBIS and RP, how-
ever the lack of support from admin-
istration and the district when these
strategies do not work has led to inju-
ries and unsafe climate at my school.
What is being done to address instances
where PBIS/RP does not work?”

Still, as one experienced teacher put it, teach-
ers may be open to strengthening their
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skillset if their misconceptions or issues with
the policy are addressed.

£EThere is a perception among many
staff at my site that restorative prac-
tices mean that there are no conse-
quences for serious discipline issues. I,
and others, need to better understand
how the whole process works. We need
to know that if a student is abusive to an-
other person, that there can be both a
consequence and a restorative process.
Right now, it seems both students and
staff believe that students can get away
with most behavior, no matter how se-
vere or abusive, and there will not be any
serious consequence. In a middle school
environment, I feel this perception has
resulted in serious discipline/behavioral
problems that often don’t seem to be

fully addressed.”

Ten years after the policy shift, resistance
to RPs persists, especially among teachers
who were in their position prior to the en-
actment of the School Climate Bill of Rights.
Figure 4 shows the distribution of proficiency
among teachers by teachers’ years of experi-
ence.? Years of experience categories were
aligned to the policy’s implementation: nov-
ice (<3 years) - “post-2020;” after the passage
of the School Climate Bill of Rights (3-9
years) — “post-2013;” and prior to its passage
(10 years) - “pre-2013.”

Teachers and school leaders in their roles in
2013 or earlier had lower buy-in, confidence,
proficiency, and use of RPs compared to their
peers who entered their roles after the School
Climate Bill of Rights. Notably, more teachers
with the most teaching experience (>10 years)
rated themselves as having limited profi-
ciency than their less experienced peers. As
shown in Figure 4, among teachers in the
classroom prior to the implementation of the
School Climate Bill of Rights (pre-2013), 48%
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Figure 4. Teachers’ Self-Reported Proficiency in
PBIS/RP, by Teacher Experience

Novice Experienced
Post-2020 Post-2013 Pre-2013
(<3 years) (3-9years) 10+ years)
100%
23% 9 23% 9
33% 27%
39% 9
g 39% 30%

33%

48%
3 6% 3% ggy 0
0%

PBIS RP | PBIS RP | PBIS  RP

Response
. Advanced proficiency

Basic proficiency

Limited proficiency

Note: Like Table 3, Limited proficiency includes the responses “I do
not understand [PBIS/RP]” and “l know what some elements or
practices of [PBIS/RP] are;” Basic proficiency includes the response
“I know what [PBIS/RP] practices are;” and Advanced proficiency
includes “I could explain [PBIS/RP] practices to a peer.” and “|
could train another person to use [PBIS/RP] practices in their class-
room.”

reported limited knowledge of RP. Compara-
tively, among experienced teachers who en-
tered the classroom since the School Climate
Bill of Rights (post-2013), only 29% had lim-
ited knowledge of RP.

4. Elementary schools, professional
development, presence of school-site
supports, and use of District supports
were positively associated with met-
rics like buy-in, confidence, profi-
ciency and usage.

Elementary schools. Compared to secondary
school teachers and school leaders, elemen-
tary school staff:

e had significantly higher buy-in (or in the
case of school leaders, perceived
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significantly higher buy-in among their
teachers);

e had significantly more positive percep-
tions of student attitudes (though still
moderate overall);37 and

e reported more frequent use of PBIS/RPs.

Professional development and online re-

sources. Compared to their peers, teachers
who attended professional development on
PBIS/RP prior to or during the school year:

e had significantly higher buy-in and confi-
dence;

e had significantly more positive percep-
tions of student attitudes (though still
moderate overall); and

e had more frequent use of use of PBIS/RP
for either everyday behavior manage-
ment or discipline and reported greater
levels of proficiency in PBIS/RP.

Teachers who accessed online materials had
more buy-in and higher levels of proficiency
than their peers who did not make use of
these materials.

School leaders who reported high teacher
training levels among their teachers had im-
proved perceptions of teacher buy-in and
confidence as well as perceptions of student
attitudes towards RPs.3®

School-site supports. Compared to their
peers, teachers who reported their school
leadership provided support:

e had significantly higher buy-in and confi-
dence;

e reported significantly higher perceptions
of student attitudes towards RPs; and

e reported greater levels of proficiency
(were more likely to report some to ad-
vanced knowledge of PBIS and RPs).

