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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT 

Annie Draeger 
 
Doctor of Philosophy 
 
Department of Special Education and Clinical Sciences 
 
June 2022 
 
Title: Examining the Sustainment of District Recommended Evidence-Based Attendance 
Practices for Students with Disabilities 
 

Chronic absenteeism has been a growing concern for large urban districts over the last ten 

years as students with disabilities (SWD) are chronically absent at a much higher rate than their 

same-age non-disabled peers. This study examines the Truancy Task Force (TTF) 

recommendations that were developed to address absenteeism in a large school district. Using 

the Exploration, Preparation, Implementation, Sustainment (EPIS) framework, the study 

hypothesized that TTF recommendations have been maintained in schools, resulting in 

administrative and teacher support for excessive absences, community and parent efforts to 

encourage school attendance, and ongoing teacher professional development to reduce excessive 

absences. The research questions for this study include (1) How are the six TTF 

recommendations being maintained? (2) What is the educator reported knowledge of the three 

responsibilities of the TTF? and (3) What is the educator reported knowledge of the six 

recommendations of the TTF? Using a mixed methods approach, with focus group data and 

cross-sectional survey data to investigate evidence-based practices’ (EBP) quality assurance and 

fidelity within the sustainment phase, and using Proctor et al.’s (2010) implementation outcomes 

taxonomy, this study examined if and how the TTF recommendations were maintained in 

schools. Additionally, this study examines whether the EBPs were implemented with enough 
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rigor that they continued after the final TTF report. The main findings, conclusions, and 

implications for research are presented. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION  

 Chronic absenteeism, defined as missing ten percent or more of the school year, has been 

a concern for large urban districts across the country in the last ten years. Chronic absenteeism 

and truancy can have detrimental effects on students at all levels; however, those students who 

are impacted by learning differences experience an even greater impact (Gottfried et al., 2019). 

When students are not in school receiving instruction their educational achievement suffers 

(Gershenson et al., 2016). Students with disabilities (SWD) are 1.5 times more likely to be 

chronically absent than their non-disabled peers in elementary grades and are at a greater risk of 

experiencing the negative consequences of chronic absenteeism as they are already academically 

behind their same-age non-disabled peers. This creates a greater need for attention and research 

in this area. 

 According to 2018 Civil Rights Data Collection (CDRD), students who are chronically 

absent in preschool, kindergarten, and first grade are less likely to have basic reading skills by 

the time they reach the third grade. Nationally, about 14% of students missed fifteen or more 

days of school in a year, while 10,000 schools report that more than 30% of students were 

chronically absent (CDRD, 2018). Additionally, schools with higher numbers of at-risk students, 

including those with low socio-economic status (SES) report higher rates of chronic absenteeism 

than other schools. Students with disabilities who are also in at-risk groups including low-SES, 

students of color, students who are in the foster care system, migratory families, and homeless 

students have higher incidences of chronic absenteeism than their at-risk peers (Gottfried et al., 

2019).  
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 Irregular attendance negatively affects many aspects of school performance for students 

with disabilities. Those students who have chronic absences have possible exacerbation of 

problems with behavior and social-emotional aspects of school as well as increased participation 

in risky behaviors and activities outside of school (Gottfried, 2014). Students who chronically 

miss school in the early elementary grades create a precedent of missed days throughout their 

academic career, which in turn creates a cumulative effect of additional missed instructional days 

(Ginsberg et al., 2014). For middle and high school grade students with disabilities, higher levels 

of absenteeism are correlated to a higher drop-out rate when compared to their same-age peers 

(Gottfried et al., 2019). Further, students who are frequently absent miss out on opportunities to 

engage positively with adults and build relationships with their peers. This can manifest in 

behavioral challenges that create a vicious cycle of missed school and suspensions due to acting-

out behaviors (Gottfried et al., 2014).  

 When addressing chronic absenteeism and outside of school behaviors and activities, 

those students who are chronically absent have higher rates of crime and delinquency and are 

more likely to engage in risk-taking behaviors such as drugs, alcohol, early sexual experiences, 

and gang activity (Rocque et al., 2016). Longitudinal data posits that students who are 

chronically absent in school have negative outcomes later in their life including poor job 

performance (Rocque et al., 2016).  

Absenteeism Legislation 

As demonstrated previously, the implications of chronic absenteeism can affect every 

aspect of a student’s performance and development in the education system. Because of this, the 

Obama administration attempted to identify differences in attendance issues for students of color 

and those with disabilities. The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA; US DOE, 2015) was created 
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to address the myriad of disparities in the education of students, including those with disabilities. 

ESSA (US DOE, 2015) requires states to disaggregate all measures used in statewide attendance 

accountability reports by economic status, racial and ethnic groups, SWD, and English learner 

subgroups. By addressing attendance and truancy data at a national level, a commitment can be 

made at the state level to have accountability measures in place to keep students in school. 

Furthermore, national and state legislation impacts district decisions by providing support and 

guidance in decision-making to address chronic absenteeism for at-risk groups.  

While legislation may come from national or state education departments, keeping 

students with disabilities in school can create more funding for local districts, as the state 

provides vital funding based on attendance rates (Jackson et al., 2012). For those students with 

disabilities, additional funding could mean better resources and access to equitable education that 

could support more individualized education. Addressing the escalation in chronic absenteeism 

for SWD at the district level can provide potential benefits in other areas for these students. By 

creating more equitable attendance policies, SWD can have targeted strategies that include 

student individualized education plan (IEP) recommendations for potential truancy issues. 

Additionally, improved academic achievement, as measured by proficiency on state assessments 

could be a potential benefit of addressing chronic absenteeism for SWD. As students are 

included more in schools and have less time out of the classroom, they more readily have their 

learning needs met, which allows for the learning gap between those with and without 

disabilities not to continue to increase (Thurlow et al., 2017). Since ESSA (US DOE, 2015) 

requires states to establish long-term goals for improving four-year graduation rates among at-

risk subgroups, SWD could benefit from these higher graduation rates. Since the relationship 

between attendance and graduation is well researched and documented, it would be reasonable to 
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assume that if chronic absenteeism of SWD is addressed properly, it would serve to close the gap 

in graduation for this population (U.S. Department of Education [US DOE], 2016).   

Truancy Task Force 

 While national level data has illustrated the need for policies to address chronic 

absenteeism for SWD, local district level data demonstrates an even greater need for attention in 

this area. District data from Chicago Public Schools (CPS) reports that one in eight elementary 

students missed a month or more of school in the 2010 school year. CPS Chronic absenteeism 

data demonstrates that over three years (2010-2013) the problem increased for students as they 

continue through upper grades. This district level data was part of the impetus for state-wide 

legislation to address these chronic issues with the creation of the Truancy Task Force. The 

Truancy Task Force (TTF) was created in response to a series of articles published in the 

Chicago Tribune that highlighted the “Empty Desk Epidemic” with district data illustrating those 

students with disabilities, as well as African American students, in kindergarten through 8th grade 

were missing more school than their non-disabled or White same-age peers in the same district. 

The TTF’s first task was to identify the scope of truancy among marginalized groups in grades 

kindergarten through 8th grade in Chicago Public Schools, the third largest school system in the 

United States. The group had three responsibilities: (1) identify strategies to help educators and 

administrators address excessive absences; (2) support community and parent organizations in 

efforts to encourage positive social behaviors for students to be successful in school and in the 

community; and (3) promote professional development to equip school personnel with skills and 

knowledge to reduce contributing factors to excessive absences. To address these 

responsibilities, the task force’s recommendations centered around six areas with action items 

therein. The first two recommendations covered (1) terminology and (2) data collection and 
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application. The subsequent recommendations centered around (3) prevention, (4) interventions, 

(5) program evaluations and monitoring, and (6) further review and analysis.  

Additionally, district administration was tasked with reviewing current board policies and 

existing data and information to inform such policies to address factors that affect excessive 

absences for SWD. More specifically, the district addressed two policies: Average Daily 

Attendance (ADA) and Truants’ Alternative and Optional Education Program (TAOEP). ADA 

is calculated by averaging the three best months of attendance. This metric yields a false positive 

indication of school attendance and is not representative of the entire year.  The second policy, 

TAOEP, provides truancy protection for students who are at greater risk for chronic absenteeism 

such as SWD, and allocates monetary resources necessary to strengthen its oversight and 

monitoring of truancy data and supports. While the TTF attempted to address truancy and 

excessive absences by promoting these recommendations within the district, the effectiveness of 

these efforts can only be evaluated through progress monitoring and progress toward goals on a 

regular basis by comparing actual and anticipated attendance results. The TTF posits that by 

taking recommendations into consideration when addressing attendance issues, district 

elementary schools can address the excessive absences of SWD.   

TTF Implications  

 The TTF made recommendations in 2014 and two years later, a press release addressing 

attendance rates across the district was released. According to district data, the district hit a 

record 93.4 percent attendance (Chicago Public Schools, 2016). This steady increase from 

previous years showed a 0.2 percent rise from 93.2 percent the previous school year; and while 

this may not seem significant, every tenth of a percentage point increase represents an additional 

hour of instruction time per student gained over the school year (Chicago Public Schools, 2016). 
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The district credited investments that supported schools based on the TTF recommendations for 

the improved attendance rates for students in grades pre-kindergarten through 12th grade. 

Specifically, they targeted primary grades to establish good habits with attendance early on as 

well as improving data tools for school attendance reporting. The press release also posits that 

“increasing training to implement best practices uniformly across the district and increase 

collaboration between departments” also contributed to the growth in time-in-school for students 

(Chicago Public Schools, 2016); however, it is unclear as to how this training was implemented 

or what data was used to contribute growth in attendance to these factors. Additionally, a focus 

on early warning signs as identified in district-wide multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS) is 

attributed to helping educators keep students in school and is promoted as reducing barriers that 

influence chronic absences and truancy (Chicago Public Schools, 2016).   

TTF Recommendations and Evidence-based Practices 

  The goal for the TTF was to recommend the most effective strategies and techniques to 

combat the empty-desk epidemic. For the purposes of this study, EBPs refer to an approach for 

making educational decisions that considers findings from previous research (Eddy, 2005) and 

the specific instructional techniques that educators use that are supported by rigorous research 

(Cook et al., 2012). EBPs are integral to the education of SWD because they provide 

instructional practices that are most likely to improve school outcomes. This is demonstrated by 

the TTF recommendations that are based on what has historically worked in addressing truancy 

of SWD, as well as additional at-risk populations. When addressing EBPs to tackle truancy 

across the district, the TTF identified practices that were systematic, objective, and have a logical 

approach embedded in scientific research (Cook et al., 2012).  
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  The specific recommendations from the TTF center around six specific areas with 

actionable items: (1) terminology, where consistency in terms related to attendance would be 

streamlined across the state; (2) data collection and application, with the use of accurate data 

measures and distribution for real time access to attendance for stakeholders and training 

provided to teachers for this purpose; (3) prevention, where hiring and training of teachers and 

personnel to serve as attendance coordinators as well as community-based organizations 

partnering with the schools to prevent chronic absences, such as seeking SWD in the community 

to provide free and appropriate education (FAPE) and directing the positive behavioral 

interventions and support (PBIS) programing instituted in all schools; (4) interventions, using 

MTSS and targeting interventions for pre-kindergarten and kindergarten students; (5) program 

evaluation and progress monitoring, where progress toward attendance goals is evaluated on a 

regular basis; and (6) implication for further analysis and review, where the Special Education 

Programming commission is established to address chronic absenteeism in at-risk populations 

and the creation of a permanent commission to monitor best practices and data for truancy 

solutions. These recommendations have more specific interventions, such as PBIS and MTSS, 

that more specifically target chronic absenteeism at the school level. A table detailing these 

recommendations and responsibilities can be found in Appendix A.  

  The TTF recommendations of PBIS and MTSS have historically been utilized in 

educational research and have national acceptance as EBPs in addressing schoolwide outcomes, 

including attendance. PBIS is an evidence-based three-tiered framework to improve and integrate 

all the data, systems, and practices affecting student outcomes (PBIS.org, 2022). The three tiers 

(1) establish practices and systems that are proactive in support while also addressing unwanted 

behaviors, (2) support students who are at risk of potential problem behaviors in developing 
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skills they need to benefit from core programs at school, and (3) improve behavioral and 

academic outcomes using formal assessments to determine individualized support (PBIS.org, 

2022). These tiers address issues at each level of student need and incorporate positive and 

proactive behavior supports for all students, which is aligned with the recommendations of the 

TTF of consistent terminology, accuracy of data, and prevention of truant behavior.  

  MTSS addresses additional recommendations of the TTF including intervention, program 

evaluation and monitoring, and review and analysis. MTSS is a comprehensive framework that 

incorporates core instruction, differentiated learning, student-centered learning, individualized 

student needs, and the alignments of systems necessary for all students’ academic, behavioral, 

and social success (CDE.CA.gov, 2021). Regarding attendance and truancy, MTSS supports the 

focus and alignment of the entire system of tracking and supporting attendance issues as well as 

integrating instructional and intervention supports to promote positive attendance outcomes for 

students (CDE.CA.gov, 2021).  

  Both PBIS and MTSS recommend and support the use of “Implementation Drivers,” 

defined as staff members trained in complex skills of system execution, so that the 

implementation site can become self-sufficient with respect to staff selection, training, coaching, 

assessment, and administrative supports (Fixsen et al., 2019). These Implementation Drivers are 

integral to the fidelity of the program, as they have the task of leadership in training and 

coaching at subsequent sites in the district or organization. For this study, teachers will be 

surveyed on their ability to serve as Implementation Drivers, as well as the established 

Implementation Drivers at their current school site.  

