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Abstract 

 

The objective of this action research project was to determine what the effects of check-in check-

out (CICO) intervention program are on targeted student participants in a positive behavioral 

intervention and support system (PBIS) school.  The data regarding the CICO intervention 

program were collected, analyzed, evaluated through surveys, and informal observations by the 

researcher.  Researcher data analysis suggests that the CICO intervention program had a positive 

effect on some student behaviors and attitudes but did not have the desired effect on office 

discipline referrals (ODRs).  Results suggest possibilities for further research on CICO that will 

have a greater impact in decreasing ODRs and increasing positive student behavior.  The 

researcher recommends the use of CICO with suggestions at the research site. 
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Action Research Proposal 

 

Chapter One ï Introduction 

 

 

 Eastern Oregon is a contrast compared to the scenic, green hills and forests of the western 

side of Oregon.  Known as the gateway of ñThe Oregon Trail,ò many early settlers made their 

way through this scenic land of mountain landscapes, sagebrush and juniper.  Some found 

Eastern Oregon to be their calling, settling in the territory to build a better future.   

 Many of these early pioneers who settled in the area became farmers, producing the large 

crops of onions, potatoes, and sugar beets that now frequent the highways.  These crops attract a 

large migrant worker population that contributes to the high migrant and English Language 

Learner (ELL) population in the research site.   

Others immigrated here when the research community area was known as a railroad town 

with the development of the Oregon Short Line Rail Road in the late 1800ôs.  The research area 

was a Japanese Relocation Center in World War II that contributed to many Japanese families 

settling in the area afterwards.  

The research community area serves as the retail, service and medical center for 167,000 

people within a 45-mile radius. The local large businesses that support the local economy are a 

community college, regional cultural center, hospital, a large factory, a prison, and three large 

retail chain stores.  It also transports the majority of agricultural products by means of the 

railroad and trucking companies to state, national, and global markets. 

According to the Census of 2000, the research community ethnicities are 69.27% White; 

32.05% Hispanic or Latino, 2.69% Asian and a small percentage were a mix of other races.  

Only 73% of the population are high school graduates, 13% hold a bachelorôs degree or higher, 

20.8% have a disability status and 27.6% speak a language other than English.  16.4% of families 
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and 20.8% of the population live below the poverty line, with 29% of those under the age of 18 

and 14.3% of those are 65 or older in age.  The median household income was $29,173 and the 

median income for a family was $35, 625. 

 These demographics are spread across the elementary schools in the local research area. 

All the elementary schools are identified as Title I .  They receive federal funding to support the 

higher levels of English Language Learners, migrant students, and the number of students 

entitled to a free and reduced meal program.  

The research site is the largest elementary school in the district.  It is 29% English 

Language Learners, 32% migrant population, 14% special education and 87% free and reduced 

meals.  The ethnicity profile is 73% Hispanic, 24% white, one percent Asian, two percent other.  

While other schools in the district are seeing a declining enrollment, the current enrollment at the 

research site is now up  360 students.  

The researcher for this research site is the instructional coach.  The researcher spends a 

majority of time in classrooms coaching the instruction of certified and classified staff in literacy 

and math.  The researcher supports a multi-tiered instructional model that runs on average at 

least  14 small groups per grade level in reading instruction and two-to-three skill leveled whole 

instructional groups per grade level.  The researcher has been an instructional coach for four 

years and been teaching a total of  10 years. 

 The researcher instructs and coaches on behavior and classroom management to increase 

engagement of lessons being taught, often dealing with the severe red and yellow zone students 

to modify their lesson presentation to individualize their interventions in reading and math 

instruction to enable these students to make academic gains.  The researcher is a member of the 

school Effective Behavior and Instructional Support (EBIS) Team; this team meets quarterly to 
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review data in reading, math, writing, and behavior.  From the data, students are identified as 

strategic or yellow zone students who need additional support to increase their skills and red 

zone or intensive students who need severe interventional support to maintain and increase their 

overall skills.  Some of these interventions set-up are the Check-In Check-Out (CICO) system in 

looking at behavioral data utilizing the school wide Positive Behavioral Interventions and 

Supports System (PBIS). 

 PBIS is a school wide system that is set-up to promote positive behavior choices and 

reward students for making good choices.  Students who do not respond to the PBIS model 

implementation and continue to not make good choices are then identified as yellow to red zone 

students and set-up with an intervention plan to intervene on the poor choices they are making 

and help retrain their thinking patterns to make good choices which are reinforced through a 

personally designed and meaningful reward system. 

 The Check-In Check-Out (CICO) component of the PBIS System is personalized to the 

individual it is designed for, for example the goals are set to the studentôs identified 

needs/motivation in making good choices.  If a student is struggling to make safe choices at 

recess by hurting others, a goal could be that the student will be safe at recess by keeping their 

hands and feet to themselves.  They are then assigned a daily point scale when making good 

choices.  As the student progresses throughout the day, they are checking in with staff, who 

keeps reminding them of their goals, talking them through their day, awarding them points for 

making good choices/goals and then the student checks in with a mentor adult at the end of the 

day who totals their daily score.  The student can then bank their points, adding them to previous 

points to build up to gain a large reward or they can cash the points in for an instant reward such 

as a candy, healthy snack or small trinket/toy. 
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 The researcher has chosen to study the effects of the check-in check-out (CICO) 

intervention program component of the Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) 

System on red-to-yellow zone identified student participants at the research site.  The researcher 

has observed an increase in students on CICO and office referrals at the research site for these 

students regardless of the CICO intervention program.  The researcher will share the results with 

the school PBIS cadre to increase the effectiveness of the CICO intervention system on the red-

to-yellow zone student participants.     
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Action Research Proposal 

Chapter Two- The Issue 

 

 Positive behavior at school is critical in todayôs classrooms.  Behavior choices affect the 

academic gains and outcomes of students during their educational journey.  With the increased 

pressure on educators and students to meet the academic and safe school requirements each 

school year (Sugai & Horner, 2006), negative behavior detracts students from meeting these 

goals.  Educators have to use critical instructional time to then work with the students making 

poor behavior choices, taking instruction away from the core of the student group to focus on 

one to two students who repeatedly have challenges in behavior. 

 The research site utilizes the Positive Behavior Support System to build a system of 

positive reinforcement across the entire school that prevents and retrains students in making 

good choices (Sugai & Horner, 2006).  Staff meets yearly to go over and refine a behavior matrix 

for all areas of the school.  This behavior matrix uses positive language to define the 

expectations and protocols for all instruction, locations, and events at the school.  Certain 

challenging behaviors are defined as classroom behaviors and office referral behaviors so not to 

overload the office with office referrals for poor behavior choices.  Students, who continue to 

make poor choices or exhibit more serious behaviors, are written up on an office referral. 

 Office referrals detail the specific behavior by categories.  The behavior or behaviors are 

identified under the three main school rules: be safe, be respectful and be responsible.  Staff can 

check the defined behavior(s) and then there is an area to write up the details of what exactly 

happened.  There is another area to mark what the antecedent of the behavior was and to identify 

what the staff member observed as the outcome goal of the behavior for the student: attention, 
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power, control, and violence.  This information is all entered into a database, along with time of 

day, location of behavior, and interventions already tried.  The PBIS cadre and the EBIS Team 

then evaluate the data periodically.   The EBIS Team has representation from the stakeholders 

(Sugai & Horner, 2006) at the school for example, intervention specialists, instructional coach, 

counselor, administrator, learning specialists, ELL specialist, and grade level teacher. 