Analysis of the data also revealed teachers at
schools with a restorative justice teacher
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advisor reported significantly higher confi-
dence using RPs than teachers at schools
without that position.

District supports. Compared to teachers at
schools who did not interact with a SOSA,
teachers who reported their schools inter-
acted with a SOSA last year:

e had significantly higher confidence;

e had significantly more positive percep-
tions of student attitudes;3°

¢ had more frequent use of use of PBIS/RP
for either everyday behavior manage-
ment or discipline; and

e reported greater levels of proficiency
(were more likely to report some to ad-
vanced knowledge of PBIS and RPs).

Relative to teachers at schools with no prior-
ity initiative, teachers at schools with at
least one priority initiative:

e had significantly higher buy-in;
e had significantly more positive percep-
tions of student attitudes; and

e reported greater levels of proficiency in
RPs.

Recommendations

1. Consider mandatory, ongoing, scaf-
folded training for all, accompanied
by protected planning time.

Rationale

Teachers who attended training generally
had more buy-in, proficiency and reported
use of PBIS/RP. Teachers at schools where
their school leadership supported implemen-
tation of PBIS/RP also reported higher profi-
ciency than their peers. Mandating trainings
elevates PBIS/RP as a priority, though staff
also need time and support from
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administration, as the following quote from a
school leader makes evident:

€ €1t would be helpful to have district
training [on PBIS/RP] for PD time. It
would be helpful to have any PD time left
to discuss RP. We are so focused on in-
struction and PDSA and mandated train-
ings that there is no time left to get on
the same page about PBIS and RP.”

However, survey data revealed many teach-
ers have limited proficiency in both PBIS and
RPs, and open-ended responses reveal many
teachers have not received training since be-
fore the pandemic, and some have never re-
ceived training. Teachers emphasized the
need for ongoing training, especially at
schools with high turnover of staff:

€€ Since our school always has a big
turnaround of staff, it is imperative that
all staff on campus (certified and classi-
fied) should receive annual training on
PBIS/RP in order to provide consistency
in policy and protocol that would help to
promote clear expectations of both stu-
dents and adults on campus.”

Previous District documentation stated de-
fined full training in RPs defined as attending
both parts of the training.*° RAND’s evalua-
tion of RP implementation in a mid-sized ur-
ban district emphasized both providing man-
datory training and the importance of school
leaders in its recommendations to other dis-
tricts.#

Current Commitments and Policy

In the 2024-25 school year, all schools will be
required to provide professional development
on PBIS (welcoming school environments)
and de-escalation/RPs to fulfill the Integrated
Safe Schools Plan (ISSP).#*43 School leaders
will also receive some of this training at the
summer Principal’s Leadership Institute.
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Otherwise, the current District policy man-
dates that half of the professional develop-
ment time on banked Tuesdays be deter-
mined by each school's Local School Leader-
ship Council (LCSC), while the remaining
50% must align with the District's instruc-
tional priorities.

e In 2023-24, middle and high schools were
required to provide the professional de-
velopment course “Phase 5 of the Anti-
Racist Journey,” showing there is prece-
dence for mandating professional devel-
opment aligned to organizational cul-
ture. 4

o In 2024-25, the District will provide 19
mandated trainings, of which 7 are choice
modules. Various offices will collaborate
to develop these modules, which will be
available to principals by August 12, 2024.

Board Actions:

o The Board should request an update in
early 2025 on ISSP training and any new
efforts to bolster proficiency in PBIS/RP.

e The Board can request updates from the
District at mid or end-of-year regarding
level of teacher and school leader training
in PBIS/RP annually.

District Actions

e Inupcoming PD as part of the ISSP, the
Districts’ materials can emphasize PBIS
strategies and RPs that teachers can use
daily, such as using affective statements
while teaching or greeting students at the
door. This can help address staffs’ con-
cerns about time and foster buy-in.*

e Include additional and scaffolded train-
ing on PBIS/RP as one of the choice mod-
ules for the seven remaining required
professional development courses for
2024-25. Schools with high buy-in/profi-
ciency can strengthen more advanced
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skills, while schools with low buy-in/pro-
ficiency can focus on Tier 1 strategies.

e Strengthen PBIS/RP competencies
among school leaders through annual
trainings at the Principal Leadership In-
stitute and throughout the school year.

e District leadership should work with rele-
vant stakeholders to identify strategies to
mandate training and institute protected
planning time in 2025-26 and beyond and
to find means of incorporating elements
into existing required professional devel-
opment.

o Develop a record of teacher and school
leader training on PBIS/RP to help track
implementation and assess need for ini-
tial and more advanced professional de-
velopment.