 Frameworks 
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 When examining practices, such as the TTF recommendations of EBPs, a process of key 

factors in facilitating implementation need to be identified. Having a framework for evaluating 

implementation of recommendations demonstrates the ability of the EBPs to be assessed for 

treatment effectiveness (Moullin et al., 2020). The framework chosen for this study is the 

Exploration, Preparation, Implementation, and Sustainment Framework (Moullin, 2019) that is 

widely used in implementation science. EPIS was selected as a conceptual model for this study 

because it allows for examination at multiple levels while exploring longer term impact and 

sustainment (Becan et al., 2018). EPIS, in the context of this study, describes implementation as 

a process moving through four stages: (1) Exploration, where practices are identified to be 

implemented, systems are assessed, and organizational potential barriers/facilitators for change 

are identified; (2) Preparation, redesigning of the system to enhance availability and ensure 

consistent implementation; (3) Implementation, training, coaching, and active facilitation of 

EBPs to be adopted; and (4) Sustainment, maintaining the use of new practices (Becan et al., 

2018). The EPIS framework in this study is used to assess the implementation and sustainability 

of the TTF recommendations and responsibilities to further inform outcomes for students with 

disabilities.  

 The framework chosen to evaluate the teacher focus group questions and subsequent 

survey questions for teachers, administrators, and staff is based on Proctor et al.’s (2010) 

“implementation outcomes.” Proctor et al. (2010) proposes a working taxonomy of eight distinct 

implementation outcomes: acceptability, adoption, appropriateness, feasibility, fidelity, 

implementation cost, penetration, and sustainability. By conceptualizing and measuring 

implementation outcomes, we can advance the understanding of the implementation process and 

efficacy (Proctor et al., 2010). Using these eight implementation outcomes for the focus group 
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open-ended questions and subsequent survey questions provided an organized way of 

understanding and interpreting how the recommended EBPs from the TTF were distributed and 

adopted by schools, and whether teachers were provided support by way of training or 

professional development to implement these large-scale changes in their school sites.  

Purpose and Context of Study  

 Chronic absenteeism and irregular attendance have negative effects on school 

performance for SWD (Gershenson et al., 2016; Ginsberg et al., 2014; Gottfried et al., 2014; 

Gottfried et al., 2019; Rocque et al., 2016). There is a large disparity in the number of students 

missing school who have disabilities and/or are students of color (CDRD, 2018). The TTF 

provided EBPs as recommendations to address the disparities in attendance for SWD and at-risk 

populations. Implications were reported without clear data on how or what was implemented at 

school sites across the district. The aim and purpose of this study is to survey teachers within the 

district to report confidence in and knowledge of EBPs used in their schools to combat 

attendance problems as identified by the TTF. The context of this study uses EPIS framework to 

evaluate implementation of recommendations across the district to evaluate previously reported 

results. Additionally, the implementation outcomes framework from Proctor et al. (2010) is 

utilized to better understand the implementation and sustainability of the EBPs recommended by 

the TTF to ensure that SWD are not continuing to lose days of instruction. Since the final report 

from the TTF was issued in 2014 and has not been reevaluated, fidelity to the EBPs has not yet 

been reported. Specifically, this study intends to explore the implementation and sustainment of 

the TTF recommendations based on the three responsibilities of the TTF.  

Hypothesis and Research Questions  
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The guiding hypothesis of this study is that the TTF recommendations have been 

maintained and sustained across the district resulting in (1) administrative and teacher support 

for excessive absences, (2) community and parent efforts to encourage school attendance, and (3) 

ongoing professional development to reduce excessive absences. To test this hypothesis, these 

research questions investigate whether educators’ knowledge of the responsibilities and 

recommendations of the TTF are related to the maintenance of the TTF recommendations at 

school sites across the district. In this study, the following research questions were asked:   

1. How are the six TTF recommendations being maintained? 

2. What is the educator-reported knowledge of the three responsibilities of the TTF? 

3. What is the educator-reported knowledge of the six recommendations of the TTF? 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 This literature review addresses the scholarly writing on escalating absenteeism for 

students with disabilities (SWD) and the national and local data that illustrates the growing 

chronic absenteeism among those students. Nationally recognized evidence-based practices 

(EBPs) are explored as well as their benefit to SWD. Additionally, existing research on 

recommendations to address attendance challenges for SWD, including the Truancy Task Force 

(TTF) recommended interventions of multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS) and positive 

behavioral interventions and support (PBIS) are explored. Finally, the Exploration, Preparation, 

Implementation, and Sustainment Framework (EPIS) and implementation outcome frameworks 

used to evaluate implementation of the recommended interventions are detailed with reference to 

their use in the education setting.  

Escalating Absenteeism for SWD 

The CRDC division of the U.S. Department of Education (US DOE) reports on 

discrepancies in student outcomes, especially regarding students with disabilities and other at-

risk populations. The CRDC (2016) report addresses several areas which illustrate the glaring 

rates at which students with disabilities are pushed out of school. This is in sharp contrast to their 

same-age peers, who do not have as high rates of suspensions, dropout, or truancy. SWD who are 

chronically absent are included in absentee calculations even when they miss school due to 

chronic illness, such as asthma, or caring for younger siblings (US DOE, 2016a). Missed days of 

school due to suspensions are also included in truancy calculations which highly contributes to 

rates of chronic absenteeism for this population. Additionally, the overuse of suspensions for 

SWD greatly contributes to escalating chronic absenteeism apparent in elementary schools. US 
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DOE (2016a) CDRC and Civil Rights Project (2015) data indicates that SWD are more than 

twice as likely to receive one or more out-of-school suspensions than their same-age peers 

without disabilities. Furthermore, 5% of elementary school students with disabilities and 18% of 

secondary SWD have been suspended at least once during the school year, and this number is 

substantially higher for minority students with disabilities. Along with higher suspension rates, 

SWD also have much higher drop-out rates when compared to their same-age peers without 

disabilities. For SWD, the dropout rate of 16- to 24-year-olds was twice as large as that rate for 

peers without disabilities (US DOE, 2016b). CDRC (US DOE, 2016a) also reports that SWD 

with excessive absences in elementary grades have higher rates of dropping out of school as time 

progresses and gaps widen.  

Gottfried et al. (2019) focus on the excessive absences of SWD while also addressing the 

patterns that emerge for this vulnerable group. While chronic absenteeism hurts all students, 

Gottfried et al. (2019) posit that SWD are particularly vulnerable due to the absence in research 

and policy to address this problem. High rates of absenteeism are linked to lower academic 

performance and weak social and behavioral outcomes for SWD. Gottfried et al. (2019) 

investigated this issue while illustrating disparities between SWD and their same-age peers 

without disabilities, finding that the classroom setting is associated with absenteeism. 

Specifically, those SWD who were in general education (GEN) majority classrooms were less 

like to be chronically absent than those students who were in classrooms where most students 

were other SWD. These results indicate that future policy, practice, and research should focus on 

the possibility that SWD, especially those with emotional disabilities, miss a tremendous amount 

of school when compared to their GEN peers. Additionally, their findings suggest that there are 
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several implications to bridge the gap for SWD who are chronically absent, including the 

inclusion of SWD in GEN majority classrooms.  

Balfanz and Byrnes (2012) summarize the importance of being in school with their report 

on chronic absenteeism in the nation’s schools. They posit that although students need to attend 

school daily to be successful, chronic absenteeism is not measured in many schools. They 

suggest that chronic absenteeism is not monitored or defined consistently across states which 

undermines efforts to understand the prevalence of chronic absenteeism. Overall, Balfanz and 

Byrnes (2012) analyze that there are significant numbers of SWD missing an extraordinary 

amount of schooling. They measure this from student attendance data across multiple states as 

well as a consortium that followed one cohort of students from first grade, five and seven years 

forward, and another from sixth grade, five years forward. From this data, the authors determined 

that those students at the most risk of chronic absenteeism are those that are living in poverty and 

are students receiving special education services. They also found that chronic absenteeism 

interacts with the rhythm of school such as transitions from kindergarten to first grade, middle to 

high school, and through senior year. This is especially prevalent for SWD who have more 

missed days than their non-disabled counterparts in later school years.  

Recommendations to Address Attendance Challenges 

 To address the aforementioned and escalating absenteeism for SWD, federal, state, and 

local education agencies have proposed recommendations to combat rising truancy numbers. The 

US DOE (2015) proposed key policy letters to promote inclusive practices to tackle absenteeism 

for SWD and at-risk students. The Education Secretary and Deputy Secretary consider multiple 

avenues for challenging escalating absenteeism in districts including these actionable steps: (1) 

generate and act on absenteeism data, (2) create and deploy positive messages and measures, (3) 
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focus communities on addressing chronic absenteeism, and (4) ensure responsibility across 

sectors. These steps were chosen to support communities while addressing the barriers to daily 

attendance for SWD and other at-risk populations of students (Lynch et al., 2015).  

The first action step prioritizes the development of early warning systems so that students 

are identified before becoming chronically absent, and therefore missing so much school that it is 

impossible for them to catch up. The second actionable step focuses on the creation of positive 

messages for students that are implemented through counseling, mentoring, and the creation of a 

safe and supportive climate through PBIS. Since punitive measures are ineffective in addressing 

absence challenges, they are discouraged from use in these steps. Step three focuses on 

community support in addressing attendance challenges. Local community and school 

partnerships can raise public awareness about the detrimental effects of chronic absenteeism and 

can be addressed using evidence-based programs that focus on the connection between school, 

home, and community to keep students in class and learning (Lynch et al., 2015). The final step 

ensures responsibility across sectors and promotes regular communication to address the 

problem of chronic absenteeism. Lynch et al. (2015) posits that education, health, housing, and 

justice system leaders should work together to ensure shared accountability to address the causes 

of chronic absenteeism. The authors cite these actionable steps as ways to diminish the 

devastating effects that chronic absenteeism can have on a SWD’s future. Specifically, they 

examine how attendance tracking systems have failed to address the chronic absenteeism among 

SWD and have masked the extent of chronic absenteeism in many districts. Current measures are 

punitive and put the onus on students and families to improve attendance which further 

disengages students from school (Lynch et al., 2015). These actionable steps put forth by the 
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Education Secretary attempt to address the current problems with attendance measures and 

provide support and guidance for schools to correct chronic absenteeism for SWD.  

Escalating absenteeism for SWD is addressed by the National Center on Educational 

Outcomes (NCEO; 2018) brief which echoes many of the US DOE’s recommended actions. The 

NCEO recommends that states should create a clear definition of what chronic absenteeism is 

and how it is measured. This definition should be provided in multiple locations for parents and 

students to make communication a priority. Moreover, the root cause of absenteeism should be 

discovered and investigated to find other factors interfering with attendance for SWD. This can 

be done through examination of data, specifically monitoring the use of out-of-school 

suspensions and adoption of proven programs that benefit students with disabilities. The NCEO 

also recommends providing guidance, oversight, and professional development opportunities to 

district and school personnel so that they are aware of the warning signs and risk factors of 

chronic absenteeism in SWD. 

TTF Report  

 The TTF report recommendations mirror many of the actionable steps from the Lynch et 

al. (2015) letter from the US DOE as well as the NCEO recommendations for SWD. The TTF 

met eight times between December 2013 and July 2014 and held three public hearings to inform 

the recommendations made to the district. The July 2014 report focuses on the three 

responsibilities of the TTF: (1) identify strategies to help educators and administrators address 

excessive absences; (2) support community and parent organizations in efforts to encourage 

positive social behaviors for students to be successful in school and in the community; and (3) 

promote professional development to equip school personnel with skills and knowledge to 

reduce contributing factors to excessive absences. From these responsibilities, the task force 
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determined recommendations centered around six areas with action items therein. The first two 

recommendations covered (1) terminology: the need for review of terminology for the sake of 

consistency within districts across the state and (2) data collection and application: accuracy of 

data, creation of a database, and distribution of data to stakeholders within the school district. 

The subsequent recommendations center around (3) prevention: PBIS, community-based 

organizations, hiring/training of attendance coordinators, (4) interventions: MTSS, targeted 

interventions at pre-kindergarten and 9th grade levels, (5) program evaluations and monitoring, 

and (6) further review and analysis.  

 The first recommendation from TTF explores the definitions and terminology that 

districts use to justify absences and what constitutes an excused absence. The TTF reviewed 

terminology related to attendance across the district and state and found that a consensus would 

clear up the status of children who were not present in school. The following terms were agreed 

upon for consistency: attendance, hours of learning, absence, full day or half day missed, 

excessive absences (i.e., defined by five percent of days absence, excused or unexcused, of the 

past 180 days), students absence rates that qualify as chronic truancy, chronic absence, excused 

or unexcused; chronic truancy; average daily attendance (ADA); and satisfactory attendance (i.e.,  

students attending at least 95 percent of the past 180 days). This common terminology is not 

intended to be punitive, but as a means for reporting for the sake of prevention. These 

recommendations in changes to terminology were proposed to create clean and common 

definitions for consensus across districts.  

 The TTF recognizes the importance of data in decision making and the creation and use 

of systems that are timely, comprehensive, and appropriate for all stakeholders (TTF, 2014). 

Because of this, the TTF report’s second recommendation outlines that current data collection 
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systems need to be evaluated to determine capabilities to align with the proposed 

recommendations. Accessibility and real time collection of data is crucial to ensure that chronic 

absenteeism is being monitored and addressed. By making certain that building- and district-

level staff participate in once-a-year professional development related to attendance and data 

monitoring, schools can ensure that staff has familiarity with the data and what it means for their 

students and school. Some suggestions for required professional development include training 

and instruction on how to review data, guidance on data interpretation, guidelines on using data 

to inform strategies, and training on data collection. Parent access to data is another 

recommendation of the TT. Making attendance reports easy to read and understandable with the 

addition of same-day access to attendance information would require training on the part of staff, 

as well as disseminating information as a crucial part of addressing chronic attendance issues. 

With accessibility to data comes the responsibility to align data systems and collection, the TTF 

recommends that truancy and excessive absences should include as much information as possible 

when examining barriers to attendance. Some of these barriers could be violence, bullying, 

transportation, or lack of basic needs. Student absenteeism needs to be tracked at the state and 

local basis; therefore, existing systems need to be reviewed for consistency. The TTF 

recommends this be completed with school-level accountability and community partnerships.  

 The third recommendation from the TTF report focuses on the prevention of student 

absences and the creation of policies and procedures that inhibit the spread of truancy. The TTF 

recommends family engagement as an integral part of preventing further absences by providing 

training in relationship-based approaches to establish and maintain authentic relationships. 