 The EBIS Team at the research site looks at the number of office referrals a student has 

and upon set criteria then refers students to the CICO Program to intervene with the student in 

their repeat behavior offense.  In Filter, McKenna, Benedict, Horner, Todd and Watson (2007), 

office discipline referrals were also evaluated and data collected to compare the previous 

problem behaviors and ongoing behaviors during the CICO program. CICO is designed to retrain 

students in making positive choices in the identified behaviors they are struggling with per office 

referrals.  Goals are set according to their individual office referral data and a mentor is selected 

who will work best with the student on supporting these goals.  The student is then monitored for 

a beginning period of six weeks where the CICO response data is continually gathered along 

with any additional office referrals.  If a student continues to gain office referrals while on the 

CICO program, their individual CICO goals are reevaluated or the student is referred to an EBIS 

Problem Solving Meeting where the parent(s) of the student are also identified to work together 

to identify what is contributing to the student continuing to make poor choices.  If the behavior 

situation is more serious, for example, extremely violent or self destructive, then the EBIS Team 

may go straight to a Referral Management meeting and the student is recommended for a 

functional behavior assessment (FBA) to identify the true source of the behavior and then other 

interventions are set-up following the FBA, such as even recommendations to a medical doctor 

or counseling. 
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 The researcher is a member of the school EBIS Team.  As a member of this team, the 

researcher has seen in the red-to-yellow (tertiary-to-secondary) zone students who are identified 

through the high number of office referrals into the CICO program, a continual increase in office 

referrals.  Refer to Figure 1 for information regarding the levels of prevention using the PBIS 

System.  The red-to-yellow zone students keep having office referrals instead of decreasing the 

number of office referrals.  The office referrals are for extreme behaviors and when these 

students are sent to the office, there is only so much space to separate the students from each 

other.  When there are four to five serious red zone students in the office and only one time-

out/safe room, the other students are more visible in the office or interact with each other in the 

office, creating a hostile and toxic environment.   

Some of these students are on an individualized educational plan for a disability.  Some 

students come from a traumatic or challenging home life.  Overall, each student office referral is 

handled separately dependent upon their previous office referrals and interventions attempted.  A 

first time office referral is handled differently than a student on their 17
th
 office referral.  The 17

th
 

office referral is part of the issue as the student is on CICO but still racking up additional office 

referrals.  With the challenging population of the students, the research site works hard to 

intervene and keep the students at school doing academics.  Out-of-school suspensions or 

expulsions are a last resort because the research site does not want to contribute to the overall 

district dropout rate, especially with our red-to-yellow zone students in fifth grade.  Therefore 

evaluating the effects of CICO is critical when setting up the CICO system and meaningful 

interventions to decrease the problematic behaviors that are exhibited by the red-to-yellow zone 

students.  The question to be researched at the research site is: ñWhat Are the Effects of Check-

In Check-Out (CICO) Intervention Programs on Red-to-Yellow Zone Identified Participant 
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Students in a Positive Behavior System School?ò 

 

Figure 1 

Levels of Prevention in the Research Site PBIS System 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yellow Zone/Secondary Prevention 

Student 15% Population:  Students 

exhibit at-risk behaviors that are 

supported with additional interventions 

such as CICO beginning with 3-5 

office discipline referrals (dependent 

upon referral classifications). 

Red Zone/Tertiary Prevention Student 

5% Population:  Students that exhibit 

high-risk behaviors that are supported 

with individually designed 

interventions such as CICO, mentoring, 

an EBIS Team problem solving 

meeting, and possible referral for 

behavioral evaluation/testing. 

Green Zone/Primary Prevention 

Student 80% Population: PBIS School 

and Classroom Behavior Matrix and 

rewards system applies for all staff, 

students, and locations. 
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Literature Review 

 The literature on PBIS Systems identifies the various features and implementations 

within a range of school systems and grade levels.  Overall, PBIS has been the focus of research-

based methods that utilize educational positive behavior reform strategies to increase positive 

behavior choices and academic achievement by all students (Carr, et al., 2002).  The need for the 

developed system of interventions and supports has grown out of the change in methods for 

dealing with students who exhibit patterns of misbehavior and increased focus on academic 

gains.  Children make poor behavior choices and the trend has been to move away from 

punishment that intends to hurt the child physically or psychologically, to teaching a child 

discipline, per Clarke (1999), where the poor behavior choice is replaced with a lesson to teach 

what is appropriate. 

Carr (2007) also states that along with the system the person is involved, ñGoals can be 

set that are responsible, realistic, and relevant to achieving personal satisfaction,ò (p.5) so to not 

only support the individual in the PBIS system but also relate these goals to the quality of life 

(QOL) factor.  The traditionally framed PBIS System incorporates three tiered levels of support 

and interventions ñto prevent, respond to, and reduce problem behaviors,ò (Stewart, Benner, 

Martella, & Marchand-Martella, 2007, p. 240).  Warger (1999) also states the 1997 

reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) requires an 

Individualized Educational Plan (IEP) team to think about utilizing PBIS to deal with the 

behavior that is interfering with the learning of the student.  The following categorical 

descriptions highlight how past research and information has blended these ideas into current 

practices that are part of the research being evaluated at the research site. 
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Methods of PBIS Implementation 

 PBIS is not just treating the wound, applying a temporary fix like a band-aid but actually 

evaluating the entire system and preventing ñaccidentsò from happening before they occur.  Carr, 

et, al. (2002) also reflects this in this statement: ñIntervention takes place in the absence of 

problem behavior in order to prevent such behavior from occurring againò (p. 10). 

These interventions are becoming so prevalent because the ñfocus is on remediating academic 

skills deficits rather than social behavior problems,ò as noted in Fenty, Miller, and Lampi (2008, 

p. 186).  Fenty, Miller and Lampi (2008) go on to describe that research reflects that the 

appropriate method to deal with social behaviors is to ñincorporate social skills instruction in the 

academic curriculumò (p.186).  Looking at the research over the last two decades, Vincent, 

Horner, and Sugai (2002), also share that the population of schools have also become 

increasingly diverse sharing a wide range of cultures, language, and socio-economic 

backgrounds.  These descriptions begin to demonstrate the need for the PBIS framework and 

system, especially when these elements are present at the research site of the researcher. 

In Carr, et. al., (2002), PBIS involves a mix of stakeholders such as parents, teachers, 

coaches, and friends that create a support team and partnership to define the interventional 

support system in creating a higher QOL for all involved, with a main message of PBIS being 

that ñin providing support, we should focus our efforts on fixing problem contexts and not 

problem behaviorò (p. 9).  Sugai & Horner (2006) state that core to the sustainability and success 

of the PBIS System is development by a leadership team per each school district or school 

system preferences.  This team actively coordinates to maximize outcomes from the training, 

coaching, evaluation, visibility, political support, and funding of the PBIS program within the 

local school system (Sugai & Horner).  This team establishes a framework upon which each 
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individual school within a system creates their own meaningful PBIS System following the basic 

recommendations of a systematic evaluation tool to determine effectiveness of PBIS within the 

school and district, the formation of an action plan with outlined goals and expectations (Sugai & 

Horner).  Scott and Barrett (2004), specified in their research that the team also have teachable 

expectations, clear and consistent routines, and physical arrangements to prevent predictable 

issues. 

PBIS is traditionally established as three tiers defined as primary, secondary, and tertiary 

levels (Sugai & Horner, 2006).  Each level corresponds to specific interventions and/or supports 

that are established to prevent and handle misbehavior, utilize research-based best practices, and 

provide systems implementation.  The first level of intervention, the primary level, is designed as 

preventative measures for all students across all areas of the school setting.  This level involves 

all stakeholders such as students, staff, parents and community.  The next level, secondary, is 

comprised of strategies that target a relatively smaller sampling of students categorized as at-risk 

and who need additional support to be successful in the academic setting.  Tertiary levels of 

students are observed as the high risk behavior students who need extreme interventions to be 

successful and often have not responded to previous interventions at the primary or secondary 

levels.  Tertiary students are often problem-solved with a school specialist team to focus on an 

individualized behavior intervention plan as outlined in Sugai & Horner. 

Warger (1999) shares similar levels of PBIS implementation with Level 1 being a 

preventative level that supports 80-90 % of the student population by having defined 

expectations from the beginning of the year that are pretaught.  These behaviors when exhibited 

appropriately by students, claims Warger, are rewarded by the schoolwide system of positive 

reinforcement and feedback.  Warger then outlines Level 2 as a more structured system for 
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certain students defined by an individualized behavioral education plan (BEP) that allows these 

students to receive a check-in check-out session with staff.  The last is Level 3, where students 

are again on a BEP, however, the BEP is increased to include additional layers of support and 

structure from students at a Level 2.  Level 2 and 3 students may also receive functional behavior 

assessment strategies, social skill instruction, training in self-management, and direct instruction 

of social skills, per Warger.  For more detailed descriptions of Secondary/Level 2 or 

Tertiary/Level 3 interventions of PBIS, the researcher will look more closely into a Check-In 

Check-Out component of the PBIS system. 