Additional Considerations Regarding
Mandatory Training

PBIS/RP is a high-effort policy, with time and competing
priorities presenting substantial challenges for full imple-
mentation. Thus, requiring initial and ongoing training
may feel like a burden for some school leaders and
teachers - many teachers expressed they were overbur-
dened with changing priorities and existing initiatives.
However, PBIS/RP have been District policy for over a
decade, and lack of adherence to the policy puts the Dis-
trict at risk and inhibits schools from creating positive,
welcoming school environments when staff are not all on
the same page.

2. Integrate PBIS/RP framework with
implementation of updated strategic
plan goal regarding social-emotional
learning (SEL).

Rationale

On May 7, 2024, the Board approved an up-
dated version of the strategic plan SEL goal:
100% of students in elementary, middle and
high school will engage in integrated evi-
dence-based social-emotional wellness (SEL)
instruction by 2026, as evidenced by
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classroom usage reports. By 2026, 50% of stu-
dents will access and upload artifacts using
the SEL Portfolio in grades 2, 5/6, 8, 10, and 12
in order to deepen our understanding of stu-
dent development in SEL and provide recom-
mendations for MTSS.46

While PBIS/RP (a framework for managing
behavior) and SEL (teaching emotional com-
petencies and prosocial behavior) differ, both
strategies are compatible and centered on de-
veloping positive behavior, enabling effective
classroom management and positive school
climates.*” Further, by presenting PBIS/RP
and SEL as complementary, the District can
foster buy-in instead of resistance to what
may feel like “another” thing expected of
teachers.

Current Policy

The corresponding Board of Education report
requesting the update notes the SEL portfolio
will provide “data” or indicators to help staff
provide MTSS interventions as needed.

Board Actions

e Request an update from the District by
end of 2025-26 school year on implemen-
tation of SEL goal and how these efforts
are integrated with efforts to strengthen
PBIS/RP implementation.

District Actions

e Leverage existing networks (e.g.,
PBIS/RP task force, school site PBIS/RP
teams, and SEL Teacher Cadre) to de-
velop resources that show school leaders
and teachers how PBIS/RP and SEL ef-
forts are integrated and complementary.

e Consider leveraging existing networks to
develop an integrated framework that
combines PBIS/RP and SEL.

e With rollout of new SEL goal, integrate
training in Tier I PBIS/RP strategies to
SEL materials and modules.
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3. Develop a communication strategy
to reaffirm commitment to PBIS/RP
and set clear expectations for teach-
ers and school leaders.

Rationale

In recent public meetings, the District has
acknowledged a need to reaffirm its commit-
ment to PBIS/RP. With few exceptions,
schools are not implementing PBIS/RP with
fidelity, likely contributing to negative be-
havioral outcomes and school climates. Many
staff do not view PBIS/RP as a District prior-
ity, evidenced by the following quote:

€ € Staff at my site are willing to support
RP. The problem is that administration
does not commit to the program on a
long-term basis, and they are not held
accountable from the district leaders.
Often, administration mentions the pro-
gram but does not follow up. This has
been occurring for years now... If district
wants RP to work, then site administra-
tors have to be held accountable for not
supporting RP in the form that it should.”

Further, survey data revealed a lack of aware-
ness about the Discipline Foundation Policy
and School Climate Bill of Rights and confu-
sion regarding PBIS/RP, exemplified by the
following quote from a teacher:

€€ believe PBIS/RP can work if the goal
is teaching consequences and teaching
students to do/be better. Currently,
PBIS/RP show students that there are no
consequences for their actions.”

Finally, some school leaders and teachers ex-
pressed outright rejection of RP in open-
ended responses, while others noted rejection
of PBIS/RP amongst their peers as a barrier
to full implementation, suggesting the need
for a new approach:
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€€ believe the training we have re-
ceived is sufficient. The issue is some
staff will always hem and haw and not
see the need to change their old ways.”