Family-oriented programs that focus on issues relating to academics, parenting skills, and social 

issues that directly impact students can be foundational in creating opportunities for students and 
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families to engage with the school to promote feelings of inclusion. Additionally, community-

based organizations should be sought out by schools to provide another support for parents in 

improving school attendance. By making these recommendations to promote family and 

community engagement, the TTF hopes to promote better outcomes for SWD who may have 

more absences than their same-age non-disabled peers.  

 Recommendation three directly addresses the need for awareness of excessive absences 

for SWD with the creations of an attendance coordinator and professional development to 

support the policies and procedures. The TTF recommends that teachers and administrators 

should look for “red flags” that indicate a student may need evaluation, such as excessive 

absences. The TTF also emphasized that it is not the sole responsibility of the parent to inform 

the district of a student’s disability status. The district has an obligation to locate and identify 

SWD who are not receiving a public education, as absence patterns for SWD develop in early 

grades and become habit by middle grades and high school.  

 Interventions are needed wherever chronic absenteeism is occurring for SWD. 

Recommendation four addresses this by providing frameworks that create system and school-

wide practices to foster better attendance and learning outcomes. Early childhood education, 9th 

grade on-track indicators, and MTSS are all cited as interventions that could ameliorate 

excessive absences and promote higher rates of school attendance for SWD. By setting the 

precedent for school attendance expectations and support early with early childhood education, 

students would feel supported and on track for graduation by the ninth grade on-track indicator. 

MTSS is recommended as the formulized process by which schools should handle chronic 

absenteeism by the TTF report. This is an integrated approach that the district should adopt to 

provide prevention outreach and targeted interventions that creates a system of school-wide 
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practices necessary. The recommendations also include mental health supports and wellness 

activities for students with attendance problems, especially those with disabilities who are at 

additional risk of absenteeism.  

 The fifth recommendation of the TTF report is program evaluation and progress 

monitoring. To understand the effectiveness of the recommendations, student data needs to be 

evaluated through the utilization of the MTSS model. Clear definition of the reason for student 

absences needs to be identified, then the determination of goals to drive progress and improved 

attendance among students should be evaluated. Progress towards goals must be evaluated, and 

school attendance teams should be at every step of the process.  

 The sixth and final recommendation from the TTF report ensures that further review and 

analysis are required to assess further action as the TTF dissolves. As a safeguard, the TTF 

recommends the creation of a permanent statewide truancy and re-engagement commission as 

well as the creation of a permanent special education programming commission. These 

recommendations were created to ensure that the work of the TTF would be continued after its 

dissolution.    

Task Force Recommendations 

 The TTF has six specific areas with actionable items and sub-recommendations which 

focus on training and guidelines for how to use consistent terminology, collect, and disaggregate 

data on attendance, and provide parent access to data, all with the goal of preventing chronic 

absenteeism in the district.  

Terminology  

 Terminology is the first recommendation of the TTF, so that consistency within the 

district as well as the state can be established when discussing chronic absenteeism. Specific 
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terminology related to attendance, absence, and truancy are used throughout the successive 

recommendations for uniformity and ease in dissemination.  

Data Collection and Application 

 Collection and dissemination of data is an important aspect of the TTF recommendations 

because it is the cornerstone of progress toward the overall goal of reducing chronic absenteeism 

in the district. The TTF (2014) recommended that the school district provide accurate data that 

can easily be disaggregated to better inform the strategies and interventions needed to address the 

current chronic absenteeism problem. Additional recommendations include providing 

stakeholders with real-time access to attendance and truancy information. To further support this 

goal, training and instruction on how to review data and understand variables, metrics, and 

collection methods is recommended, as well as guidance on how to interpret data, inform 

strategies to reduce chronic absenteeism, and utilize data to inform early warning signs of 

chronic absenteeism in younger students (TTF, 2014).  

 To further support this recommendation, the TTF provides the following actionable 

items: provide guidance, training, and instruction to parents and the school community on how 

data is gathered, what it means, and how it can influence positive decision-making at the student 

level. Demographics in collecting data are also addressed by the TTF. Since students of color 

and SWD are at a significantly higher rate of chronic absenteeism than their peers, demographic 

data can be used to help identify trends and target resources in an effective manner (TTF, 2014). 

Additionally, a central database should be created in which school-level, network-level, and 

district-level daily attendance and absentee data can be tracked, disaggregated, and accessed by 

stakeholders including students, families, educators, and school personnel. Furthermore, TTF 

(2014) recommends that attendance logs be audited and evaluated on a quarterly basis by central 
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office and network staff to ensure that schools are identifying warning signs of chronic 

absenteeism. 

Prevention 

 Recommendations for the prevention of chronic absenteeism by the TTF include policies 

and interventions focused on creating a partnership between families, school, and community. 

These proposed recommendations include aggressive marketing, communication of attendance 

issues, and intentional effort to create a school environment that is receptive and responsive to 

parents. Hiring and training is a large part of the prevention effort. The TTF recommends the 

hiring and training of personnel to serve as attendance coordinators to reach out to students and 

families and determine root causes for school non-attendance. They also suggest those personnel 

assist families on issues that contribute to chronic attendance issues. Another recommendation of 

the TTF focuses on revision of the Student Code of Conduct to address and reflect restorative 

justice practices and determine which practices, policies, and procedures work to ameliorate 

chronic absenteeism and widespread truancy for at-risk populations in the district. 

PBIS. One of the EBPs that the TTF recommends for the prevention of chronic 

absenteeism for SWD is PBIS. PBIS is a multi-tiered system of support and one of the EBPs 

prevalent in the recommendations for combating chronic absenteeism (Lynch et al., 2015; US 

DOE, 2015; 2016). The TTF (2014) cites PBIS as a school- and district-wide non-punitive 

support for addressing the challenges of chronic absenteeism for SWD and at-risk students. 

When implemented with fidelity, PBIS can clearly define, teach, and reinforce school-wide 

expectations for behavior and attendance, assist in making data-based decisions to monitor 

intervention implementation and student response, aid in making decisions to support levels of 

student need, and sustain implementation (Bradshaw et al., 2009; Lewis & Sugai, 1999). 
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Freeman et al. (2016) posit that school-wide PBIS (SWPBIS) has a positive influence on 

attendance rates for students at the high-school level. The authors address interventions in three 

tiers that were designed to establish and support behaviors and attendance for students at all 

levels of need. For the current study, the SWPBIS tiers were designed so that tier 1 provides 

universal supports for students and staff at all settings within the school, tier 2 targets small 

groups of students who need additional behavioral support in addition to tier 1, and tier 3 

supports students who need individualized plans or wraparound supports. Freeman et al. (2016) 

explores the relationship between tier 1 SWPBIS (i.e., similar to the intervention the TTF 

recommended implementing) and attendance and behavioral outcomes across the sample. They 

concluded that the effect of SWPBIS on attendance was statistically significant and 

recommended SWPBIS as a decision-making framework to improve attendance and decrease 

behavior referrals that often lead to missed school.  

 Research indicates that SWPBIS has positive outcomes for elementary and middle school 

student attendance as well as high school (Bradshaw et al., 2009; Reinke et al., 2013). By 

targeting barriers that lead to missed school, including illness or dental problems, mental health 

issues such as anxiety or depression, transportation problems, financial issues, or other 

obligations outside of school such as babysitting a younger sibling, SWPBIS can increase 

attendance for students in elementary and middle grades. These practices support higher 

attendance outcomes in later education (Connolly & Olson, 2012; Ehrlich et al., 2013; Gottfried, 

2014; Rocque et al., 2016; Sprick & Sprick, 2019). For these reasons, as well as SWPBIS data-

driven decision-making, the TTF chose SWPBIS as their intervention recommendation for the 

district at all grades and levels.  
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Interventions 

  Prevention outreach and targeted interventions that focus on school-wide practices are the 

cornerstone of the intervention recommendations from the TTF. Cohort-level interventions, as 

well as individualized interventions, are recommended to ensure efficiency in tackling chronic 

absenteeism. The TTF particularly focused on interventions that address chronic absenteeism in 

the pre-kindergarten and kindergarten levels, which set the stage for future school attendance. 

Additionally, 9th grade interventions are recommended that can provide support for student 

academic and personal growth at a critical time of transition for students.  

MTSS. MTSS is the main intervention recommendation from the TTF (2014). MTSS is a 

universal prevention effort that varies in intensity depending on the extent of chronic 

absenteeism at a specific school. It is based on a three-tiered triangle with most students (i.e., 80-

90%) benefiting from tier 1 efforts, 5-15% of students benefitting from tier 2 efforts, and 

between 1% and 5% of students requiring tier 3 interventions (Sprick & Sprick, 2019). By using 

MTSS in addressing chronic absenteeism, schools can create awareness among students, 

teachers, families, and the community on the importance of attendance. This is a recommended 

support of choice because MTSS can be used as an overarching system that can be tailored to the 

needs of the school, family, and community (Sprick & Sprick, 2019).  

 MTSS can be used to instill the importance of school attendance at the elementary level, 

which can set the stage for future success and can also identify red flags to trigger greater levels 

of intervention before missed school becomes a chronic problem (Sprick & Sprick, 2019). 

School attendance is integral to student success throughout their career and beyond; therefore, 

setting that foundation early with MTSS can create better long-term outcomes for students, 

especially those that are SWD (Rocque et al., 2016; Sprick & Sprick, 2019).  
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 Chronic absenteeism is over 25% higher for SWD than their same-age non-disabled peers 

(US DOE, 2019). Kearney and Graczyk (2019) posit that using MTSS for tackling attendance 

problems proves beneficial, especially for SWD. The authors state that MTSS framework has an 

emphasis on prevention via effective behavior management, reinforcement of appropriate 

behaviors, and school-based environmental change with additional supports as needed. MTSS 

has historically supported school attendance as a central mission due to the effect that chronic 

absences have on academic and mental health for SWD and at-risk students (Kearney & 

Graczyk, 2019). Kearney and Graczyk (2019) propose that school refusal can include school 

withdrawal and school exclusion due to emotional distress. For this reason, when addressing 

chronic absenteeism in the MTSS model, the tiers should have appropriate assessment practices 

such as universal screening to understand the behavior issues that may impact attendance. To 

further support SWD, the authors suggest that schools strengthen tier 1 and 2 supports to reduce 

the number of students having to receive intensive intervention in tier 3. Overall, MTSS is 

paramount in the education community when addressing chronic absenteeism and provides 

guidance for educators and administrators in how to support SWD at different levels of need. For 

these reasons, the TTF and US DOE recommend MTSS as an EBP for addressing chronic 

absenteeism (NCEO, 2018; TTF, 2014; US DOE, 2019).  

Program Evaluation and Progress Monitoring  

 The TTF recommendations for program evaluation and progress monitoring are minimal 

in that they provide support for evaluation and monitoring with little direction on how to do so. 

Chronic absenteeism can only be evaluated through progress monitoring, so progress toward 

goals must be evaluated on a regular basis. This can be done by comparing actual and anticipated 
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statistics related to attendance, achievement, and behavior. If attendance intervention progress is 

not collected, then the attendance team must strategize and apply new interventions.  

Implications for Further Review and Analysis  

 To review how the recommendations have been addressed within a district, the TTF 

recommends that a permanent commission be created that addresses chronic absenteeism and 

student re-engagement on a statewide basis. This commission would enable progress monitoring 

by the district, a clearinghouse for resources, and best practices in data collection related to 

chronic absenteeism. Additionally, any further evaluation of chronic absenteeism should include 

a “statutorily directed definition” (TTF, 2014, p.18). Finally, the TTF recommends a permanent 

Special Education Programming Commission to address factors in special needs populations. 

This would focus on chronic absenteeism in early childhood, elementary programs, and high 

school programs. Additionally, the commission would address factors relating to missed days of 

school for the homeless population, student in juvenile detention centers, and students who are 

perceived to be harshly disciplined at a disproportionate rate when compared to their peers.  

Additional Considerations  

 The TTF tasked the district school board with some additional updates to current policies 

related to data and dissemination of procedures. Most notably, the district must immediately 

create, distribute, and implement administrative procedure manuals to all schools within the 

district including community partners. One of the main policies that the TTF intends to improve 

is the ADA. The statue at the time of the recommendations yields a false positive indicator of 

school attendance for the entire state. It does this by calling for the average of the three best 

months of student attendance, which is not an accurate description of the entire school year. The 

TTF recommends a Multiple Measure Index indicator that would be a better representation of 
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student chronic absences by keeping track of several data sources relating to student attendance. 

Finally, the TTF recommends that the district receive additional Board of Education funding and 

support to strengthen resources to support the TAOEP. This would expand services to students 

with attendance problems for the prevention of dropouts.  

Frameworks 

Exploration, Preparation, Implementation, Sustainment Framework 

 The EPIS framework is a highly cited and widely used implementation framework that 

has been applied broadly in various settings (Moullin et al., 2020). EPIS has four components 

which include four phases that describe the process of implementation, identification of outer 

system and inner organizational contexts, innovation factors that relate to the EBP, and the 

dynamics, complexity, and interplay of these inner and outer contexts (Aarons et al., 2011).  

 

Figure 1. EPIS Framework by Moullin et al. (2020) 
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The first key component, as described by Moullin et al. (2020), is the four phases of the 

implementation process: exploration, preparation, implementation, and sustainment. In the 

exploration phase, stakeholders and organizational leaders consider the needs of the client, 

community, or school to identify the best EBP for implementation. Once implementers have 

explored the EBP to address the issue, they begin the preparation phase of identifying potential 

barriers to further assess and develop an implementation plan. In the next two phases of 

implementation and sustainment, the EBP is implemented and monitored so that the EBP 

continues to be delivered long after initial supports are removed (Moullin et al., 2020).  

 Moullin et al. (2020) describe the second key component of the EPIS framework as the 

contextual levels and factors comprised of the outer system context and inner organizational 

context. In each phase of the implementation process, inner and outer factors can be considered 

integral in the process and can influence various stages. Because of these inner and outer factors, 

it is important to reflect on the multi-layered and highly interactive nature that is exhibited in the 

EPIS framework when addressing EBP implementation.   