 

CICO Formation 

 Sugai and Horner (2006) share that students with extreme behaviors do not respond to 

typical discipline systems and in fact, more often their behaviors increase in intensity and 

frequency.  PBIS is established to prevent or pretreat behavior concerns for students that exhibit 

chronic severe misbehaviors and that may need additional layers of intervention that retrain the 

thoughts of the students, provide opportunities to practice new skills throughout the day, and 

allow these students to receive feedback throughout the process.  One aspect of PBIS that is set-

up in this format is referred to as Check-In Check-Out (CICO). 

 Todd, Campbell, Meyer & Horner (2008) report that research has determined that CICO 

is ñbecoming a recognized targeted interventionò (p.46).  They describe effective elements of 

CICO are having a structured system, using intervention practice and tracking the information 

gained in a data format.  Important variables to consider in a PBIS set-up of CICO is the 

collaborative work of the team, making data-driven informed decisions, ensuring all staff is on 

board with the plan, and the ability to implement CICO at any time along with a good home-
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school communication system.  The design of CICO is to generate a larger amount of monitoring 

of identified at-risk students behavior with higher levels of positive feedback and modeling of 

the desired behavior (Todd, Campbell, Meyer & Horner).   Here is a description of a typical 

CICO setup per Todd, Campbell, Meyer, & Horner: 

 Students check in with school personnel in the morning, receive feedback throughout the 

day, and then check out with school personnel before the leave.  Typically, the child earns points 

to receive some form of daily reinforcer. 

Campbell and Anderson (2008) add that while CICO can be individualized to meet the 

needs of each student, there is not a standard methodology across the at-risk behavior students, 

that is, CICO is personalized on a case-by-case basis.  CICO is further defined by a daily 

morning goal where upon set times across a daily school schedule, the student is provided 

feedback toward meeting that goal and a reward is set for the end of the day per an already set 

expectation (Campbell and Anderson).  The research now turns toward current practices of the 

CICO component. 

 

Current Practices of CICO 

 Filter, et. al. (2007) found CICO to be ña low cost, positive, and efficient intervention that 

was most effective for students whose disruptive behavior was maintained by adult and/or peer 

attentionò (p. 70).  A student point card was designed based on the schedules of students and 

their personal behavioral goals.  The cardôs function was to document daily progress and provide 

feedback throughout the day to the student participant.  Weekly and quarterly the data was 

summarized by a CICO program coordinator with possible review by the behavior support team 

and used to make adjustments to the individualôs CICO plan (Filter, et. al.).  An important aspect 
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pointed out by Fitzsimmons (1998) in collecting data is to determine the possible causes of the 

problem behaviors.  Fitzsimmons suggests the following questions when evaluating data:  

 Is the problem behavior linked to a skill deficit?   

 Is there evidence to suggest that the student does not know how to perform the skill?   

 Does the student have the skill but for some reason not perform it consistently? 

This information can also be used to determine the antecedents, the primary behavior and 

natural consequences of the behavior that may contribute to its maintenance (Fitzsimmons, 

1998).  Sandomierski, Kincaid, and Algozzine (2007) suggest that a consistent screening 

measure be used beyond office discipline referrals (ODRs) for identifying the needs of Level 2 

students.  There are measures being used in PBIS systems just not a single consistent measure 

per the research.  The researcher has observed similarities in the literature research review of 

CICO formation with the research site.  The research site has established a CICO point system 

that the researcher is interested in evaluating further connections on similar questions as 

Fitzsimmons (1998) listed above.  

 

Data Methods Used to Make Decisions 

Instruments used to gather the data to make informed decisions regarding the PBIS 

strategies in place must take into consideration the varying components of PBIS.  Certain 

methodologies must be taken into account with implementation of PBIS and studies as research 

is moved from ñmore controlled situations represented by laboratories, clinics, and institutional 

setting s to the less controlled situations represented by community-based schools, homes and 

job sites, it becomes apparent that both pragmatic and validity concerns demand flexibility in 

scientific practices,ò (Carr, et. al., 2002, p. 11).  Based on a framework of applied behavior 
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analysis, the PBIS acceptable forms of data can be a range of direct observations, questionnaires, 

surveys, scales, student/staff/parent interviews, and/or discipline referrals, that are used to 

evaluate growth, progress and guide the intervention support system, per Carr, et. al. (2002).  

Filter, et. al. (2007) in their study on CICO collected data on fidelity of program implementation 

using a 5-item implementation checklist, the rate of formal office discipline referrals before and 

during CICO implementation, and the perceptions of staff as CICO being an effective and 

efficient program using a Likert scale from 1 to 6 that determined their opinions along specific 

criteria. 

Most research articles were a review of previous studies or and literature reviews, as 

noted in Dunlap, et. al. (2006).  Teams would evaluate the research and literature available and 

come to a consensus to summarize the statements made by the research.  Per Dunlap, et. al. 

(2006), most ñintervention studies with challenging behaviors were an aggregation of 

descriptive, quasi-experimental and experimental peer-reviewed studies using single-subject 

designs,ò (p. 33).  These methods to gather data were based on functional assessments or 

reteaching of social skills to reduce the challenging behaviors. 

Luiselli, Putnam, Handler, and Feinberg (2005) designed a quasi-experimental study that 

focused on preintervention, intervention and follow-up.  In the evaluation of the data, office 

referrals and suspensions were studied to determine if there was an increase or decrease.  The 

reporting of these referrals was also studied as data input being completed in a timely manner 

had been a concern identified in the preintervention stage.  There were also observations 

conducted in specific classrooms that identified studentsô on-task behavior with instructional 

practices of the educator.  

In Kincaid, Childs, Blasé and Wallace (2007), the research looked at the statements of 
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staff in response to questions and discussions regarding the barriers and facilitation of the 

Schoolwide PBIS system.  Two open-ended questions were asked of each nominal data group 

along with a step-process that outlined the nominal group responses.  There was a silent 

generation of ideas where participants listed their response on paper, a round robin sharing of 

ideas, discussion and clarification of ideas, a ranking of the top 10 items and then an average of 

the rankings, discussion of the group rankings, reranking after the discussion and then a rating on 

each idea using a 7-point scale (Kincaid, Childs, Blasé and Wallace).  The results were grouped 

by similarity and analyzed for implications into the practice of PBIS systems.  With this 

information, future resources and strategies were listed to improve the PBIS system for adult 

implementation to increase effectiveness for students.  From this small sampling of methods, 

there is a wide range of decision-making data to consider when interpreting the effectiveness of 

PBIS and/or CICO.  It will be critical for the researcher to narrow the focus and interpretative 

meaning of the data gathered at the research site. 

 

Other Factors and Variables to Consider 

 Research studies have also shown students who do not respond to CICO and/or PBIS 

systems.  Additional functional behavior assessments have been completed to modify CICO and 

individualize plans, according to Campbell and Anderson (2008).  There has been a documented 

improvement in these additional CICO modifications.   

In more severe student behaviors where there is still a lack of response to CICO the 

researcher looked at research from Muscott (1995) that shared how understanding 

counteraggression in challenging students must incorporate four areas: the conflict cycle, the 

stages of escalation, triggers, and strategies to decrease aggressive behavior.  These areas are 
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similar to, Colvin (2004), who goes into more detail to explain the cyclical nature of acting-out 

behavior with at-risk students.  A student who exhibits the phases of Colvinôs (2004) defined 

acting-out behavior cycle fit a profile where a different set of interventions would be more 

beneficial with the student once identified by either a functional behavior assessment (FBA), 

BEP, or IEP.  These students would have a modified form of CICO tailored to their individual 

needs and background circumstances.   