Current Policy

The District’s Discipline Foundation Policy,
recently updated in 2022, outlines PBIS/RP
strategies. In 2023-24, the District launched
its use of the Tiered Fidelity Index (TFI), a
nationally recognized, research-backed tool
for assessing fidelity of PBIS implementation.

Board Actions

e Recognize RP as a complementary tool in
the District’s broader PBIS/RP strategy
and link requests regarding RP imple-
mentation to PBIS and the TFI in public
meetings and communications.

e Inrequesting updates from District lead-
ership and staff, focus on growth in use of
all (PBIS and RP) Tier I strategies in the
near term. Once data (e.g., TFI) reveal
growth in fidelity of Tier I implementa-
tion, request and monitor growth in Tier
IT and Tier III strategies.

District Actions

e Develop new communication strategies
(and revisit old strategies where appro-
priate) to make sure expectations are
clear regarding use of PBIS/RP and ad-
herence to the Discipline Foundation Pol-
icy, using data from the TFI to identify
schools that need extra support and lever-
aging existing mandatory trainings (e.g.,
ISSP) to communicate clear messaging
regarding PBIS/RP, positive school cli-
mate, and the School Climate Bill of
Rights.

e Engage change management experts to
develop strategies to foster buy-in
amongst staff resistant to the policy. Sim-
ilarly, for these staff, consider
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emphasizing PBIS in communication
strategies (and deemphasizing the phrase
restorative justice). For example, research
suggests that training may be less effec-
tive among individuals not bought into
RPs.4®

e Leverage SOSAs to engage with school
leaders and staff to better understand
frustrations with the policy to provide ap-
propriate supports and interventions to
achieve full implementation.

4. Enhance online resources for sec-
ondary teachers and provide videos
modeling how to respond to chal-
lenging incidents.

Rationale

Teachers who used the District’s online re-
sources had more buy-in, proficiency and re-
ported use of PBIS/RP. However, elementary
teachers were more likely than secondary
teachers to report uptake of existing District
supports, and accordingly, they were less
bought-in and proficient in PBIS/RP.

Survey data also revealed room for improve-
ment of the District’s online resources. While
20% of teachers who used the District’s online
resources reported they were not useful, only
40% rated them as useful (the rest were neu-
tral). Several secondary teachers expressed
training and resources felt better suited for
elementary school and did not find them
helpful, requesting, for example:

€E£PBIS and RJ Training geared towards
high school students that is NOT
touchy-feely... so much of the materials
are for elementary students.”

Another common refrain from teachers was a
desire to see strategies modeled in difficult
situations, as well as modeled generally, such
as videotaped dos and don’ts.
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Current Policy

The PBIS/RP team provides extensive re-
sources on the District website and via the
Schoology group and often disaggregates re-
sources by school level.

Board Actions

¢ Request updates regarding PBIS/RP re-
source utilization as part of the District’s
Strategic Plan updates and any updates
to the Board on lessons learned from the
first year of the TFL.

District Actions

e Create videos modeling strategies in dif-
ferent contexts are one way to support
stronger implementation. To create these
videos, the District can work with SOSAs
to identify scenarios that would be most
helpful (via feedback from staff).

e Engage secondary teachers and facilitate
feedback from individuals accessing
online resources to better understand
skills/knowledge gaps in existing re-
sources, then adapt them accordingly.

5. Fund and hire 30-35 more SOSAs
to decrease each SOSA’s school load
from 30-35 schools down to 10.

Rationale

By reducing each SOSA's school load to
about 10 schools each (75-80 SOSAs), central
supports will be better able to accelerate
stronger implementation of PBIS/RP, as evi-
denced by the following quote from a school
leader:

€€Yes, dedicated SOSA support. Cur-
rently we get 5h a month. We need at
least 5h a week...PBIS should be a top
priority, but usually is the bottom pri-
ority. When pressed for time, it is invari-
ably the first thing to go.”
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Survey data showed teachers at schools that
received supports from SOSAs had more con-
fidence using PBIS/RP, greater use of
PBIS/RP, and higher levels of proficiency. In
open-ended responses, many survey respond-
ents expressed eagerness to work with a
SOSA and a desire for greater support. As
one teacher shared:

€ £ When our SOSA came to support and
run PD on community circles, he barely
had the time he needed because of other
content. I heard other teachers comment
on how interesting his presentation was,
and how they wish he'd been given more
time. When everything is a priority,
nothing is a priority.”