 The third component of EPIS is the emphasis on the fit of the EBP to be implemented 

and the factors that relate to the EBP itself (Moullin et al., 2020). Some adaptation will be 

necessary given the system or organization that the EBP is being implemented in, given the inner 

context of the organization (i.e., school or district) and the outer context of the population (i.e., 

students and staff). Moullin et al. (2020) maintain that the aim of this third component is to 

maintain the core of the EBP and to adapt only when necessary.   

 The final component of EPIS is the interconnectedness and relationships between the 

outer and inner contexts (Moullin et al., 2020). Moullin et al. (2020) consider these bridging 

factors that impact or influence the implementation process as the context in which the 
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organization operates. As an example of this bridging factor, schools need to adhere to the 

district policies and procedures that they are subject of. Moullin et al. (2020) consider adaptation 

necessary regarding the outer and inner contexts of implementation, as well as the adaptation of 

the EBP during implementation and sustainment. This adaptation of the EBP emphasizes 

improved fit within the framework to create appropriate implementation at the organizational 

site.  

 The use of EPIS framework has not been widely documented in the school setting; 

however, it is used in large scale settings to test theory and process, usually in health systems, 

justice systems, or with an implementation-science lens (Moullin et al., 2020). Since the school 

district sampled in this study is the third largest in the United States with over 360,000 students, 

the EPIS framework is used to retrospectively explore the implementation of EBPs across the 

district and monitor the effectiveness and sustainment of those EBPs (Moullin et al., 2020).  

Implementation Outcomes Framework  

 To conceptualize and evaluate the implementation of the TTF recommendations, a 

working taxonomy of eight conceptually distinct outcomes from Proctor et al. (2010) are used. 

Proctor et al. (2010) posits acceptability, adoption, appropriateness, feasibility, fidelity, 

implementation cost, penetration, and sustainability as implementation outcomes that can 

evaluate effectiveness by advancing the clarity of language to describe those outcomes. This 

study will use these implementation outcomes to better understand the TTF recommendations via 

focus group and teacher surveys.  

 Acceptability. The first outcomes that Proctor et al. (2010) discuss is acceptability as the 

perception among implementation stakeholders that a given treatment, service, practice, or 

innovation is agreeable, palatable, or satisfactory. Acceptability should be driven by what is 
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acceptable to the stakeholders within their specific setting. It is not measured as satisfaction, 

rather it refers to how the comfort, delivery, and credibility are experienced by various 

stakeholders. For the purpose of this study, acceptability will focus on what direct experience 

teachers have with the recommendations including the content, its complexity, and their comfort 

with these recommendations.  

 Adoption. The intention, initial decision, or action to employ an EBP is the basis for 

adoption or uptake when assessing implementation. Adoption can be measured from the 

perspective of the provider, organization, or in this study the teachers at a school in the district. 

To understand adoption in this study, teachers were asked about the actions that were taken to 

adopt the recommendations and what specific EBPs were adopted at their school site. 

 Appropriateness. The perceived fit, relevance, or compatibility of the EBP is the 

measure of an implementation outcome’s appropriateness. Proctor et al. (2010) describes 

appropriateness as conceptually similar to acceptability; however, distinction is made between 

these two terms in this context. What is deemed appropriate may not be acceptable in each 

setting and vice versa. For this study, appropriateness is the perceived fit of the recommendations 

from the TTF and the compatibility of the EBPs within the school climate.   

 Feasibility. Proctor et al. (2010) define feasibility as the extent to which a new treatment 

or innovation can be successfully carried out within a given setting. Feasibility and 

appropriateness are related as implementation outcomes; however, they remain distinct concepts. 

For instance, a recommended program may be appropriate for a setting, but due to financial 

constraints it may not be feasible. This may be true in this study, where the feasibility of the 

extent of the recommendations from TTF will be examined as implementation outcomes via 

teacher response. Teachers provided information on how the TTF recommendations were carried 
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out within their school setting. It is possible the that the resource and financial requirements are 

prohibitive at different school sites within the same district.  

 Fidelity. Fidelity refers to the degree to which an intervention was implemented as 

prescribed in the original protocol (Proctor et al., 2010). Within this study this was measured by 

surveying teachers on how EBPs have been implemented as recommended by the TTF. Of the 

six recommendations, teachers described which were implemented consistently and with fidelity 

to the original document. The focus groups and survey questions investigated these aspects 

further in this study.  

 Implementation Cost. Implementation cost refers to the cost-effectiveness of 

implementing a program or the cost-benefit of adopting an intervention. This study aimed to 

understand the cost-benefit of implementation at school sites. Additionally, the question of 

whether schools or teachers were given any funding to implement EBPs was investigated via 

focus groups and survey questions.  

 Penetration. Penetration is defined as the integration of the intervention within the 

system it is implemented. Proctor et al. (2010) calculate penetration as the number of eligible 

persons who use a service divided by the number of persons eligible for a service. This study 

used Proctor et al.’s (2010) definition of penetration to understand the reach of the TTF 

recommendations at each school site.  

 Sustainability. The extent to which a newly implemented treatment is maintained in each 

setting is sustainability. While penetration and sustainability can be used in conjunction, 

sustainability focuses on the long-term viability of an EBP when implemented. This study aimed 

to understand how the TTF’s recommended EBPs have been maintained and sustained at school 
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sites. Additionally, the study sought to determine what continuing education teachers were 

provided to support sustainment of these practices. 

TTF Recommendations and Chronic Absenteeism Outcomes 

 When addressing chronic absenteeism, the EBPs of PBIS and MTSS, along with a focus 

on restorative practices can have correlating relationships that lead to better attendance outcomes 

for students. These EBPs can promote positive behaviors that exclusionary practices cannot. 

Exclusionary discipline or “zero-tolerance” policies negatively target SWD and do not provide 

alternative behavior methods for chronic attendance issues (Martinez, 2009). Additionally, 

exclusionary discipline places the onus of responsibility on the student for behaviors, rather than 

how other factors such as race and socio-economic status have created disparities in attendance 

outcomes. As an alternative, and used in conjunction, tiered systems and restorative practices 

could provide an inclusive school environment that keeps students in school and helps to 

undermine inequitable experiences in school attendance for SWD when compared with their 

same-age non-disabled peers (Simson, 2014). Both PBIS and restorative practices complement 

each other in their focus on relationships and promotion of a positive climate for students, and 

used in conjunction, could create even more positive effects on school attendance than their use 

alone. When school-wide clear and consistent routines are established, students understand what 

is expected of them and they are supported in achieving behavioral goals and expectations. 

Overall, the literature would suggest that with a shared philosophical alignment in school-wide 

implementation, PBIS, MTSS, and restorative practices would be highly successful when 

addressing chronic absenteeism for students at all tiers, especially those in the highest need 

(PBIS.org, 2022).  
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

 This study explored the hypothesis that the TTF recommendations had been maintained 

across the district resulting in (1) administrative and teacher support for excessive absences, (2) 

community and parent efforts to encourage school attendance, and (3) ongoing professional 

development to reduce excessive absences. This study addressed the following research 

questions: (1) How are the six TTF recommendations being maintained? (2) What is the 

educator-reported knowledge of the three responsibilities of the TTF? and (3) What is the 

educator-reported knowledge of the six recommendations of the TTF? This section describes the 

methods and procedures used to address the study’s research questions. 

Setting 

 The study was conducted in Chicago, Illinois. There are over 32,000 public school 

teachers employed in the district. According to district data, there are 642 schools, 477 

kindergarten through eighth grade schools and 165 public high schools. There are also 118 

charter schools, and 9 contract schools, totaling over 360,000 students across all the schools in 

the district. Attendance data from the district indicate 24% of students are chronically absent, 

representing over 86,000 students.  

Participants 

 One hundred twenty-five CPS district teachers participated in the survey study with 

almost 50% between the ages of 40 and 60 (n = 62) and over 42% having 10 to 20 years in 

education (n = 53). Participants worked in schools from all 7 regions of the city, with over half 

teaching in North and Northwest side schools (n = 71), over half in schools that served between 
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401 and 1000 students (n = 65), and almost all working in public (non-charter) schools (n = 123). 

Table 1 contains the demographic characteristics of the full sample for this study.  

Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

Characteristic n % 

Gender   

Female 104 83 

Male 19 15 

Other 2 2 

Race or ethnicity   

White 73 58 

Black or African American 12 10 

Hispanic or Latino/a 29 23 

Asian or Pacific Islander 7 6 

Biracial or multi-racial 4 3 

Age at time of survey (years)   

18-24 5 4 

25-39 52 42 

40-60 62 50 

61 and above 6 5 

Highest education level completed   

High school 1 1 

Junior college 1 1 
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Table 1 Continued 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

Characteristic n % 

Bachelors 26 21 

Masters 93 74 

Doctoral 4 3 

Years in education   

1-9 42 34 

10-20 53 42 

21-30 25 20 

31 and above 5 4 

Current role in your school   

General teacher 65 52 

Special education teacher 33 26 

Teaching assistant/paraprofessional 6 5 

Other 21 17 

Current school level   

Pre-kindergarten 8 6 

Kindergarten – 8th grade 89 71 

High school 27 22 

Other 1 1 

Students in current role  
(i.e., How often do you teach or support SWDs?) 
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Table 1 Continued 

Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

Characteristic n % 

Five or more times per week 111 89 

Three or four times per week 4 3 

Once or twice a week 4 3 

Other 6 5 

School type   

Public 123 98 

Charter 2 2 

School size   

Less than 400 students  28 22 

401 – 1,000 students 65 52 

1,000 – 2,000 students 25 20 

Over 2,000 students 7 6 

Note. N = 125. 

Design   

 To answer the research questions, a mixed methods approach and cross-sectional survey 

data analysis were used. These approaches were utilized to investigate educator level of 

perceived confidence in the implementation and sustainment of the recommendations of the 

TTF. Proctor et al.’s (2010) framework was used to design the focus group and survey questions. 

Eight components (i.e., acceptability, adoption, appropriateness, feasibility, fidelity, 
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implementation cost, penetration, and sustainability) guided question development and themes 

and served as the implementation outcomes measured for this study.  

Procedures 

 A researcher developed survey was used to answer the research questions. The survey 

was developed in collaboration with teachers who participated in focus groups and interviews 

prior to the study. Therefore, this section reports the procedures used for the focus groups and 

interviews and those used to implement the survey.    

Recruitment 

 Participants for the focus groups and individual interviews and survey were recruited 

separately. Recruitment procedures used are detailed below.  

 Focus Group and Pre-study Interview Recruitment. Recruitment for the pre-study 

interviews and focus groups began once university IRB approval was granted. The researcher 

contacted known professionals in the district to recruit participants for the focus group.  Using 

LinkedIn messaging, education community Twitter messaging, University of Illinois at Chicago 

(UIC) listserv email, and researcher personal and professional contacts’ email, the researcher 

recruited four focus group participants and two individual interview participants. Once 

participants were identified, one-to-one interviews were provided as an option for teachers that 

could not attend one of the established focus group times. To ensure a robust conversation and 

garner the most information for the subsequent survey, it was required that sampled teachers and 

administrators had been teachers or administrators for at least five years in the district. The two 

focus groups took place via Zoom to honor city and state COVID-19 guidelines. The interviews 

also took place via Zoom at a time that was convenient for individual participant.  
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 The script was emailed to the participants before the focus group or interview so that they 

could review the questions on their own time and opt out if desired. Verbal, recorded consent 

was established on Zoom before beginning the interview or focus group. A copy of this script is 

on file with the institutional IRB. The teachers that participated in the focus groups and 

interviews were told that their answers would be used to create a survey and that they could 

participate in at a later date. Due to the anonymity of the survey, it is not known whether these 

specific participants completed the subsequent survey.  

 Survey Recruitment. Recruitment for the survey began after the focus groups and 

interviews were conducted and feedback was evaluated. Procedures were like those used to 

recruit teachers for the focus groups and interviews and included LinkedIn messaging, education 

community Twitter messaging, University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC) listserv email, and 

researcher’s personal and professional contacts to inform teachers of the study, including 

benefits and incentives available for taking the survey. The survey link was included in the 

message or email, as well as information on the purpose of the study and incentives for 

completing the survey. Additionally, the union for the district (Chicago Teachers Union) agreed 

to share the survey with their members via their member listserv. This union has over 20,000 

members across the city that received the information on the study and survey link. Specifically, 

CTU emailed the survey three Fridays in a row in their weekly newsletter to all members with 

the following message, “Research study on attendance policies: CPS parent and special 

education teacher Annie Draeger is conducting a survey for her Ph.D. research about CPS 

attendance policies. Please take 10 - 15 minutes to complete the survey and earn a $10 Amazon 

gift card. Take the survey.” The final sentence of this message included a link to the survey. 

Participants were informed of the nature of the research and that their participation was 
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voluntary. Completion and return of the survey was used as an indication of consent to 

participate in the research study.   

Compensation 

 Participants were compensated for their time with $10 gift cards upon completion of the 

survey, focus group, or interview. After the focus groups, a gift card for each participant was 

emailed the same day. Upon submission of the survey, participants could enter their email 

address to be sent the $10 gift card if they wished. Gift cards were sent to the participant on the 

day they complete the survey. Compensation was funded by a University of Oregon, College of 

Education grant for dissertation work.  

Focus Group and Interview Procedures   

 A total of six educators participated in this phase. Two focus groups with two participants 

each and two individual interviews were conducted to solicit input from educators on which 

questions should be included in the subsequent survey. To yield a more valid and representative 

sample, participants were recruited from across the district, resulting in three Northwest side 

participants, one North side participant, one West side participant, and one South side 

participant. The focus groups and interviews included educator experts (i.e., educators in the 

district for at least five years), and designed to provide a context in which participants could 

share insights freely, with an opportunity to respond to all questions.  

The protocol for the focus groups and interviews began with an introduction to the 

researcher and consent to participate in the research. Participants were reminded they could opt 

out at any time, and they would be compensated for their time with a digital gift card. Next, an 

overview of the recommendations from TTF and their responsibilities were reviewed to ensure 

that all participants were provided background regarding the TTF, even if they were previously 
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familiar with the recommendations. Participants were then asked about their familiarity with the 

specific TTF recommendations including terminology, data collection and application, 

prevention, intervention, program evaluation and monitoring, and further review and analysis. 