Colvin (2004) describes these students as ñantisocialò that engage and escalate further 

once triggered and can become quite disruptive and damaging to all relationships within the 

school and classroom setting.  These students are at the top of the Tertiary Level or Level 3 when 

looking at a PBIS system.  These students are more concentrated in schools with traditional 

patterns of  having an increased low-socio-economic population as non-school based triggers can 

be defined by these categories:  

 high needs home,  

 health problems,  

 nutritional needs,  

 abuse and trauma situations,  

 inadequate sleep,  

 dual diagnosis,  

 substance abuse issues, and  

 gangs or deviant peer groups per Colvin (2004, pgs. 19-20).   

Layer these with school-based triggers of peer pressure, conflicts, changes in school routines, 

peer provocations, ineffective problem solving, facing errors during instructional time along with 

correctional procedures, can contribute to increased at-risk behaviors.  In more serious students it 
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is important to discern if the student is exhibiting antisocial behaviors or traits of poor behavior 

choices.  Campbell and Anderson (2008) suggest that school office discipline referral forms 

allow staff to indicate not only the behaviors observed but also the function of the behavior. 

Carr, et. al, (2002) felt that training is another area of PBIS where many factors play into 

the implementation such as the ñwho, where, and what.ò  The one factor of ñwhoò is doing the 

training can lead to decreased or increased accessibility of PBIS implementation.  If experts from 

university or research facilities are providing training to one or two staff members from a system, 

this decreases the effectiveness of PBIS versus in-house trainers being developed who provide 

constant support in the local PBIS system throughout implementation.  The location of the 

training can be formal in a university setting to informal which would include local community 

stakeholders to increase the meaning of the training at an on-site locality where the training 

includes ñreal-life contexts,ò (p. 17).  The broader context of ñwhatò has to deal with the 

information being shared in the training being  relevant to those who also have the capacity to 

integrate technology and broaden the infrastructures and networks of PBIS within the local 

structure. 

Sandomierski, Kincaid, and Algozzine (2007) also felt that the classroom environment 

must be considered in addressing behavioral support and interventions. Administrators, support 

personnel, and classroom teachers need to work together to establish high-quality expectations 

and interventions evident not only in academics but behavior instruction as well. Data that 

suggests that certain classroom environments are generating more ODRs, have increased levels 

of off-task behavior, combined with low academic gains and expectations, with unstructured 

instructional sessions of time, need administrative action to intervene and support the needs of 

the students within the classroom environment (Sandomierski, Kincaid, and Algozzine). 
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Luiselli, Putnam, Handler and Feinberg (2005) could not ñrule out similar threats to 

internal validityò (p. 195).  The fidelity of staff was not assessed in their study, the ODRs being 

recorded with fidelity, along with ñnon-planned remedial procedures, changing student 

populations, seasonal variability, and personnel turnoverò contributed to factors of validity, 

(Luiselli, Putnam, Handler and Feinberg, p. 195). 

 Maag (2006) in his research and review of social skills training studies with students who 

have emotional or behavioral disorders concluded that it is a challenge to generalize the impact 

of studies based on the range of variability of participants described as having an emotional or 

behavioral disorder.  Maag pointed out the importance of future researchers to ñcarefully 

examine subject characteristicsò (p. 8) when determining what is an emotional or behavioral 

disorder.  Another important factor to consider is that educators may believe that a specific 

procedure may be successful in their site when in reality they do not have the resources to put 

into practice the procedures. 

Another consideration in relation to PBIS and CICO implementation is increased 

communication and feedback generated to students.  Faber, Mazlish, Nyberg, and Templeton 

(1995) state this as the ñneed to know the difference between words that demoralize and those 

that give courage; between the words that trigger confrontation and those that invite cooperation; 

between the words that make it impossible for a child to think or concentrate and the words that 

free the natural desire to learnò (p. 16).  The researcher has gathered from the review of literature 

that many factors and variables are part of effectiveness and/or lack of effectiveness of the PBIS 

and CICO system.  The researcher will work to evaluate all applicable areas in the research at the 

research site to gather comprehensive data to evaluate the effect of CICO on at-risk students 

based on the details of this literature review. 
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Action Research Proposal 

Chapter Three ï The Goal of the Action Research Project 

 

 The goal of this action research project is to figure out what are the effects of check-in 

check-out (CICO) intervention programs on red-to-yellow zone identified participant students in 

a positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS) system school. 

 Research shows that positive gains are identified and decreased office referrals have been 

documented from the use of a PBIS and CICO system in school settings.  The literature research 

also identified additional factors to be considered given the broad range of variables within the 

PBIS and CICO systems to support students in exhibiting positive behavior choices.  The 

researcher will determine the effective components of CICO in the PBIS system at the research 

site with at-risk students. 

 The outcomes generated from the action research project will benefit students, staff, and 

the researcher at the research site in several ways.  Staff knowledge of the PBIS system with the 

supporting CICO component will increase along with defined effective traits of CICO with at-

risk students at the research site, based on the data and information gathered.  The researcher will 

be able to coach staff in their instructional approaches with more engaging and efficient behavior 

management strategies from PBIS methodology, continuing to decrease office referrals. 

 The data and information gathered will document more effective strategies and 

techniques and the least effective strategies and techniques.  The researcher will determine this 

information by comparing the number of office referrals at-risk red-to-yellow zone students have 

or have not received since beginning the CICO intervention component of the EBIS program at 

the research site over the course of at a minimum 6 weeks of data points.  The researcher will 
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also evaluate staff and student comments from survey input regarding the CICO componentôs 

effectiveness.   

This information will be valuable to the PBIS cadre at the research site who meets 

regularly to develop the PBIS system at the research site.  At-risk students will either show 

progress toward meeting their goals or be identified for reevaluation of their goals in CICO.  If a 

student continues to not make progress on CICO, alternatives can be explored in the Schoolwide 

EBIS Team to individualize the intervention further along with a referral for additional testing 

such as a functional behavior assessment (FBA) and/or referral to special education for further 

behavior analysis and testing.   

 Over the course of this action research project several data collection instruments will be 

used.  A survey will be designed by the researcher and given to staff and administrators at the 

research site regarding their opinions of the implementation of PBIS and the supporting CICO 

component.  A spreadsheet will be created to collect and interpret the CICO data in comparison 

with any office discipline referrals received by the at-risk students.  The students will be 

identified by a code on the spreadsheet and additional information will be gathered in regard to 

being a red-to-yellow zone at-risk students, grade level, culture, ethnicity, language, and socio-

economic status.  The CICO data information will be gathered weekly.  Student point cards will 

also be gathered as evidence and documentation of point card set-up.  The researcher will look 

for common patterns across the at-risk student data to identify suggestions in making the CICO 

program more successful and efficient. 

 The at-risk students will also be surveyed regarding their perspective toward the CICO 

component of the PBIS system.  The researcher will study the information gained to determine 

behavioral trends in increasing positive attitude and motivation.  The overall information and 
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data gained from the research will be shared with staff to create additional positive gains in PBIS 

and CICO implementation in the next school year model. 
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Action Research Proposal 

 

Chapter Four ï Action Plan 

 

 

The goal of this action research project is to assess what the Check-In Check-Out 

behavior intervention effects are with identified red-to-yellow zone at-risk students in a PBIS 

system.  The researcher is focused on the outcome effects of CICO and whether it is decreasing 

ODRs in at-risk students and decreasing their negative behavior choices.  Other possible 

solutions were identified in the literature research review as methods to support these at-risk 

students in behavior.  This issue of at-risk student behavior has been addressed in schools with 

at-risk student problem behaviors for years and with money and time invested in various 

programs, counselors, and strategies.  In this chapter the researcher will evaluate possible 

solutions to the behavior concerns of at-risk students in the academic setting. 

 

Possible Solutions 

With district financial constraints, it is very important when evaluating possible solutions 

for resolving behaviors with at-risk students, that the solution would not require the district 

additional costs such as programs or professional development.  The researcher is limited by 

these constraints, as there are additional budget cuts to be made for the 2010-2011 school year.  