Current Commitments and Policy

In 2023-24, 51 SOSA positions were funded
with 43 positions filled.#? Sixteen SOSAs were
CCEIS-funded and supported about four
CCEIS schools. The remaining 27 SOSAs
(funded by or managed by SHHS) each sup-
ported 30-35 schools. In 2024-25, 45 SOSA po-
sitions are included in the superintendent’s
proposed budget (16 CCEIS and 29 SHHS-
funded or managed).

Board Actions

e Monitor implementation of PBIS/RP with
current number of funded positions.

e In future budget discussions, prioritize
funding for SOSAs and direct the District
to find funding for additional SOSAs.

District Actions

e To fund more positions, the District could
explore re-purposing existing funds or
look to carryover.

o Collect data to illustrate SOSA impact on
PBIS/RP implementation (e.g., via focus
groups or surveys).
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6. Elevate and celebrate California
PBIS Statewide Recognitions to in-
centivize implementation—provide
banners for recognized schools.

Rationale

The District routinely celebrates schools that
win academic awards such as the California
Distinguished Schools Program, and the Cali-
fornia Gold Ribbon Schools Program. Simi-
larly, celebrating schools that receive recog-
nition for excellence in PBIS would send the
message that the District values and priori-
tizes accomplishments in the areas of school
climate and safety.

In 2023, eight LAUSD schools received recog-
nition, of which five were independent char-
ters. Three District-operated schools that re-
ceived rewards were Brooklyn Avenue Ele-
mentary as well as Sepulveda and Burroughs
Middle Schools.:*°

Current Policy

California has a PBIS Recognition System
that acknowledges schools for implementing
PBIS with fidelity to the national framework.*
L.A. Unified encourages and supports schools
in applying for California PBIS recognition,
which they do by submitting their TFI online.

Board Actions

Encourage the District to elevate and cele-
brate schools that win California Statewide
PBIS Recognitions and help promote and
publicize these awards.

District Actions

The District can implement a visible and
prominent recognition program like what
they do for California Distinguished School
awards. Specifically, the District can:

o Design and provide large, weather-re-
sistant banners for schools to display on
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their fences or prominent areas of the
campus. These banners should feature
the PBIS recognition level (Bronze, Silver,
Gold, or Platinum) along with the year of
achievement.

Paint logos on the main building of rec-
ognized schools. These logos should
clearly display the PBIS recognition level
and year.

Host an annual district-wide ceremony to
present these visual recognitions, invit-
ing local media and community leaders to
increase visibility and awareness of the
PBIS program’s importance.

Additional Considerations Regarding
PBIS/RP Implementation Data

Current tools do not enable school and District leaders
with data to monitor how schools continue to implement
PBIS/RP in real-time. For example, MiSiS only includes a
subset of specific restorative practices as options for re-
sponses to ODRs. Additionally, the new Tiered-Fidelity
Index, an evidence-based tool to evaluate PBIS, will pro-
vide rich data but not in real time. The emphasis on PBIS
in TFI may create some confusion regarding RPs when
data is shared publicly.

District leadership may consider leveraging existing plat-
forms to better monitor of PBIS/RP as part of an overall
strategy to reaffirm its commitment to PBIS/RP, includ-
ing, possibly, incorporating implementation metrics as
part of the District’s Strategic Plan.

Finally, we note that while an application is more difficult
to develop and requires substantial upfront investment;
the District has previous acknowledged the need for
tracking behavior to set clear expectations and create
routines. The District previously acknowledged the need
for tracking behavior to set clear expectations and create
routines:

“SHHS is working with ITD to begin development of
a Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports/Re-
storative Practices e-tool, including an app that will
be available for all LAUSD classroom teachers (cus-
tomized software and e-learning). These tools are
being developed to build school site teams’ capac-
ity to improve student behavior, accelerate aca-
demic engagement, and decrease office referrals
and suspensions.”
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36 Years of experience was measured by self-reported
years in role.

37 Even when statistically significant differences were
observed in perceptions of student attitudes towards
RPs, average composite scores across the comparison
remained weak to moderate (less than 3).