These specific practices were discussed with participants to gauge not only recommendations in 

relation to the TTF, but those recommendations that are being implemented at the classroom- 

level. The subsequent questions were organized using Proctor et al.’s (2010) working taxonomy 

of eight distinct implementation outcomes: acceptability, adoption, appropriateness, feasibility, 

fidelity, implementation cost, penetration, and sustainability. For example, focus group 

participants were asked “What direct experience do you have with the recommendations from 

the TTF? If none, what is your experience with chronically absent or truant students?” Questions 

were intentionally open-ended to create an open and free dialogue between the participants and 

the researcher. The complete implementation outcome headings and questions used in the focus 

groups and interviews can be found in Appendix B.  

To facilitate data analysis, Zoom meetings were recorded and transcribed. This study 

used Krueger and Casey’s (2015) recommendations for designing and conducting focus group 

interviews. Krueger and Casey’s (2015) approach was selected for this systematic analysis 

process because it provided guidance on questions, organization, notes, and analysis.  

To incentivize participation, a $10 gift card was provided to participants at the end of the 

focus group or interview. For safety purposes, the focus groups and interviews took place via 

Zoom and were 30 minutes to one hour in duration, depending on the developing conversation. 

The questions, using Proctor et al.’s (2010) framework for implementation outcomes, address the 

three responsibilities of the TTF (2014), including: 
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Responsibility 1: Identify different strategies and approaches to help educators and the 

district administration address the truancy and excessive absences epidemic in the 

district’s schools.  

Responsibility 2: Support community-based organizations and parents in their ongoing 

efforts to encourage youths to adopt and practice positive social behaviors that 

will allow them to be successful in school and in their communities. 

Responsibility 3: Promote ongoing professional development to equip school personnel 

with the skills and knowledge necessary to reduce contributing factors to truancy 

and excessive absences  

Focus Group and Interview Data Analysis  

Onwuegbuzie et al.’s (2009) qualitative framework for collecting and analyzing data in 

focus group research was used. During each Zoom focus group and interview, the same format 

was used, and questions were asked in the same order. Focus group and interview data was 

analyzed by question, with amplifying quotes used to describe the findings and further illustrate 

the prominent themes (Krueger & Casey, 2015).  

The researcher transcribed the focus group and interview data, including both full 

transcription of the Zoom recording and audio-based analysis, wherein the researcher listens to 

the audio and then creates an abridged transcript (Onwuegbuzie et al, 2009). Transcription was 

performed by uploading the recorded Zoom sessions to Microsoft Office 365 Word transcription. 

After transcription was complete, the researcher identified recurring words and themes (Krueger 

& Casey, 2015). After an initial review by the researcher of the recorded focus group or 

interview data was coded to identify themes. In-vivo coding, where codes are derived using 

words or short phrases from the data, was used to capture the participants' own spoken language 
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and to preserve their intent as much as possible (Given, 2008). Using this method, the researcher 

summarized passages from the interview into words and phrases as the first step to understanding 

the response data (Saldana, 2015). Both methods (i.e., audio-based analysis and in-vivo coding) 

were used to garner a deeper understanding of the themes that arose across groups.  

Responses were grouped by question, then the main idea in each answer was labeled 

using relevant words or phrases. Next, the researcher identified the ideas that reoccurred across 

questions and identified quotes that illustrated these identified themes (Löfgren, 2013; Marek, 

2015). For example, building relationships was one of the prominent themes that arose across all 

interviews and focus group responses from key words such as “connected,” “community,” or 

“family included.” During analysis, the researcher took care to observe the frequency (i.e., 

comments made more often) and extensiveness (i.e., topics discussed more in depth) by the 

participants (Krueger & Casey, 2015). Those topics, themes, or questions that were discussed 

more frequently and extensively were identified as particularly important to participants and 

worth noting more deliberately in the survey questions. The key ideas that emerged from the 

focus group and interview analyses influenced the subsequent survey and were used to name the 

survey categories. They are: TTF, implementation drivers, building relationships, measuring 

chronic absenteeism, accommodations to get kids in school, interventions, fidelity to 

interventions, and training and funding. Subsequent survey questions for each of those categories 

were developed by relating back to the three responsibilities of the TTF as well as Proctor et al.’s 

(2010) implementation outcomes. For example, in line with focus group and interview processes, 

Proctor et al.’s (2010) “acceptability” provided survey questions relating to a school’s current 

attendance policies and changes to those policies over the last five to ten years. This also 

addressed the TTF (2014, p. 1) responsibilities of “identifying different strategies and approaches 
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to help educators and administration address the truancy and excessive absences epidemic in the 

district’s schools.”  

Measures and Instruments 

Survey  

 Gathering information through focus groups and interviews was the first step in the 

development of the survey used to answer the research questions. Results from this step were 

used to develop the survey questions and included concepts related to TTF, implementation 

drivers, building relationships, measuring chronic absenteeism, accommodations to get kids in 

school, interventions, fidelity to interventions, and training and funding. The alignment to the 

framework was completed by matching the questions from the focus group and interview 

questions to the overall framework as seen in the Appendix C.   

 Questions were developed using the recommendations from Dillman et al. (2014) to 

ensure that the questions related to the themes and framework. First, the researcher chose the 

appropriate question format for each question depending on what was being asked. Closed-ended 

questions such as, “The following people or groups are involved in the daily attendance process: 

(check all that apply)”; open-ended questions including, “What percentage of days of school 

does a student miss to be considered chronically absent at your school?”; and partially closed-

ended questions, where “other” is an available as an open-ended option, were developed to 

provide a wide range of options for participants to answer. A mixture of ordinal scales, including 

“What is your level of confidence in addressing attendance issues at your school?” and nominal 

questions such as, “How many years have you been in education (admin, teacher, or assistant)?” 

were developed to address the research questions in the survey (Dillman et al., 2014).  
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  Next, the questions were reviewed by the researcher to ensure they were contextually 

accurate. Since the respondents for this survey were all educators, questions were related to the 

main themes of TTF recommendations for chronic absenteeism in schools and used familiar 

words that were technically accurate to avoid confusion (Dillman et al., 2014). Questions were 

formatted to only contain one question, rather than double- or triple-barreled questions which can 

be problematic when respondents agree with one part of a question, but not the entire question. 

Additionally, questions used complete sentences that took a question form and used simple 

sentence structures to keep questions clear and concise (Dillman et al., 2014). Efficiency for 

respondents was a main concern as the survey included a total of 87 questions.  

 The researcher grouped related questions that covered similar topics and themes to keep a 

logical order to questions and chose a first question that would be salient to all respondents 

(Dillman et al., 2014). Each question of the survey required an answer to be provided prior to the 

respondent moving to the next question, so the researcher ensured the questions were logical, 

necessary, and integral to the survey results. To not jeopardize the quality of the survey 

responses, an answer of “unsure” or “unknown” was available to respondents if they did not have 

an answer to a particular question.  

The survey used in this study consisted of 11 demographic closed-ended nominal 

questions, 30 closed-ended ordinal questions using a Likert scale, 31 binary questions with yes or 

no options, 12 closed-ended multiple-choice questions, and 3 open-ended response questions 

focused on the sustainment of EBPs in the participant’s school. The demographic questions 

provided additional contextual information for understanding how survey responses and themes 

correlated to the responses from teachers and staff from each region. Some sample demographic 

questions included: participants’ current role and whether they teach SWD in that role; education 
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level of teacher; and school name. The educator survey questions were designed to address the 

research questions regarding maintenance and sustainment of EBPs. Sample questions content 

included who at the school addresses chronic absenteeism, what training was provided for 

program changes, and overall confidence in the knowledge and ability to implement TTF 

recommendations. All survey questions can be found in the Appendix C.  

To confirm that the survey measured targeted constructs as intended, the questions were 

not only aligned with the Proctor et al. (2010) framework and themes from the focus groups and 

interviews, but also with the research questions as well. The survey questions addressed the 

following goals of TTF: (1) administrative and teacher support for excessive absences; (2) 

community and parent efforts to encourage school attendance; and (3) ongoing professional 

development to reduce excessive absences. Questions relating to the first goal asked whether 

administration was involved in addressing chronic absenteeism at the school and what supports 

were provided to teachers. To address the next goal, questions asked whether the school was 

considered a “community school” and if parents were involved in decision-making when 

discussing chronic absenteeism. Additionally, questions focusing on the third and final goal were 

developed to address ongoing PD and whether teachers used their own funds to attain PD 

relating to EBPs of PBIS and restorative practices.  

To ensure the survey was valid, it was shared with a professional special educator in the 

district with over 10 years of experience. This educator reviewed and ensured that the survey was 

aligned with the intent of content. External validity was addressed by having a sample that is 

representative of the district. Sampling procedures included elementary, middle, and high 

schools from all seven regions of the city, which encompasses varying economic statuses, 

political views, and diverse racial and ethnic populations.  
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A table illustrating the TTF responsibilities, recommendations, and corresponding survey 

questions can be found in Appendix C. For further illustration, Table 2 shows the framework 

definitions and how they fit with survey themes and sample items from the survey. It is 

important to note that adoption and appropriateness were not applicable to this portion of the 

study as the survey addressed maintenance of the recommended EBPs rather than adoption. 

Additionally, appropriateness was not applicable within this study as it was completed before the 

study began. This study examines the real fit over perceived fit as implementation has already 

been established.  

Statistical Analysis 

To analyze the data in this study, the following analyses were conducted. To reject a false 

null hypothesis, the researcher conducted an a priori power analysis using G*Power3 (Erdfelder 

et al., 2007). This was completed to understand the appropriate sample size needed to have 

adequate statistical power. For the purposes of this study, a total sample size of 120 would have a 

significance level of p < .05, the desired power of 80%, and the effect size of .25. Therefore, with 

a sample size of N = 125 and two-tailed p < .05, there is sufficient power (> .80) to detect a 

small-to-medium effect size (r = .25). Additionally, Cronbach’s Alpha test of reliability, a 

Principal Component Analysis test of validity, and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of 

Sampling Adequacy were used to address internal consistency.  

To answer the research questions in this study, descriptive statistics and correlation 

analyses were conducted to analyze results from the survey analysis. As discussed in this study’s 

literature review, tiered systems of support and restorative practices have shared theoretical 

applications that may contribute to higher positive behavioral outcomes for SWD. Therefore, 

correlation analyses will focus on those practices that are part of the tiered systems of MTSS and 
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Table 2 

Definitions of Implementation Outcomes, Themes, and Corresponding Sample Survey Items  

Implementation 
Outcome Definition Survey theme Sample item from Educator Survey (2021) 

Acceptability  Direct experience teachers have 
with the recommendations 
including the content, its 
complexity, and their 
comfort. 

TTF 
Implementation Drivers 

Parents were included in the planning for how 
to combat chronic absenteeism at my 
school. Yes or No 

 

Adoption 
 

Actions taken to adopt the 
recommendations.  

Not applicable to this 
study 

The recommendations were already adopted 
before the study began. This study addresses 
maintenance of the recommended EBPs 
rather than adoption.  

Appropriateness 
 

Perceived fit of the 
recommendations from the 
TTF and how compatible the 
EBPs are with the school 
climate.   

Not applicable to this 
study 

This was completed before the study began. 
This study examines “real fit” over 
perceived fit as implementation has already 
been established.  

Feasibility 
 

How can the recommendations 
from TTF be carried out 
within the school setting? It 
is possible the that the 
resource and financial 
requirements are prohibitive 
at different school sites in the 
district. 

Training and Funding  
Measuring Chronic 

Absenteeism 

Do you use the term “chronically absent” in 
your school? Y or N 

What percentage of days of school does a 
student miss to be considered chronically 
absent at your school? Ex: 3/5 days missed 
in a week= 60%  

 
 



48 
 

Table 2 Continued 

Definitions of Implementation Outcomes, Themes, and Corresponding Sample Survey Items  

Fidelity 
 

How the EBPs have been 
implemented as 
recommended by the TTF 
recommendations and 
additional considerations. 

Fidelity to Intervention  Have you seen a decrease in absences at your 
school since implementing interventions to 
address truancy? Y or N 

 How often is data shared with teachers and 
staff? 

Implementation 
Cost 

 

Schools or teachers were given 
any funding or support to 
implement EBPs and What 
knowledge was gained 

Interventions Do you serve on a team at your school that 
addresses attendance interventions? Y or N 

Do you use data to support decision-making at 
your school? Y or N 

Penetration 
 

The integration of the 
intervention within the 
system it is implemented 

 

Building Relationships  Teachers feel connected with the community at 
my school. Y or N 

Parents are included in planning at my school.  
Y or N 

Sustainability  
 

The long-term viability of an 
EBP when implemented. 

Accommodations to get 
kids in school  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Does your school do home visits for chronically 
absent 

 students? Y or N 
Is there a disparity between what incentives can 

be offered, or are different or better 
incentives able to be offered in your?  
     District: Yes No  
     Region: Yes No 
     School: Yes No  
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PBIS, are restorative practices, and focus on terminology and data-sharing practices that are 

EBPs for chronic absenteeism as described by the TTF report. The findings and results from 

these analyses are described in-depth in the following chapter.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The results of this study are presented in this chapter, including description of the 

statistical analyses conducted in IBM SPSS Statistics 27. Additionally, findings from the 

research questions are introduced.   

Survey Analysis  

Reliability Analysis  

 Cronbach’s Alpha was used to determine the reliability of items relating to the six 

recommendations of the TTF. Twenty-seven items were selected from the educator survey that 

address the six recommendations of the TTF directly. Those 27 items included yes or no 

responses with a 0, 1 scale (yes = 1, no = 0). Table 3 illustrates the selected questions from the 

educator survey that purposely addressed these six recommendations. 