Overall, the possible solutions must fit easily with the schedule and system of the research site 

and be effective in the research setting. 

 

Social Skills Training  

Maag (2006) identified the pattern of social skills training (SST) being used with students 

who exhibit severe emotional and behavioral disorders.  SST has been used with a variety of 
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students ranging from mental disease to studentsô on an individual education plan to students 

who have had trauma in their lives.  Muscott (1995) also employed strategies to redefine 

behavior in young children with aggression issues.  SST is one option when working with at-risk 

behavior students, retraining and replacing inappropriate behaviors with appropriate socials skills 

and behavior choices.   

The research site has implemented some of these strategies into their current PBIS system 

and matrix design.  Staff was given PBIS Binders this past school year, 2009-2010, that 

highlighted specific lesson plans to teach students appropriate behaviors.  The lesson plans were 

limited and it is possible that the plans chosen are not effective enough or specific enough to the 

negative behaviors students are observed displaying at the research site.  Further data collection 

that is geared to the research site will need to be implemented to gather the information needed 

to determine the specific need of behavior lessons plans.  ODRs are inputted into an Schoolwide 

program but the access of staff is limited and the ability to manipulate the data is very limited.  

The data is not accessible or easily put into meaningful reports for staff to make informed 

decisions regarding behavior data.  The current system is not as effective as it could be and 

further evaluation into this area could highlight more effective strategies in retraining student 

behavior to increase efficiency of the PBIS system. 

The research site has a PBIS cadre that meets at least once a month to discuss the 

progress of the PBIS system throughout the year.  The PBIS Cadre is a group of staff that is 

selected each year to monitor and support the PBIS system at the research site.  They develop a 

yearly action plan of goals to improve the PBIS system.  While the information gained about the 

PBIS system by the researcher at the research site is beneficial, the overall focus of this solution 

is too narrow when looking at the effects of CICO and therefore this solution is rejected.   
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Cost Analysis and PBS  

Scott and Barrett (2004) researched the PBIS process and structure and the financial costs 

the program wither saved or cost them over three years.  Over the three-year implementation in 

their research sites, there was a decrease in the time of administrators working on ODRs from 12, 

160 minutes to 920 minutes, saving an average of 29.5 days during the school year spent 

previously on ODRs, p. 25.  For disciplinary suspensions the administrators saved 50 days over 

three years, 462 hours in the baseline year to 132 hours in year three.  Combining these savings 

with the instructional time saved, the overall realized savings in the third year was $9,917.74, 

(Scott & Barrett, p. 25). 

At the research site this is critical information with forecasted budget cuts of 2.3 million 

for the next school year.  Presenting information from this research would be beneficial to staff 

to understand not only the instructional time being increased but also the financial gain of 

increased implementation of PBIS within the classroom, building and fidelity to PBIS structures 

already in place at the research site.  Each school has variables and the research site will have itôs 

share of variables but the overall ability to decrease ODRs and the amount of instructional and 

administrative time spent on at-risk students within the research site will only contribute to 

higher academic instructional time and gains Schoolwide.  While this may not be the only 

possible solution this is an aspect that can be added to the current PBIS configuration at the 

research site to increase staff buy-in and implementation of the PBIS system currently in place.  

The researcher feels this would be very eye opening to staff to see how much it costs the school 

and district to deal with at-risk behavior students when the classroom environment is not 

consistent with district and school behavior policies in place.  However, while informative this 
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solution does not meet the objective goal of the researcher and will not be a part of the action 

research.  

 

Response to Intervention  

A strong possible solution that research site utilizes is the Response to Intervention (RtI) 

model.  At the research site along with RtI, is a PBIS system that is framed around a multi-tiered 

model; per Sandomierski, Kincaid, and Algozzine (2007) PBIS is a system that is coherent with 

the main beliefs of RtI.  The research site follows the RtI model and differentiates instruction 

academically and behaviorally.  RtI and PBIS at the research site reflect the multi-tiered model 

as described in Sandomierski, Kincaid, and Algozzine (2007) that uses an Schoolwide approach 

at Tier I, targeted instruction at Tier 2 and individualized interventions at Tier 3.  Having both 

the RtI and PBIS models in place is also cost effective as there is little financial cost to the 

district and the school.  Both models easily fit into the schedule and procedures in place, a bonus 

when looking at another year of budget cuts. 

At the research site, a former Reading First school, the academic reading multi-tiered 

system is well established.  Other academic areas are progressing in a similar fashion: using a 

defined research-based curriculum, having research-based intervention program to support below 

grade level students and a data system that screens and identifies students at-risk through year-

long monitoring of the growth and/or limited progress of the students.  In behavior, PBIS has 

been in progress for several years but still has some of the missing elements of the established 

academic support system.  There is a skeletal framework of targeted instruction put in place with 

the CICO designed to individualize the needs of at-risk students with three or more ODRs.  
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There are no decision rules as in reading nor is there a screening measure in place to identify 

students at-risk other than the ODRs collected throughout the year. 

As a member of the EBIS Team, the researcher looks through the academic and behavior 

ODRs each month to evaluate the progress s of students.  However, instead of being preventative 

the ODRs information is arriving late, after the student has made or continues to make a poor 

choice.  The at-risk students are receiving CICO and monitored for progress during this 

intervention cycle.  The ODRs behavior data is hard to collect and again, gathered after the 

event.  There has been no other data source shared with the EBIS Team in regard to the progress 

or effectiveness of the CICO system.  RtI is beneficial when a strong system has been developed 

for the school site.  RtI and PBIS together, make the school model even stronger at meeting the 

needs of the student, especially the at-risk student. 

The research site does use the EBIS Team to evaluate students not making gains in 

behavior, too.  Those students identified to need the CICO intervention are monitored and when 

they are not making positive progress over a six to eight week period of time along with 

increased ODRs, they are often recommended to receive a Functional Behavior Assessment 

(FBA).  From the results of the FBA, the student make or may not be referred to Special 

Education for further assessment and evaluation.  The student may also receive an individualized 

Behavior Improvement Plan (BIP) to document the system of support the student needs to be 

successful in the academic and school setting.  Just as in the academic RtI model, the PBIS side 

is designed to prevent and support students before they become out of control or academically 

behind their peers because their behavior is interfering in their learning.  The researcher will be 

looking at this solution at the research site and the effect of the CICO component of the RtI 

model. 
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Identification Process of Students at Research Site 

Students are identified in EBIS grade level meetings throughout the school year.  Data is 

gathered in reading, math, writing, and behavior on each student at the research site.  Students 

not making progress during a six-week time frame are discussed in the monthly data grade level 

meeting.  The team discusses additional interventions to layer into the current schedule of the 

student and individualized interventions are put into place.  The team identifies these students as 

on the EBIS monitor list.  The interventions are put in place per a set timeframe for the team and 

monitored closely during that time. 

For behavior, interventions may include a morning check in with the classroom teacher 

before the day starts, specific adults checking in verbally with the student throughout the day and 

giving the student at least 5 positives, recognizing the student by name and a high five at the end 

of the day for positive support.  Additional lessons targeting the behavior may also be taught 

using the school socials skill curriculum, to reteach specific skills to the entire class to correct 

inappropriate behaviors that may be a pattern for the class or grade level.  If the student receives 

office discipline referrals (ODRs) after small increased positive interactions and interventions are 

in place, the grade level team will then look at the number and type of referrals and decide to 

continue to monitor student, individualize the interventions again, or refer the student to the 

EBIS Team for a problem solving meeting.  Student with 3 or more referrals are often referred to 

the EBIS Team for a problems solving meeting with the parents of the student. 

 The next step for students with three or more ODRs is to decide as an EBIS Team, 

whether CICO will be the next best intervention to set-up for the student.  If the team decides no, 

we discuss other options such as the need for a possible medical evaluation, further time in 
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intervention as parents have shared there is currently a trauma in the home environment, 

counseling, and/or increased peer modeling.  For students that the team decides a yes on CICO, 

the student is set-up to receive CICO with a mentor person who would be able to be positive, 

already have an established positive relationship with the student and be able to move that 

forward modeling healthy behavior choices, and a mentor who has a schedule that works with 

the studentsô. 