38 Thid.

39 Tbid (regarding perceptions of student attitudes.

4 See Board Report developed in response to Board
Resolution 004-19/20: Supporting SB419 to Ensure that
All California Schools End Suspensions for Disruption
or Defiance, adopted July 2, 2019. Available here:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/14H7A1XeJkokavrIlg
Gi7zeV9DLas68hao/view?usp=sharing

41 Specifically, the report stated: “Ensure that school
leaders understand and can model restorative practices.
School staff who received modeling and/or feedback
from school leaders were more likely to use restorative
practices.” See p. 72 in: Augustine, C. H., Engberg, J.,
Grimm, G. E,, Lee, E., Lin Wang, E., Christianson, K., &
Joseph, A. A. (2018). Can Restorative Practices Improve
School Climate and Curb Suspensions. RAND Corpora-
tion. https://doi.org/10.7249/RR2840. Also available
here:

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research re-
ports/RR2840.html

42 Los Angeles Unified School District Interoffice Corre-
spondence (IOC). Every School Safe Mandatory Safety
Training Modules for 2024-2025 School Year. Dated
June 17, 2024. Available here:
https://www.lausd.org/cms/lib/CA01000043/Cen-
tricity/Domain/1236/Every School Safe Manda-

tory Safety Training Modules for 2024-

25 School Year.pdf; For more on Every School Safe
Mandatory Safety Training Modules Certification, see:
https://www.lausd.org/cms/lib/CA01000043/Cen-
tricity/Domain/318/ESS%20Training%20Mod-
ules%20Certification.pdf

43 These topics were added to the collection of topics
addressed in 2023-24, noted on the Integrated Safe
School Plan page in the Every School Safe plan. See:
Los Angeles Unified School District. (April 2023). Every
School Safe: 2023-26 Blueprint for Safety.

lausd.org/IAU

https://www.lausd.org/cms/lib/CA01000043/Cen-

tricity/Domain/1236/ESSBlueprintForSafety2023-

26.pdf
44 Los Angeles Unified School District Memorandum,

MEM-5788.14 School-Site Professional Development Pri-
orities and Banked Time Tuesdays for Middle and High
Schools 2023-2024. Dated June 26, 2023. Available on
LAUSD’ Frequently Asked Questions Regarding the
Mandated Training Status Report page:
https://www.lausd.org/Page/18231

45 This was also recommended in RAND’s 2018 evalua-
tion.

46 Approved in June 18, 2024 Regular Board Meeting
(Tab 12):
https://www.lausd.org/cms/lib/CA01000043/Cen-
tricity/Domain/1057/06-18-24RegBdOBwithLinkedMa-
terialsPost.pdf#page=1051; Stamped Order of Business:
https://www.lausd.org/cms/lib/CA01000043/Cen-
tricity/Domain/1057/06-18-24RegBdStamped-
OBPost.pdf

47 E.g., for comparisons between PBIS and SEL, see:
https://safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/sites/de-
fault/files/sssta/20120417 RPWHornerS-
SSTA4112012.pdf; see also:
https://www.classcraft.com/blog/difference-sel-
pbis/#pbis-sel

48 Darling-Hammond, S., (2023). Fostering Belonging,
Transforming Schools: The Impact of Restorative Prac-
tices (Policy Brief). Learning Policy Institute.
https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/media/4057/down-
load?inline&file=Restorative Practices BRIEF.pdf

50 List of 2022-23 PBIS awards in California:
https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/0307c2d7-b985-
42¢5-b8d3-316d5bfeae83/REVISED%2022-
23%20Awarded%20Schools.pdf

51 Schools receive recognition at various levels, includ-
ing Bronze, Silver, Gold, or Platinum, based on their im-
plementation and outcomes in the PBIS Recognition
System in California. The California PBIS Coalition also
awards the Community Cares Award to schools that
have demonstrated exceptional efforts in promoting
positive school culture. See: https://pbisca.org/state-
recognition-system
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APPENDIX

Survey Design and Administration

In early fall of the 2023-2024 school year, the IAU surveyed school leaders and teachers to better
understand how schools are implementing practices outlined in the School Climate Bill of Rights
and related discipline foundation policy. The survey questionnaires are provided at the end of the
appendix. Most questions were multiple-choice or multiple select with a few tar-geted, open-ended
questions.