Table 3 

Perceived Knowledge of Recommendations Question Items 

Educator survey question Number of items 

We take attendance multiple times a day 1 

In my school the clerk is the first person to handle attendance issues 1 

I have a clear understanding of what unexcused absences are at my 
school  

1 

Parents receive an automated message via phone when their child is 
absent 

1 

I reach out to parents on the first day their child is absent  1 

I reach out to parents on the (1) second (2) third (3) or more days 3 

The leadership team handles issues with chronic attendance 1 
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Table 3 Continued 

Perceived Knowledge of Recommendations Question Items 

 

Educator survey question Number of items 

Do you use the term “(1) truant, (2) unexcused absence, (3) chronically 
absent” 

3 

Does your school use PBIS 1 

Are you a PBIS school 1 

Does your school use MTSS 1 

Do (1) you or (2) anyone in your school use “check-in check-out” 2 

Do you have a climate and culture team 1 

Do you have a behavioral health team 1 

Do you serve on a team that addresses attendance interventions 1 

Are you familiar with restorative practices 1 

Have you seen a shift toward restorative practices in your school 1 

Are you part of the data team at your school 1 

Do you employ a responsive classroom 1 

Do you use data to support decision making at your school 1 

As a teacher or administrator do you keep your own attendance data 1 

Is your school considered a community school 1 

 

Table 4 represents the internal consistency data of the 27 survey items that address the six 

recommendations of TTF. The alpha reliability for perceived knowledge of the six 

recommendations of the TTF was 0.69. Generally applied, this alpha is considered acceptable for 

interrelated reliability based on the tiered approach to coefficient interpretation from George and 
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Mallery (2003). For the purposes of this study, this alpha indicates that the 27 scale items 

contribute positively toward the same construct of perceived knowledge of the TTF 

recommended practices.  

Table 4 

Scale Reliability Using Cronbach’s Alpha (α) for Perceived Knowledge of Recommendations 

Scale Number of items Α 

Perceived knowledge 27 0.69 

Note. N = 125. 

Validity Analysis  

 A principal component analysis using SPSS software was run to determine underlying 

factors and verify the survey’s practicality in measuring teachers’ perceptions. For the purposes 

of this study, factor loading indicates that the selected items load on the same construct of 

perceived knowledge of recommended TTF practices and responsibilities. This study utilized the 

accepted cut-off of 0.40 or higher factor loading to signify significant communalities with a 

sample of this size (N = 125; Hair et al., 1998). To understand the perception of knowledge to the 

recommended practices, educators answered 27 no, yes statements (scale= 0,1 that related 

directly to the six recommendations from the TTF. For analysis consistency these questions are 

the same as utilized in the test of reliability. For the purposes of this study, factor loadings 

above .40 were included when addressing which variables measured which factors (Costello & 

Osborne, 2005). This principal component analysis utilized Oblimin rotation to allow for 

correlation between latent factors. Using a scree plot of Eigenvalues > 1.0, those 27 items from 

the educator survey loaded on 10 components. Those components were linked to the terminology 

utilized by the TTF when describing recommended practices and responsibilities of the TTF. 
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These components can be found in the notes section of Table 5, which also includes item factor 

loadings.  

Table 5    
Principal Component Analysis of Teacher Perceptions of Recommended Practices and 

Responsibilities 

Item 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Absent2 .80          

Absent3 .80          

Absent1 .64          

Absent4 .60          

Restor1  .71         

Restor2  .70         

Respons  .52         

ChronAbs  .49         

PBIS1    .86        

PBIS2    .84        

PBISCheck1    .72       

PBISCheck2    .71       

AttData    .45       

Truant     .75      

Absenc     .51      

MTSS      .50      
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Table 5 Continued 
Principal Component Analysis of Teacher Perceptions of Recommended Practices and 

Responsibilities 

Item 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Interv1      .81     

DataTeam      .44     

Unexcused       .78    

BehavTeam       .56    

LeadTeam       .43    

Comm        .80   

Climate        .43   

DataDec         .73  

ParentMeas         .56  

Clerk           .83 

Attendance          .60 

Note. N = 125. Component 1 = terminology; 2 = program evaluations; 3 = prevention; 4 = data 

collection; 5 = intervention; 6 = further review; 7 = admin and teacher support; 8 = community 

and parent; 9 = professional development; 10 = application. 

 

The KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy was used with this sample to ensure that the 

data was suitable to run a factor analysis and to determine what was intended to measure (George 

& Mallery, 2003). For the purposes of this study, the KMO rating of 0.54 (i.e., above 0.5) is 

considered acceptable for this test. Additionally, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reported a 
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significant value below .05 (p < .001), rejecting the null hypothesis, indicating that the 

correlation matrix is not an identity matrix. Table 6 illustrates the results from these measures 

below.  

Table 6 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) and Bartletts Test of Sphericity  

Scale Number of items Result 

KMO 27 0.54 

Bartletts test 27 p < .001 

Note. N = 125. 

Outcome Measures 

 Descriptive statistics were examined to ascertain the educator-reported knowledge of the 

three responsibilities of the TTF to determine the level of knowledge teachers had regarding the 

responsibilities and their familiarity with the six recommendations. This was utilized to answer 

the research question: “What is the educator-reported knowledge of the three responsibilities of 

TTF?” Results were examined by determining the frequency counts in response to a specific 

question on a 1-100-point scale. The survey question used to determine the educator reported 

knowledge of the three responsibilities of the TTF was, “How familiar educators were with the 

truancy task force and their recommendations to CPS?” 

Table 7 illustrates the educator familiarity with the TTF and their recommendations as 

well as the representative sample percentage that answered per quadrant (0= not at all familiar, 1-

35= somewhat familiar, 36-70= moderately familiar, 71-100= extremely familiar). These 

quadrants were chosen as they are representative of the perceived familiarity with the TTF based 

on cumulative frequency counts. Overall, familiarity with the recommendations was low with 
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46% of respondents falling in the “not at all familiar” category and 37% reporting in the 

“somewhat familiar” category.  

Table 7 

Frequency Count and Percentages of Educator Overall Familiarity with TTF Recommendations   

Scale value Frequency count Percentage (%) of sample 

Not at all familiar 57 46 

Somewhat familiar 46 37 

Moderately familiar 19 15 

Extremely familiar 3 2 

Note. N = 125. 0= not at all familiar, 1-35= somewhat familiar, 36-70= moderately familiar, 71-

100= extremely familiar 

 To determine educators’ familiarity with each of the six recommendations, the frequency 

of response for each of six items related to the six recommendations was calculated. The 

questions used for the following table asked educators how familiar they were with those six 

specific recommendations from the TTF. The same scale value was utilized for the breakdown of 

the six recommendations as the overall familiarity score used in Table 7 including the 

representative sample percentage that answered per quadrant (0= not at all familiar, 1-35= 

somewhat familiar, 36-70= moderately familiar, 71-100= extremely familiar). These outcomes 

are illustrated in Table 8.  

 

 

 

 



57 
 

Table 8 

Frequency Count and Percentages of Educator Familiarity with Six TTF Recommendations   

Scale value Frequency count Percentage (%) of sample 

Recommendation 1: Terminology 

Not at all familiar 47 38 

Somewhat familiar 38 30 

Moderately familiar 21 17 

Extremely familiar 19 15 

Recommendation 2: Data 

Not at all familiar 36 29 

Somewhat familiar 42 34 

Moderately familiar 24 19 

Extremely familiar 23 18 

Recommendation 3: Prevention 

Not at all familiar 39 31 

Somewhat familiar 45 36 

Moderately familiar 15 12 

Extremely familiar 26 21 

Recommendation 4: Intervention 

Not at all familiar 9 7 

Somewhat familiar 21 17 

Moderately familiar 33 26 

Extremely familiar 62 50 
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Table 8 Continued 

Frequency Count and Percentages of Educator Familiarity with Six TTF Recommendations   

Scale value Frequency count Percentage (%) of sample 

Recommendation 5: Evaluation 

Not at all familiar 27 22 

Somewhat familiar 47 38 

Moderately familiar 26 21 

Extremely familiar 25 20 

Recommendation 6: Review 

Not at all familiar 38 30 

Somewhat familiar 50 40 

Moderately familiar 19 15 

Extremely familiar 18 14 

Note. N = 125; Recommendation (1) terminology; (2) data collection and application; (3) 

prevention; (4) interventions; (5) program evaluations and monitoring; and (6) further review and 

analysis. 

TTF Recommendations to Address Attendance Challenges  

 Descriptive statistics were used to analyze how each of the recommendations from TTF 

were maintained by educators at their school sites. Questions related to terminology addressed 

educators use of specific terminology such as chronically absent or unexcused absence and 

understanding of their definitions. For example, chronically absent is defined as the percentage 

of days a student must be absent to be considered chronically absent. When surveyed, on the 

number of days a student must be absent to be considered chronically absent at their school, the 

most consistent answer was “I don’t know” or “unsure,” with 24% (n = 30) of respondents 
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answering this way. The second most consistent answer was 10 or more days with over 20% of 

respondents (n = 25). Much of the same range in answers were found when addressing the 

percentage of days missed to be considered chronically absent with over 26% of responses 

indicating “unknown” (n = 33) and 74% as anywhere from 10-100% of a week (n = 92).  

To address data collection and application of attendance data, survey questions focused 

on how and if data supported decision-making was used at the participant’s school. Educator use 

of data to support decisions made at their schools can contribute to better understanding of 

attendance trends in their schools and data transparency for all stakeholders. Over 91% (n = 114) 

of respondents reported using data to support decision-making at their schools and 70% (n = 87) 

kept their own attendance data. Additionally, almost 40% of all educators reported being a part 

of the data process team at their school sites.  

Prevention questions addressed whether PBIS practices were used at school sites and 

intervention questions asked whether MTSS practices were implemented. When addressing 

prevention efforts, frequency results indicate that 43% of educators (n = 54) report that their 

school is a “PBIS school.” When analyzing PBIS practices in their schools, 50% of educators (n 

= 62) report that they use “check-in check-out” in their own classroom, with 70% (n = 87) 

reporting that someone in their school uses the PBIS practice “check-in check-out” in their 

classroom. These results indicate that PBIS practices are still being utilized at the classroom-

level by educators. When asked whether MTSS had been maintained at educator school sites, 

over 95% of educators (n = 199) reported positively. This high positive response provides 

evidence that MTSS has been sustained at schools.  

  To address program evaluation and progress monitoring, questions from the educator 

survey asked about data collection and decision-making practices at school sites. Over 91% (n = 
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114) of educators reported using data-based decision-making at their schools to evaluate 

attendance data. Additionally, educators reported keeping their own data on student attendance 

and behaviors to monitor progress toward student goals (n = 87). These practices and the number 

and percentage of educators that use them can be found in Table 9.  

Table 9 

TTF Practice Use by Educators 

TTF Practice N Percentage (%) of sample 

Chronically absent 

Yes 92 73.6 

No 33 26.6 

Unexcused absence 

Yes 118 94.4 

No 7 5.6 

Clear understanding of unexcused absences definition 

Yes 78 62.4 

No 47 37.6 

Data to support decision-making 

Yes 114 91.2 

No 11 8.8 

Part of data process or team 

Yes 48 38.4 

No 77 61.6 

Keep own attendance data 

Yes 87 69.6 
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Table 9 Continued 

TTF Practice Use by Educators 

TTF Practice N Percentage (%) of sample 

Keep own attendance data 

No 38 30.4 

Positive behavior support and intervention school 

Yes 54 43.2 

No 71 56.8 

Personally use “Check-in/Check-out” in classroom 

Yes 62 49.6 

No 63 50.4 

Anyone in school use “Check-in/Check-out” 

Yes 87 69.6 

No 38 30.4 

Community school 

Yes 80 64.0 

No 45 36.0 

Clerk is first person to handle attendance issues 

Yes 77 61.6 

No 48 38.4 

Multi-tiered systems of support 

Yes 119 95.2 

No 6 4.8 
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Table 9 Continued 

TTF Practice Use by Educators 

TTF Practice N Percentage (%) of sample 

Behavioral health team 

Yes 87 69.6 

No 38 30.4 

Shift toward restorative practices 

Yes 107 85.6 

No 18 14.4 

Responsive classroom 

Yes 82 65.6 

No 43 34.4 

Note. N = 125.    

 Although 91% of the teachers reported using school-based data to share outcomes with 

families and communities, teachers reported feeling moderately confident in explaining 

attendance data to parents. Only half of the respondents reported feeling confident in explaining 

attendance data to parents (n = 88). These results are illustrated in Table 10.  

Table 10 

Frequency Count and Percentages of Educator Responses 

Question Scale value Frequency count Percentage (%) of sample 

Explaining data    

 Not at all confident 14 11 

 Somewhat confident 15 12 
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Table 10 Continued 

Frequency Count and Percentages of Educator Responses 

Question Scale value Frequency count Percentage (%) of sample 

 Moderately confident 29 23 

 Extremely confident 67 54 

Note. N = 125. 0= not at all confident, 1-35= somewhat confident, 36-70= moderately confident, 

71-100= extremely confident. 

 
 The hiring and training of attendance coordinators was one of the main recommendations 

proposed by the TTF to ensure students were attending school. These coordinators were to serve 

as updated “truancy officers” to support students in their efforts to come to school on time and 

for the entire day to address the “empty desk epidemic.” Although, survey responses indicate that 

47% of educators have an attendance coordinator at their school involved in the daily attendance 

process (n = 59), when asked if attendance coordinators address chronic absenteeism at the 

school in any capacity, only 44% of educators responded positively (n = 55). School clerks are 

still being utilized as the main attendance drivers for the school, with 67% of educators reporting 

that clerks directly address chronic absenteeism (n = 84). Sixty percent (n = 75) of educators 

reported teachers as one of the main drivers in addressing chronic absenteeism. Greater 

discussion on these findings can be found in the implications for future research section of the 

last chapter.  

Correlation Analyses  

A Pearson Correlation analysis was conducted to evaluate the relationships between 

EBPs implemented at school sites and to answer the research question: “How are the six TTF 

recommendations being sustained in the district?”  An examination of the correlations shows 27 
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relationships among the practices. These relationships indicate that these practices were 

implemented simultaneously in schools. For example, in schools that had a shift toward 

restorative practices, teachers reported employing a responsive classroom, r (123) = .28, p < .01. 

A second relationship was noted in schools where an attendance leadership team was established. 