 Once the mentor is decided upon, the point system is developed and assigned to the 

student.  The point card has goals that are individualized to the student per the building behavior 

matrix of rules and protocols for the research site.  The student is then pulled from class and the 

intervention plan is reviewed with that student privately.  The student is told that they need to 

check in with the mentor person before school who will give them their point cad and often 

reminds them of school rules and how to make choices they are struggling with during the day.  

They assign them point based in their interaction with the student in the morning.  The student 

then goes tot class where the CICO sheet is with them all day for teachers to sigh off on their 

good behavior choices, even at recess.  Depending upon the number of ODRs, some student 

checks in with their mentor at lunch while others sometimes sit with additional support in the 

form of a lunch buddy from the local boys and girls club.  The student continues to work through 

their day until the end, where they check out with their mentor teacher and can earn a daily 

reward such as candy or a trinket or healthy snack.  Students do this every day until Friday or the 

end of the week.  At the end of the week, if a student has participated in the program all week 

long they can earn an additional reward at the end of week, for example a large bag of their 

favorite chips, their favorite candy bar, a lunch from McDonalds or small pizza from Pizza Hut, 

an extra recess or computer lab time, etc., the reward is to be meaningful to the student. 
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The Action Plan 

The researcher in this action research project seeks to determine the effects of CICO on 

at-risk students in the red-to-yellow zone of a PBIS System, at the research site.  The researcher 

will track the progress of the at-risk students qualified to participate because of their number of 

ODRs by the EBIS Team.  The researcher will pull data since fall 2009 regarding the number of 

office referrals and type per at-risk student until the end of the school year, May 2010.  This 

information will be compared to their daily and weekly CICO goals.  The researcher will 

compare the progress or lack of progress in decreasing ODRs since beginning CICO and the 

progress to meet the goals as defined on their CICO daily point goal form.  The researcher will 

be looking into what are the elements that add or detract from the success of the student in the 

CICO component of the research site PBIS system.   

The researcher sought permission from her administrators before beginning this project.  

Administration felt that since the data was to be used confidentially and no studentôs names were 

going to be used, that parent notification was not needed.  The researcher will be professional 

and student names will be coded to keep the information confidential.  The surveys given to 

CICO participants and staff will be anonymous; no names, grade levels, or other identifying 

aspects are to be used.  Staff and students can feel free to share their opinions without 

identification. 

All student participants whether they successfully completed the program or dropped out 

of CICO will complete a survey regarding their opinion of the effectiveness of the CICO system.  

The survey will be given to student participants in the last week of school in May 2010.  This 

information gathered will be used by the researcher to identify positive ideas to support the PBIS 
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system in the next school year and better define the meaningful relationship of CICO with at-risk 

students. 

Observations of the CICO in the morning and afternoon with the mentor staff will be 

gathered regarding the process between the at-risk student and the mentor.  Teacher surveys will 

also be administered the last week of school, May 24, 2010, at the research site to determine the 

staff point of view on the effectiveness of CICO with at-risk students.  The data for the project 

will be collected by the end of May 2010.  The researcher will then spend the next several weeks 

analyzing and searching for commonalities and differences throughout the data.   

Here is a timeline for the action research project: 

Weeks 1-6 Identify participants and data collection, observations, and surveys 

Weeks 7-12 Data analysis and final evaluative write-up 

All of the information gained from the data analysis will be part of the conclusion for the 

completed action research project.  The final project will be completed and turned into the 

researcherôs advisor by the end of July 2010. 

 

Conclusion 

The researcher sought permission in the fall to use the information from the Schoolwide 

PBIS system and CICO component from her administrators before beginning this project.  The 

researcher is hopeful that through her analysis of the data, observations, and surveys, that she 

will  be able to determine the effect of CICO on at-risk students in a PBIS system to increase the 

success of the program with future students. 
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Action Research Report 

 

Chapter Five ï Results and Next Steps 

 

 

With the introduction of an EBIS system at the research site, the PBIS implementation 

increased positive student behavior.  However, there was still the presence of a specific 

population of students as determined from EBIS Team meetings that were considered to meet the 

red to yellow zone qualifications of having received three or more office discipline referrals.  

These red to yellow zone students were then discussed in the EBIS Team problem-solving 

meeting and it was decided to implement CICO as an intervention program with identified 

students.  The researcher chose to research ten students who participated in the CICO 

intervention program over the 2009-2010 school year to determine the effects the CICO program 

had on these students.   

The researcher gathered information about the ten participant students to determine if 

their were any patterns that could be identified as potential influencing factors that contribute to 

these students making poor choices.  Out of the ten students, eight are Hispanic and two are 

Caucasian.  100 percent of the students were male and come from a low socio-economic home.  

Eight of the students are raised in a single-parent home, one is in a foster home, and one is from 

a two-parent family.  Seven of the students out of the ten shared in individual student interviews 

conducted by the researcher at the research site that someone in their family had been in or was 

currently serving time in prison.  Two students had a primary language of English while the 

remainder of students had a mixed knowledge of English and Spanish.  The students came from 

a range of grade levels; there was one kindergarten student, three second graders, three fourth 

graders and three fifth graders.   
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These students were selected by the EBIS Team as needing an intensive intervention with 

positive mentorship and guidance throughout the school day to make positive behavior choices 

with the hope of decreasing the number of office discipline referrals each student was receiving 

and increase positive behavior choices made by the students.  While one student does come from 

a two-parent family, the parents have limited capabilities and it was decided by the EBIS Team 

that the student would benefit from positive adult mentoring and modeling of appropriate student 

behavior choices.  The EBIS Team felt that the CICO intervention program would give the 

desired effect on increasing positive behavior and decreasing negative behaviors within the 

selected students.   

To implement CICO, each student was set up with goals that were meaningful to the 

student and a reward system that was kept in a manila file folder.  The following items are 

examples of the various documents used with students on CICO.  Figure 2 is an example of the 

reward tracker sticker sheet for reaching daily goals: 
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Figure 2 Reward Tracker CICO Student Sticker Sheet 

 

Figure 3 is an example of the personalized student rewards used with the Rewards 

Tracker Overall Radical Raccoon Sticker Sheet.  The student name is placed in the blank spot 

before the word ñRewards.ò  The number corresponds to the number of stickers gathered over a 

specific time period.  For example, if the student earns ten stickers then the reward would be ten 

extra minutes of computer time or recess with a friend.  For twenty stickers the student could eat 

lunch with the school counselor.  Some students preferred a lunch from a local restaurant as a 

choice. 
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Figure 3 CICO Student Rewards Sheet 
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Figure 4.  This is an example of a Daily Radical Raccoon Sheet with simple goals using 

the three school rules of Be Safe, Be Responsible, and Be Respectful. 
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Figure 5.  This is an example of a Daily Radical Raccoon Sheet with student detailed, 

meaningful goals under the categories of Be Safe, Be Responsible, and Be Respectful. 

 

 

The student would then meet with a selected mentor who was determined a positive 

match for the needs of that student.  The mentor would be a school staff person who had gone 

through mini-training with the school counselor on CICO.  The student would check-in with the 

mentor in the morning, going over their form, their goals for the day, how their previous day or 

night or weekend was, and discuss scenarios where they could brainstorm positive choices to 

make instead of negative choices before starting the school day.  The student would then receive 

points dependent upon how this check-in meeting went in the morning from the mentor.  Some 
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students would come in triggered already and not be able to complete the morning check-in, as 

evident below in Figure 6. 

  

 

Figure 6.  This is an example of a student who checked into CICO before school and 

already was triggered.  The student did not meet their morning goal and decided to not 

participate 

 

The majority of students would check-in and then go through their day, receiving points 

per their determined CICO sheet for their goals per each class or subject period, recess, and then 

back to class.  At the end of the day, the student would then meet with the mentor again to 
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receive a final calculation of their daily CICO sheet, and then together the student and mentor 

would determine if the student met their goal for that day.  If they met their goal, the student 

could have an instant reward such as a candy or they could bank their points, saving the points 

for a larger reward such as a special meal or event.   