The survey addressed staff’s opinions of restorative practices, their use of restorative practices
and positive behavior interventions and supports, and factors that challenge and support
implementing the discipline policy (PBIS/RP). Questions about staffs’ uptake of various district
resources in-cluded questions about Systems of Support Advisers (SOSAs). To ground staff’s
responses, almost all questions were asked of the previous school year, 2022-2023. We asked both
groups similar sets of questions on how PBIS/RP was integrated into their school’s culture and
practices.

Many survey items were duplicated or adapted from RAND’s 2018 study, “Can Restorative Prac-
tices Improve School Climate and Curb Suspensions,” an evaluation of a two-year grant funded re-
storative justice initiative in a mid-sized urban district.! Other items were developed by the IAU in
consultation with Student Health and Human Services.

Surveys given to school leaders and teachers also included role-specific questions. School leaders
were asked about teachers’ use of, buy-in to, confidence using, and training in restorative
practices. Teachers were asked about administrative support of school-wide use of positive
behavior inter-ventions and supports and restorative practices.

Survey Sample

School leaders and teachers were randomly selected from the population of all school leaders and
teachers during the 2022-2023 school year. We employed a stratified random sample in
recognition of the different practices and challenges implementing PBIS/RP in elementary and
secondary grades. To construct the sample invited to take the survey, staff assignment, contact
information, and other demographics (e.g., age, race/ethnicity) were pulled from SAP. Staff were
stratified by school level then randomly assigned a number, and those with the lowest numbers
were invited to participate. In total, over 600 school leaders and 3,600 teachers were randomly
selected to partici-pate. Our final sample included 189 school leaders and 591 teachers, with
response rates of 30% and 16%, respectively.™

All survey responses were confidential. The survey was designed in Qualtrics, and invitations to
the survey were delivered using the software’s e-mail feature. Follow-up e-mail invitations were
sent from the lead author’s account to legitimize the survey for those questioning the @qual-
trics.lausd.net domain.
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Survey Limitations

Survey research can help us understand the self-reported experiences, attitudes, and opinions of
teachers and school leaders at a single point in time. But surveys also have limitations that affect
the reliability, validity, and accuracy of results. The general limitations of survey research include
possible sampling or response biases and measurement error.

The sampling strategy and adequate response rate of this survey mitigated the risk of sampling
bias—the survey respondents are a representative sample of elementary and secondary teachers
and school leaders. Likewise, the confidentiality of the survey and the absence of incentives to re-
spond one way or another helped mitigate response bias, which is the risk of a respondent answer-
ing inaccurately or untruthfully for various reasons.

However, measurement error derived from several sources probably affected the results. First, the
items on the questionnaire were often open to individual interpretation or were ambiguous (e.g.
“few” or “about half”). Therefore, comparisons between respondents are approximations—we can-
not be sure respondents all interpreted their answers to the same questions in the same way.

Second, in several items, we ask respondents to recall the prior year. Here, recollections may be
faulty or inconsistent. Third, the changes in implementation (different emphases in or styles of pro-
fessional development, for instance) from year-to-year mean responses may refer to practices that
were different last year to this year.

The nature of the study also restricts the inferences that researchers can make. Since there is no
matching of principals to teachers, we cannot directly compare attitudes of teachers and principals
at the same schools. Finally, although we can show associations between how participants re-
sponded to different questions, we cannot show any causal effect between factors. For example, as
we show below, teachers who receive training and support also report relatively high levels of buy-
in, but it does not follow that training causes buy in.

Links to Complete Surveys

Teacher Survey: Web version PDF version

School Leader Survey: Web version PDF version

! Augustine, C. H., Engberg, J., Grimm, G. E,, Lee, E., Lin Wang, E., Christianson, K., & Joseph, A. A. (2018). Can Restora-
tive Practices Improve School Climate and Curb Suspensions. RAND Corporation. https://doi.org/10.7249/RR2840. Also
available here: https://www.rand.org/pubs/research reports/RR2840.html

i The number of teachers and school leaders invited to participate were based on desired statistical power and predicted
response rates.

i Qur final samples enabled 95% confidence level with 10% confidence intervals for school leaders and 95% confidence
level with 5% confidence intervals for teachers. We also found the final samples were representative of the broader popu-
lation (i.e., no significant differences were observed between the sample and population on demographic and school-
based factors).
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