In these schools, a positive correlation was found between a shift toward restorative practices, 

r(123)  = .23, p < .01; PBIS practices, r(123)  = .20,; p < .05; and the establishment of a climate 

and culture team that addresses and evaluates the learning environment and implications for 

students in the community, r(123)  = .21, p < .05. These teams address the continued support 

from school administrators and faculty in sustainment of the EBPs. In schools where teachers 

employed a responsive classroom, a shift toward restorative practices in their schools, r (123) 

= .28, p < .01, and in their own classrooms, r(123) =.28, p < .01, as well as transparency in 

attendance data and decision making by administration, r(123) = .18, p < .05 was reported.  

Finally, in schools identified as “PBIS schools” by teachers, there was a significant shift 

toward the use of restorative practices, r (123) = .22, p < .01; check-in, check out r(123)  = .23, p 

< .01; and a climate and culture team was established r(123) = .23, p < .05. SWPBIS is often 

used in conjunction with restorative practices and the practice of check-in, check-out is a tier 2 

PBIS practice that is often used in SWPBIS schools, however not all PBIS schools use this 

practice. Climate and culture teams were established in the district to support the school climate; 

however, they are not a part of traditional PBIS practices. The significant correlations found 

illustrate relations between recommended practices by the TTF that have been maintained at 

schools in the district. This maintenance of EBPs is not necessarily due to the implementation of 

TTF policy and could be explained by other factors; this will be further discussed in the next 

chapter. Descriptive statistics and significant correlation values can be found in Table 11.  
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Table 11 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Maintained TTF Practices 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Community 
school  1.36 0.48 —             

2. Data decision-
making  1.09 0.28 .002 —            

3. Responsive 
classroom 1.34 0.48 -.017 .132 —           

4. Shift toward 
restorative 
practices  

1.14 0.35 .072 .114 .279** —          

5. Take attendance 
multiple 
times a day 

1.49 0.5 .035 -.190* .034 .010 —         

6. Attendance 
leadership 
team 

1.39 0.49 .012 -.018 .108 .231** .003 —        

7. PBIS 1.41 0.49 .090 .087 .153 .309** -.127 .200* —       

8. PBIS school 1.57 0.5 -.019 .043 .122 .220* -.182* .072 .691** —      

9. MTSS 1.05 0.21 -.012 .062 .074 -.092 -.144 -.027 .194* .120 —     
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Table 11 Continued 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Maintained TTF Practices 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

10. Check-in / 
check-out 1.5 0.5 .044 .082 .011 .179* -.248** .043 .238** .168 -.002 —    

11. Check-in / 
check-out 
School 

1.3 0.46 .084 .163 .144 .274** -.158 .039 .301** .225* .014 .551** —   

12. Climate and 
culture 1.29 0.45 .259** .052 .134 .293** -.020 .213* .227* .234** .022 .136 .271** —  

13. Restorative 
practices 1.11 0.32 .104 .158 .277** .505** .009 .027 .118 .105 -.080 .149 .151 .278** — 

14. Attendance 
data 1.30 0.46 .193* .102 .180* .076 .120 -.032 .088 .050 -.067 .064 -.134 .079 .151 

Note. N = 125. PBIS = positive behavior intervention and support. MTSS = multi-tiered systems of support.  

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 The following section will include the interpretation of results in relation to the TTF and 

sustainment of their recommendations and will detail implications for future research in the field. 

Additionally, this section will address the limitations of the study. 

The hypothesis in this study proposed that the TTF recommendations had been 

maintained across the district resulting in (1) administrative and teacher support for excessive 

absences, (2) community and parent efforts to encourage school attendance, and (3) ongoing PD 

to reduce excessive absences. The results of each of the study’s three research questions address 

the TTF recommendations in support of this hypothesis.  

The first research question sought to determine how the six TTF recommendations were 

sustained in the district. Results from the correlation analysis of TTF practices resulted in 

significant correlations between attendance practices, parent efforts, and professional 

development to reduce chronic absenteeism. For example, in schools where an attendance 

leadership team was established, a positive correlation was found between a shift toward 

restorative practices, PBIS practices, and the establishment of a climate and culture team that 

addresses and evaluates the learning environment and implications for students in the 

community. Correlations were also found at the classroom level. Teachers who employed a 

responsive classroom, or who used non-punitive responses to behavior, reported a shift toward 

restorative practices in their schools and their own classrooms, as well as transparency in the use 

of attendance data and decision making by administration. This indicates that practices 

recommended by the TTF continue to be reported as used seven years after the initial 

recommendations. We cannot say definitively from the results in this study when the practices 
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were first implemented or if the practices were implemented as a result of the TTF report. The 

Proctor framework posits that acceptability is one of the eight conceptually distinct outcomes 

that influence implementation. Acceptability in this case focuses on the direct experience that 

teachers had with the content and complexity of the recommendation. Since teachers report a 

community of support from other teachers and administrators regarding the acceptability of the 

recommendations, this could have increased the success of the EBPs at school sites by educators.  

To address the second research question on the educator-reported knowledge of the three 

responsibilities of the TTF and familiarity with the TTF and their recommendations, frequency 

data was examined. Overall, familiarity with the recommendations was low. However, data from 

this study also indicates that teachers are utilizing EBPs to address chronic absenteeism in their 

classrooms. Specifically, MTSS and PBIS practices, as well as practices to increase community 

and parent support, were implemented, even when teachers report low familiarity with the TTF 

intervention and prevention recommendations. This may indicate that familiarity with the 

recommendations is not important when addressing sustainment of the EBPs. If teachers are 

using those prevention and intervention EBPs to address chronic absenteeism and behaviors that 

lead to students being out of school, then familiarity with higher level TTF policies appears to be 

not as integral to the success of the EBPs’ sustainment especially if teachers are seeing positive 

outcomes from the implementation of the practices. However, to fully understand this 

relationship, more research in this area is needed.  

The third and final research question asked: “What is the educator-reported knowledge of 

the six recommendations of the TTF?” Results from this question addressed each of the six 

recommendations individually and ranged from “not at all familiar” to “extremely familiar.” 

Overall, the frequency count and percentages of educator familiarity with the TTF 
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recommendations was higher than the educator-reported familiarity with the responsibilities of 

the TTF. For example, the percentage of educators reporting “somewhat familiar” with each of 

the recommendations was consistently higher for data collection and application, prevention, 

program evaluations and monitoring, and further review and analysis. For interventions to 

address chronic absenteeism, 50% of educators reported feeling “extreme familiarity,” which 

was higher than any other reported percentage of sample. These results indicate that educators in 

the district have knowledge of the recommended practices, even if they do not have much 

familiarity with the TTF and their responsibilities. From these findings, it can be concluded that, 

while the TTF was not a piece of legislation that was widely known in the district at the 

educator-level, educators were still using EBPs that can decrease chronic absenteeism at school 

sites. As referenced in the Proctor framework, penetration is the integration of the intervention 

within the system in which it is implemented. While the TTF recommendations do not appear to 

be widely known by educators, the practices that were part of the legislation have penetrated 

educator practices at school sites. This could be related to the focus on implementing practices 

that directly affect students without the knowledge of where the policies came from or what 

legislation led to those changes.  

 The salient framework used to guide this study was Proctor et al.’s (2010) 

implementation outcomes which proposed a working taxonomy of eight distinct implementation 

outcomes, including: acceptability, adoption, appropriateness, feasibility, fidelity, 

implementation cost, penetration, and sustainability. All these outcomes, however, were not 

necessary for investigation for the purposes of this study. For example, adoption was not 

measured in this study because the recommendations were already adopted before the study 

began. This study addressed the maintenance of the recommended EBPs rather than their 
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adoption. Similarly, appropriateness was not applicable to this study as this area would have 

taken place before the study began. This study examines the “real fit” over “perceived fit,” as 

implementation has already been established. 

 The implementation outcomes that were applicable to this study were acceptability, 

feasibility, fidelity, implementation cost, penetration, and sustainability. These implementation 

outcomes helped guide the themes of the survey as well as the questions for the educator survey. 

By using acceptability as a guiding principle, we were able to measure the familiarity with the 

content of the TTF recommendations as well as the implementation drivers used to combat 

chronic absenteeism. Both PBIS and MTSS recommend and support the use of Implementation 

Drivers so that the implementation site can become self-sufficient with respect to training, 

coaching, assessment, and administrative supports (Fixsen et al., 2019). When asked about who 

leads school efforts to address chronic absenteeism, educators report that they are the main 

implementation drivers at their schools. While there is a data team, professional learning 

community, leadership team, or clerk that assists with attendance, teachers are still the first 

person to handle attendance issues in their classrooms. These responses indicate that while 

implementation drivers at different levels are available in the school and district, teachers are still 

the primary implementers of EBPs to address absenteeism in their classrooms. By having 

teachers and clerks provide the most support for attendance practices, we are not acknowledging 

the barriers that this can create. For one, there is no reported plan on how teachers should act as 

implementation drivers for attendance practices. Additionally, the district is not providing 

teachers and clerks with the same level of attendance and practice data to guide and 

programming for chronic attendance. This information can provide the district with guidance on 
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how to support teachers in these efforts now that familiarity with the content has already been 

established.  

To understand the feasibility of the recommendations, we needed to understand the 

training and funding available to educators, as well as how they were measuring chronic 

absenteeism at their schools. Surveyed district educators report that they are providing much of 

their own funding when addressing professional development, but that their administrators are 

also finding and providing grants and district funds to address chronic issues. One area of value 

that repeatedly came up in focus groups, interviews, and surveys was the professional learning 

community and the support that teachers found with their grade level teams. These teams 

afforded teachers support with practices that benefit their students to address chronic behaviors 

that kept their students out of school. The establishment of the leadership team at the school, as 

well as automated messaging when students are tardy or absent, were also reported as a presence 

at school sites. These varied ways of accessing resources speak to the feasibility of the 

recommendations and the innovation of teachers to use the resources they have available to meet 

the needs of their students. The district can use this information to ensure that teachers have 

financial funding and professional development opportunities to continue the work of measuring 

and addressing chronic absenteeism at schools.  

The implementation outcomes of fidelity and implementation cost allowed the researcher 

to evaluate the fidelity to the TTF recommendations as well as the interventions that were 

implemented as part of the final report. How teachers rate and define chronic absences in their 

schools varied across the district. While there was room for improvement with many of the 

recommendations so that schools could implement in the method that served their students and 

communities in the best possible way, fidelity to terminology and data-sharing was of major 
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importance. Additionally, implementation of the EBPs was the primary interest of this study and 

results show that fidelity to the recommended practices was continued 7 years after initial 

implementation. While addressing fidelity to the EBPs, districts can inquire which practices are 

working, what impact they have on students, and how the community can continue to play a 

supporting role in addressing chronic absenteeism.  

The creation of family and community partnerships is integral to the success of many 

EBPs that address chronic absenteeism (Epstein, 2009). Penetration and sustainability provided 

information on building community relationships and long-term viability of the recommended 

EBPs and what accommodations were being made to get students to school on time for the entire 

day. When all stakeholders are involved, the long-term sustainment of the practices can be 

supported by families who are included in the decision-making process. Districts like the one in 

this study can use community and family partnerships to create sustainable change in student 

behavior, especially when addressing chronic issues like absenteeism for at-risk students.  

Recommendations to Address Attendance Challenges  

This study examined the sustainment of policy recommendations to address chronic 

absenteeism in a large school district. The following prevention and intervention practices were 

correlated with improved practice. Both PBIS and MTSS contribute to a reduction in 

absenteeism among students with disabilities and have action steps that can create more positive 

outcomes for these students. For example, the development of a safe and supportive climate 

through PBIS is an EBP for SWD that can have positive lasting effects. While we cannot say, in 

this study, that PBIS practices are directly responsible for increases in attendance among students 

with disabilities, research indicates that punitive measures are ineffective in addressing absence 

challenges, so supportive programming like PBIS is a research-backed way to address these 
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chronic issues. The following PBIS practices are recommended for schools to reduce 

absenteeism: data-based decisions to monitor intervention implementation and student response 

and school-wide expectations for behavior. These are EBPs that have a positive influence on 

attendance rates for schools at all levels and can be implemented district wide, as seen with this 

district. Teachers who report using PBIS practices or who work at a PBIS school also report a 

shift toward restorative practices. These practices are correlated and are both non-punitive ways 

of addressing student behavior. Additionally, the PBIS practice of check-in/check-out, both at 

the school and individual educator level, also correlate for better practice. These EBPs would be 

recommended for elementary and high school students to address chronic absenteeism, 

especially when targeting at-risk students including those with disabilities.   

Prevention efforts such as PBIS, community-based organizations, and hiring or training 

of attendance coordinators are of salient importance in addressing chronic absenteeism. Another 

tiered practice, MTSS, is also recommended as an intervention for chronic absenteeism. MTSS 

can be used as an overarching system that can be tailored to the needs of the school, families, and 

community. These practices have a positive impact on chronic attendance issues because they are 

evidence-based for changing the school culture and incorporate families and community as 

change-agents. When teachers and administrators use these EBPs to invite and support students 

in school, students are more likely to attend on time and for the entire day. These practices are 

good for school culture because they increase the likelihood of improved attendance. The use of 

PBIS, MTSS, or restorative practices in schools, lead to positive student behaviors. These 

behaviors contribute to more positive interactions in schools, better classroom management, and 

an increase in student achievement.  
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Community-based organizations are an essential part of prevention efforts to combat 

chronic absenteeism. Research indicates that family and community partnerships are integral to 

student success, especially when supporting successful outcomes for our students in the greatest 

need (Epstein, 2009). These relationships can contribute to higher attendance for SWD as 

indicated by using EBPs for attendance data at community schools and the establishment of 

climate and culture teams to address student and family needs at community schools. Other 

districts can encourage community schools by inviting parents to be an active part of their child’s 

education and creating opportunities for parents to be involved in the decision-making of the 

school. Other districts could examine how to fully integrate family and community partnerships 

at all school sites to better influence positive outcomes for student attendance. 

Progress evaluation and use of data collection and application was also sustained in this 

district and highlights the need for accuracy and transparency in data sharing at the district level. 

Sharing data from individual school sites with the district to track and monitor chronic 

absenteeism can contribute to better understanding of attendance trends and data transparency for 

all stakeholders. The creation of a district databases is helpful because it can be shared to 

illustrate changes in attendance over time. However, this data can also be unintentionally skewed 

when schools are not demographically the same. For example, a smaller school could have less 

students chronically absent, but because this is a larger part of the student body, it appears to be a 

larger problem.  