 

Check-In Check-Out Intervention Program Progress with ODRôs 

The researcher observed this daily process from the beginning of the school year until the 

end of the school year as the researcher's desk was in the achievement room, where the student 

would meet their mentor.  The researcher could sit in the natural setting for the researcher and 

informally observe the CICO participants without interference as the CICO participants thought 

nothing of the researcherôs appearance in the achievement room because that was the regular and 

normal workspace.   

The CICO student participants would arrive early in the morning to check in with their 

mentor.  Most students were quiet and respectful.  If their mentor had before school yard duty, 

this could cause an issue with the student as they would grow anxious and become irritable.  

Another mentor would often step in and check the student in then to prevent the student from 

being triggered further and to help calm them down.  It was a challenge though as there could be 

five to six mentors checking in multiple students at a time with little privacy to review school 

rules or challenges the students were facing.  Some student would wait patiently or line-up 

behind the other student while the mentor wrapped up with that student participant.   

 At the end of the day the same phenomenon would occur, a CICO student would arrive at 

varying times along with the varying schedules and duties of the mentors at the end of the day.  

There were challenges again of being able to meet with the mentor in a timely manner with 
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privacy.  Friday or the end of the week check-outôs were most challenging as students were 

anxious for the points to be tallied and to see what their reward would be.  Some had great 

difficulty waiting for the school counselor and would often go into her office without permission, 

trying to obtain a reward only for a staff member to remind them to wait at a table in the 

achievement room.   

 Other students were emotionally hurt when they did not make their target that week and 

they could visually see other students receiving rewards.  Students were observed crying at times 

or having an emotional meltdown, storming out of the room, slamming the door, when they did 

not meet their goal.  This discouraged some students from participating.   

 Altogether, out of the ten participants, three students did choose to not participate in the 

program after one to two weeks and dropped out.  The students cannot be made to participate in 

CICO.  If they choose to not participate or are non-responsive to CICO then the EBIS Team 

meets again and determines another course or intervention for the student to participate in with 

input from the parent(s) or guardian(s) of that student.  Another student participant is not 

included in the CICO daily data as this student receives an individualized intervention specific 

for that studentôs grade level that prevents the studentôs data to be compared to the other 

studentôs data.  These four students will not be included in the CICO data comparison with the 

ODR data.   

The first item looked at in the research was if students were meeting their goals on their 

CICO intervention program daily sheets.  The school counselor was documenting the daily 

sheets in an excel program by student and tracking their daily points and the times students were 

a no show, or chose to not participate in the CICO program.  Each student had their own page in 

the excel document.  Each individual spreadsheet was set-up to track the points gained each day, 
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by each subject period of the day, each break, the total number of points at the end of the day 

compared with their goal points, and how many points below or above their goal points each 

individual student participant was that day.  If a student was a no show that day and did not 

participate, the date was marked with NS for no show and the student would show a score of 

zero.  All students who had a no show date on their CICO data showed a score of zero on that 

data. Figure 7 is an example of how this information would then be graphed in comparison to 

meeting the daily goals of a student: 

 

Figure 7.  Student #5 CICO Data  

 

All the students were meeting their daily goals yet when the researcher compared the 

CICO information with office discipline referrals (ODRs) the students were still receiving office 

discipline referrals.  Here is another chart of the average number of referrals per day per month 

of that same student, Student #5, in comparison with the previous CICO data graph: 
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Figure 8.  Student #5 ODR Data  

 

As you can see in Student #5 Figure 7, the student is meeting the daily CICO goals in the month 

of March 2010, with the exception of no show days, which are equal to zero.  When compared to 

Student #5ôs ODR data, Figure 8, for the same month of March 2010, it is also one of the 

studentôs highest office discipline referral months of the 2009-2010 school year for that student.  

When looking at the data for where most office discipline referrals occur for this student, they 

are more likely to occur in the classroom per the graph in Figure 9 below.  This contrasts again 

with the studentôs daily CICO goals that the student is achieving per the classroom teacher yet 

the ODRs are most often occurring in the classroom. 
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Figure 9.  Student #5 ODR Data by Location 

 

This analysis pattern repeatedly occurred with the six other student participants. Below is 

Student #2 and the daily CICO documentation chart, Figure 10, of the student meeting daily 

CICO goals.  Please note that the dayôs the student has a score of zero points are days the student 

was a no-show either as absent or the student chose to not participate that day in CICO.  

Following the CICO daily goal chart is the chart, Figure 11, documenting the average referrals 

per day per month for Student #2.  Student #2 continues to gain office discipline referrals even 

though the student is meeting the daily CICO goals toward the end of the school year, the months 

of February through May 2010.  The third, Figure 12, documents that the student has the highest 

number of referrals on average out of the classroom and playground. 
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Figure 10. Student #2 CICO Data  

 

Figure 11. Student #2 ODR Data  
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Figure 12. Student #2 ODR Data by Location 

  

 Please refer to Appendix A for additional student CICO participation documentation in 

comparison to the ODRôs of the CICO red to yellow zone student participants.  The question that 

comes to mind is how can the student be meeting CICO goals when they are supposed to be 

designed to decrease negative behaviors and office discipline referral behaviors? The students 

are still continuing or increasing office discipline referrals.  All six students who continued their 

participation in the CICO intervention program continued to receive ODRôs and at the end of the 

year most students struggled to participate in CICO as their behavior escalated further.  The 

researcher ended the CICO data at the end of April 2010 as most CICO participants quit 

participating or had random participation that the data gathered the last month of school was not 

valid.   

 Overall, the researcher has several questions after analyzing the CICO data with the ODR 

data at the research site.  The researcher is curious why the red to yellow zone student 
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participants are continuing to reach CICO goals with continuing or increasing ODRôs?  Are the 

CICO daily goals on the CICO daily sheets not meaningful or connected to the behavior that 

needs to be decreased?  Is staff not consistently evaluating the student participants across the 

day?  Is staff being too lenient in their interpretation of the studentôs behavior choices during the 

day?  The researcher does not know exactly what the factors are from the current research 

question investigation.  The researcher can tell there is a large discrepancy between the CICO 

intervention program and the ODR data analysis that does document that CICO is not effective 

in decreasing the number of ODRôs by the red to yellow zone student participants.  The 

researcher suggests further investigation by the PBIS Cadre in the discrepancy between the 

CICO intervention program and the continued or increased ODRôs by red to yellow zone 

students. 

 

Student Survey 

 The researcher designed a survey for the student participants to obtain feedback about 

CICO from the student perspective. The researcher read through numerous school PBIS and 

CICO materials then designed a survey that would be meaningful in the areas of CICO 

implementation and that would give the PBIS Cadre the greatest feedback to make revisions, if 

needed, in the next school year.  The survey was named after the CICO program  ñRadical 

Raccoon Program Survey.ò  It was created as a one page document where the students could 

answer the questions in a table format by highlighting the appropriate symbol, such as a sad face, 

neutral face, happy face and/or a star.  Students were interviewed by the researcher individually 

on how they felt regarding their participation in the Radical Raccoons program, how their goals 

helped them make positive choices, how they felt about the daily rewards, the weekly rewards, 
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how did they feel about banking points, about their needs being met, did they feel staff treated 

them with respect, if their mentor helped them understand how to use their strengths and needs to 

make better choices, and how they felt about their mentor.  Space was left at the bottom of the 

survey for the students to give suggestions to change the Radical Raccoons program.  The 

researcher wanted the survey to be simple and easy for all students to complete regardless of 

grade or skill level.  If a student needed assistance in reading the survey, the researcher read the 

survey to the student.  

 The overall results were then calculated from all the surveys.  Ten students were invited 

to participate with a reward of a Popsicle; two students still chose to not participate.  Comments 

or suggestions that students made on the forms were: change the mean teachers; I would have 

changed the points, so it wouldn't take a long time to get a good treat; teachers to strict, staff 

mean, the staff like sheriffs; being one so I could be a self manager; two replied they would 

change nothing and one left no comments.   Figure 13, is the final result of the survey created: 
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Figure 13.  Student CICO ñRadical Raccoon Program ñ Survey  
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Here are the student survey results, Figure 14: 

Radical Raccoon Program Survey Student Results 

How did you feelé 
not at 

all slightly somewhat 

a 

great 

deal 
Total 

Responses Comments 

about participating in 

Radical Raccoons? 2 1 3 2 100%   

that your goals 

helped you make 

positive choices? 2 1 2 3 100%   

about the daily 

rewards? 1 2 1 4 100%   

about the weekly 

rewards? 2 1 1 4 100%   

about "banking" your 

points? 3 2 2 1 100%   

about your needs 

being met? 2 2 2 1 88% 

1 student 

did not 

answer this 

section 

staff treated you with 

respect? 2 1 2 3 100%   

your mentor helped 

you understand how 

to use your strengths 

and needs to make 

better choices? 1   3 4 100%   

about your mentor? 1   1 6 100%   

Total  22% 14% 24% 39% 99%   

 

Figure 14.  Student Survey Results 

 

 Overall, the CICO participant students felt that their mentor was a good match for them, 

treated them with respect, and that they helped them identify how to use their strengths and 

needs to make better choices.  Students had mixed feeling regarding their participation in the 

CICO program yet felt the program was helping them to make positive choices.  Five out of the 
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eight students really liked the daily and weekly rewards yet most did not prefer to bank their 

points, taking the instant gratification to having to save their points for a later reward.  It was 

interesting to see the results regarding studentôs feelings about if their needs were being met; it 

was evenly divided amongst the categories except ña great deal,ò with one vote.  This may be a 

factor in the students making poor choices if they cannot determine what their needs are.  In 

general, the CICO is well received by the students and the rewards are appreciated. 

 

Teacher Survey 

 The researcher also investigated the perspective of staff regarding the CICO intervention 

program at the research site.  After researching several methods, the researcher designed a nine 

question survey on kwiksurveys.com that enabled staff to receive an email request to take the 

survey at their leisure and follow a link to take the survey, anonymously.  The website then 

calculates the survey and produces a visual graph of the results per question asked.  The survey 

could have been setup to track participants however the researcher created an anonymous survey 

to decrease pressure on staff to participate and increase responses by allowing their interaction to 

be anonymous.  Staff was also told the detailed information gathered from the survey would be 

shared with the PBIS Cadre for the next school year in setting goals for our School Improvement 

action plan. 

 The researcher used a similar rating system as the student system.  Participants could 

choose between five ratings ranging from strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, to strongly 

disagree.  The questions surveyed with results as outlined in Appendix B were: 

1. I feel it is great for students to participate in the CICO Radical Raccoons Intervention. 

2. I feel that the CICO goals helped the red to yellow zone students make better choices. 
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3. I felt that the daily CICO rewards were beneficial. 

4. I felt the weekly CICO rewards were an important part of the program. 

5. I liked the option for CICO students to bank their points earned and save for a larger 

reward. 

6. I felt that the CICO intervention met the needs of the red to yellow zone student 

participants. 

7. I felt that the mentors treated the CICO students with respect. 

8. I felt that the mentors helped the CICO students understand how to use their strengths 

and needs to make better choices. 

9. I felt that the mentors were appropriate and placed with a good match for the CICO 

students. 

Out of twenty-one teachers, two administrators and twenty instructional assistants, as a whole 

twenty-one staff members participated in the survey that was sent out, May 27, 2010, during the 

last week of school.  Several factors contributed to the lack of staff participation: district budget 

cuts where selected staff was involuntarily transferred to other schools, some staff received laid 

off notices, and end of the year events and celebrations.  Almost half of the staff did participate 

and this was greatly appreciated by the researcher considering the mood of the building with 

serious district budget cuts.  The questions in the teacher survey were similar to the student 

survey questions so the researcher could correlate student and teacher responses regarding CICO.  
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Here is the table, Figure 15, calculating the staff results of those similar questions: 

Radical Raccoon Program Survey Teacher Results 

Teacher Statement 
Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 

Agree 
Total 

Responses 
I feel it is great for 

students to participate 

in the CICO. 2 6 8 5 0 100% 

I feel that the CICO 

goals helped students 

make better choices. 2 2 7 7 3 100% 

I felt the daily CICO 

Rewards were 

beneficial. 1 6 7 7 0 100% 
I felt the weekly 

CICO rewards were 

an important part of 

the program. 1 3 10 5 2 100% 
I liked the option for 

CICO students to 

bank their points 

earned. 0 2 8 6 5 100% 
I felt that CICO met 

the needs of the 

students. 3 4 9 5 0 100% 
I felt that the mentors 

treated the CICO 

students with respect. 0 1 2 7 11 100% 
I felt the mentors 

helped CICO students 

understand how to 

use your strengths 

and needs to make 

better choices. 0 1 5 9 6 100% 
I felt the mentors 

were appropriate and 

placed with a good 

match for the CICO 

students. 0 1 5 9 6 100% 

Total  5% 14% 32% 32% 17% 100% 

 

Figure 15.  Staff CICO Survey Results 
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Comparison of Student and Teacher Survey Data  

 The researcher took the responses to the questions from both student and teacher surveys, 

then created an excel spreadsheet to analyze the information in a chart.  The questions and/or 

statements were placed in rows with the answer choices in columns.  The total responses per 

question and/or statement category were calculated with a basic sum equation by the researcher.  

Student participants and teachers for comparison then used the information to create two bar 

charts to graphically represent the responses.   

 Overall, the teacher survey showed that on average most staff agree that the mentors and 

CICO program is a positive intervention for the student participants.  However, most staff 

remained neutral in their opinion regarding the daily and weekly reward system, and the overall 

effectiveness of CICO on student participants in making better choices.  This data aligns with the 

overall ODR data in comparison to the CICO data analysis.  Students while meeting their daily 

CICO goals and receiving daily to weekly rewards are not making better choices according to 

their increasing ODRs.  Figures 16 and 17 below are the two CICO survey charts to compare the 

results of the students and the teachers regarding CICO implementation: 
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Figure 16.  CICO Student Survey Colored Graph Results 
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Figure 17.  CICO Staff Survey Colored Graph Results 
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Other Factors for Consideration  

 The researcher found that the best informal observation method of the CICO intervention 

program was reviewing each CICO file of each student.  Within their files, the daily CICO sheets 

were located and the researcher gained valuable informal observations.  Several items were 

easily identified as factors that contribute to the overall positive and smooth implementation of 

the CICO intervention program and the success of the program within a PBIS system.  Several 

times teachers requested that the goals be more specific or revised when they were not meeting 

the goal needs of the students.  Figures 18 and 19 are examples of those requests: 
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Figure 18.  Teacher Request Example: The teacher is requesting the CICO goal be revised.  The 

subject periods are also incorrect, as noted in Figures 18 and 19, too. 

 

 

Figure 19.  Teacher Request Example: The teacher is requesting the CICO goal be revised.  The 

subject periods continues to be incorrect, as noted in Figure 18, too. 

 

The following two examples, Figures 20 and 21, document the teacher request and the teacher 

writing in the request. 
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Figure 20.  Teacher request to update CICO goal.  Also note at the end of day the student is in 

the office for a referral. 

 

 

Figure 21.  Teacher request to update goal has been ignored so the teacher wrote the goal in on 

the CICO sheet.   
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 There is also evidence from the students that suggest the students are bored or triggered 

such as highlighting the CICO sheet, ripping up and then taping the pieces of the CICO sheet 

back together, and leaving altogether from checking-in because a student was already triggered 

and upset in the morning check-in moment, as noted on a previous page.  There is not a system 

in place to intervene during the day when these triggers are being noticed, only to follow the 

format of the CICO sheet.   

 

Figure 22.  Ripped, torn and taped example of CICO sheet from a triggered student. 

 

However, it can be noted that several times the student triggered has not been able to complete 

the sheet as they have received an office discipline referral and a suspension. 
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Figure 23.  Student CICO Sheet.  Notice after the lunch period the student is in the office for in-

school suspension. 