 While chronic absenteeism is a problem for students across the country, SWD are out of 

school at significantly higher rates than their non-disabled peers. When districts implement 

interventions and systems that tackle attendance issues at all levels, all students win. Tiered 

systems, like PBIS and MTSS, are the most beneficial for SWD because they specifically target 
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the behavior issues at the students’ level and can increase the probability of attendance for 

students in the most need. When addressing SWD and chronic absenteeism, EBPs like this 

district has implemented can have a great impact on attendance outcomes. 

Implications for Future Research 

 The implications for future research in this study were developed from a gap in 

knowledge in this area. This study was primarily driven by the limited information available on 

the current status of the TTF recommendations and the role that knowledge about the success or 

failure of this type of policy implementation can have on the field. After distribution of the final 

TTF report in July 2014, little information was disseminated on who, if anyone, was monitoring 

implementation of the recommendations or their impact on chronic absenteeism rates. Because 

of this lack of information on how recommendations were implemented, inconsistent 

implementation of the recommendations was reported in this study. The inconsistent 

implementation of the recommendations showcases the need for consistent terminology and plan 

of action when implementing policies at this level. Additionally, the district could see higher 

implementation rates if data transparency is continued as one of the salient recommendations.  

Penetration and sustainability are the two most important components of the implementation 

framework when addressing sustainment of the recommendations. Penetration is useful in 

defining the integration of EBPs and understanding the reach of the TTF recommendations at 

each school site. Additionally, sustainment examines the extent to which a newly implemented 

treatment is maintained in each setting. While sustainment and penetration can be used in 

conjunction, this study and future studies in the district can look at sustainment to determine the 

long-term viability of the EBPs after initial implementation.  
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When addressing potential barriers and facilitators to implementation, this and other 

districts can utilize the EPIS implementation framework to frame the overall impact of policy 

implementation. In the exploration phase, practices are identified and potential barriers and 

facilitators to change are identified. By using this systematic way of identifying and addressing 

potential implementation issues, future researchers can have a jumping-off point to address what 

may come up as a potential problem. In this study, barriers to implementation were consistent 

terminology and the use of clerks and teachers as implementation drivers, when no PD support 

was indicated to guide them in this practice. Conversely, professional learning communities 

where teachers felt supported and were provided guidance by their peers was a facilitator in 

implementation of the recommended EBPs. For future research, these areas can be further 

explored during the exploration phase to better understand what supports are needed for 

consistent implementation of recommended practices.  

While the media was the initial impetus for the TTF, it did not seem to affect the 

implementation of a specific recommendation. A follow-up article written in the Chicago 

Tribune regarding the Empty Desk Epidemic of 2012 (Chicago Tribune, 2016) detailed how the 

TTF made recommendations to bring back “truancy officers” in an updated form as attendance 

coordinators, which could have a large impact on chronic absenteeism in district schools. 

However, this study found that this recommendation was not sustained. This study identified the 

maintenance of EBPs that create better outcomes for SWD and chronic attendance issues. Future 

studies can examine barriers and facilitators to not only the implementation but also the 

maintenance of practices from policy recommendations.  
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For a comprehensive understanding of the implementation and sustainment of policy, it is 

important for future studies to more closely examine how policies are implemented. To support 

this area, a wider group of stakeholders can be included such as administrators, district 

personnel, parents, and community members. 

Research shows that higher incidences of attendance in youth starting in kindergarten 

yields higher attendance and academic achievement outcomes in higher grades. Future studies 

can examine factors affecting attendance across grades. For example, which practices are more 

effective with high school students as they are more independent in getting to school. 

Additionally, future studies could investigate the reasons why younger students are not making it 

to school on time, or at all, and the role that parent and community involvement might play in 

supporting student attendance. Additionally, future research in this area could address 

differences in school-level data. For example, by separating high school level data and 

kindergarten through grade 8 data we could address differences or disparities in the attendance 

practices and outcomes of those grades. This study addressed all grade levels in the application 

of EBPs to address chronic absenteeism, however by looking through a higher-grade lens, we 

could better understand what EBPs are most effective to support students in attending school, 

leading to higher graduation rates for these students.  

The framework for this study can also be used to develop and support questions for future 

research in this area. When using the Proctor et al.’s (2010) framework of implementation 

outcomes, future research can investigate if there is an association between implementation 

outcomes. For example, future research should explore how and if acceptability is predictive of 

sustainment, among other relations. The implementation outcomes were used to guide the 

questions of this study by providing a framework for understanding maintenance of the 
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recommendations. Future studies could explore specific EBPs and track their sustainment at 

individual school sites to understand how implementation varies across this large district.  

This study was conducted in the third-largest school district in the United States and examined 

district-wide policies. It aimed to identify how those recommendations were implemented 

district-wide by analyzing individual teacher responses. This study can prompt research into how 

policies are being implemented in school districts in other areas of the country and examine what 

the implications are for SWD. The TTF was created to serve those students who were being 

pushed out of school due to socioeconomic status, race, and disability status. From these TTF 

recommendations, future research could investigate the exclusionary practices that are still being 

used in some schools and how EBPs that support students could be implemented. Additionally, 

further research in this area can examine whether familiarity with recommendations is related to 

practice and whether processes exist for getting new teachers onboard with policy 

recommendations, EBPs, and grade-level team decisions.  

 From the focus groups and survey responses, teachers reported finding and funding their 

own PD to better serve their students. When addressing policy recommendations, future research 

could investigate whether district-wide policy change occurs based on the resourcefulness of 

teachers and how that resourcefulness is supported by administration. Furthermore, future 

research in policy application could investigate whether there is a relationship between teachers’ 

years of service and sustainment of attendance outcomes. There was a wide range of teachers 

who participated in the survey; however most had over five years of experience as a teacher. One 

could question whether experience as an educator could prompt higher levels of use of EBPs. 

Teachers also reported their own grade level professional learning communities as contributing 

to higher knowledge regarding EBPs to address chronic absenteeism. Future research could 
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address whether years of service and sustainment of attendance outcomes are related, and how 

these professional learning communities are being help at grade- and school-level, as well as 

district-wide. 

Limitations  

 The most disruptive limitation to this study was the COVID-19 pandemic. The initial 

study proposed to address two schools and their response to the TTF recommendations using in-

person focus groups with teachers at school sites to solicit input for the subsequent survey. Due 

to the COVID-19 pandemic, the school district stopped all research at school sites and would not 

allow for outside researchers to work in schools. This limitation was circumvented by working 

with the teachers’ union and nearly 20,000 teachers and clinicians that are part of this union. 

While conclusions based on the current sample population can be informative, an in-depth study 

of how the TTF have directly affected school personnel at specific school sites would be 

beneficial for future research. Another limitation was the unavailability of teachers to participate 

in the focus groups or interviews. Since the focus groups and interviews were conducted over the 

summer, many teachers were not in email contact or involved in professional social networks; 

several reached out to the researcher after the survey development recruitment period was 

already closed when they returned to these activities in the late summer/early fall. 

 Survey data from this study focused primarily on the educator experience and perceptions 

of implementation relating to the day-to-day application from educators. A limitation with this 

lens is that the administrator perspective was not taken into consideration when addressing how 

the EBPs from the TTF recommendations were established and implemented at school sites. 

Administrators were included in this study, however not enough had responded to be able to 

disaggregate data. It is possible that administrators were privy to information on implementation 
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that was not shared with educators at the time of implementation. Additionally, implementation 

of the EBPs could have had more regional or district wide application that was not viewed as 

necessary when applying the recommendations to specific school sites. This limitation could be 

circumvented in the future by including administrators on the survey and questions that address 

perceptions from this group in implementation outcomes.  

Conclusion 

 This study evaluated whether district-wide attendance recommendations were being 

maintained and the extent of educator-reported knowledge of the TTF recommendations at the 

current point in time, seven years post-initial publication of the TTF report. When addressing 

sustainment of the implemented recommendations, one main point emerged. Overall, teachers 

are using the recommended EBPs even when knowledge of the TTF is limited. While the 

maintenance of EBPs is not necessarily due to the sustainment of TTF policy, it can be explained 

by other factors. As discussed, teachers have found and funded their own PD, kept their own 

attendance data, used terminology that is consistent with other schools across the district, and 

created grade-level professional learning communities to address attendance concerns in their 

schools. This study provides preliminary evidence that the TTF recommendations could have 

been the impetus for changes in attendance policies that have sustained across the district and 

have grown in a grassroots-type movement with teachers and administrators at their school sites.  
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APPENDIX A 

TABLE OF RESPONSIBILITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND SURVEY 

QUESTIONS 

 

Truancy Task Force (TTF) Responsibilities, Recommendations, and Corresponding Survey 
Questions 

TTF 
Responsibilities TTF Recommendations Questions from Educator Survey (2021) 

Administrative and 
teacher support for 
excessive absences 

 

(1) terminology; the need for 
review of terminology for the 
sake of consistency within 
districts across the state  

(2) data collection and 
application; accuracy of data, 
creation of a database, and 
distribution of data to 
stakeholders within the 
school district 

(1) Terminology: Questions; 12-18, 30, 
44-46, 86 

(2) Data Collection: Questions; 19-23, 
(26_1-26_11), 28, 29, 36, 73 

Community and 
parent efforts to 
encourage school 
attendance 

(3) prevention; PBIS, 
community-based 
organizations, hiring/training 
of attendance coordinators  

(4) interventions; MTSS, 
targeted interventions at pre-
K and ninth-grade levels  

(3) Prevention: Questions; 24, (25_1-
25_11), 31, 32-35, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 
(52_1-52_3), 58, 59, 60, 67, (69_1-
69_13), 81, 82-85, 87  

(4) Interventions: Questions; (48_1- 
48_8other), (49_1-49_5), 50, (51_1-
51_11), 53-57, 61-63, (68_1-68_5), 
(71_1-71_7other), 79, 80 

Ongoing 
professional 
development to 
reduce excessive 
absences 

 (5) program evaluations and 
monitoring 

(6) further review and 
analysis 

(5) Program Evaluation and Monitoring: 
Questions; (27_1-27_11), 42, 43, 47, 
(70_1-70_3), 75, 76,  

(6) Further review and analysis: 
Questions; 64-66, 72, 74, 77, 78 
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APPENDIX B 

FOCUS GROUP AND INTERVIEW SCRIPT 

These three themes, based on the three responsibilities of the Truancy Task Force (TTF), 

will help guide the conversation: (1) administrative and teacher support for excessive absences; 

(2) community and parent efforts to encourage school attendance; (3) ongoing professional 

development to reduce excessive absences. The TTF described the impetus for the creation of 

their committee and their resulting recommendations: The Truancy Task force was developed to 

address the empty desk epidemic in Chicago Public Schools. This focus group will focus on the 

six recommendations of the task force and whether they were maintained over time at school 

sites. We are looking for information on how teachers are supported in addressing chronic 

absenteeism in their schools. This will give us more information on how we can better serve our 

students and our teachers in the district. 

Are you familiar with the truancy task force and their recommendations to CPS?  

The six recommendations of TTF include: (1) terminology, (2) data collection and application, 

(3) prevention, (4) interventions (including positive behavioral supports and intervention and 

multi-tiered systems of support), (5) program evaluations and monitoring, and (6) further review 

and analysis. 

Questions were asked in the following order: 

Acceptability  

What direct experience do you have with the recommendations from the TTF?  

If none, what is your experience with chronically absent or truant students?  

What are your school’s current attendance practices?  

How have those practices changed over the last 5 to 10 years?  
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Were you included in any planning in how to combat chronic absenteeism at your 

school?  

Adoption 

What actions were taken by teachers to adopt the recommendations?  

What EBPs were adopted at the school site?  

What terminology does your school use when referring to absences or chronically absent 

students?  

How were families included in adopting the recommendations?  

Are you a PBIS school? What does that mean for your school?  

Appropriateness  

What is the perceived fit of the recommendations?  

Do they work for your school? Do they fit with the district goals?  

What are your school’s current attendance practices? Are they similar to TTF 

recommendations?  

How compatible are the EBPs with the school climate?  

What was the community or parent response to changes in chronic absenteeism 

programming at the school?  

Feasibility 

How can recommendations be carried out within the school setting?  

What resources were you given to support your efforts to combat chronic absenteeism?  

What training were you given to implement recommendations from TTF?  

Fidelity 

How have the EBPs been implemented as prescribed by the original recommendations?  
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How are the attendance interventions being maintained and sustained in your school? 

Have you seen a decrease in absences at your school since implementing interventions 

to address truancy?  

Implementation Cost 

What is the cost-benefit of implementation?  

Have you seen any benefit from addressing truancy or chronic absences in your school?  

Was your school given any funding to support the implementation of EBPs (specifically 

to address truancy)? 

Were you as a teacher given any funding to support the implementation of EBPs?  

How do you monitor progress toward attendance goals in your classroom?  

Does your school implement MTSS? How has this been implemented?  

How has your school leadership supported behavior interventions in your classroom?  

Penetration 

What is the reach of the recommendations at your school site?  

What is your level of perceived confidence in the implementation and sustainment of the 

three responsibilities of the task force?  

How confident do you feel in the interventions used for addressing chronic 

absenteeism/truancy?  

Sustainability 

How have these EBPs been maintained and sustained at your school site?  

Have you been given any PD related to chronic absenteeism? If so what types of PD?  

Do you have a point person to go to with questions related to chronic absenteeism?  

Do you have implementation drivers? Or other people who serve that role?  
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What behaviors are targeted for change in your classroom? How about your school?  

What changes have you seen with excessive absences in your school?  
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APPENDIX C 

EDUCATOR EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICE ATTENDANCE SURVEY 

Demographic Information 

Please circle the (1) most appropriate answer.  

Gender 

What is your gender? 

o Female 

o Male 

o Other  

Race/Ethnicity 

How do you usually describe yourself? 

o White 

o Black or African American 

o Hispanic or Latino/a 

o Asian or Pacific Islander 

o American Indian or Alaskan 

o Biracial or Multi racial 

o Other 

Age 

What is your age group? 

o 18 - 24 

o 25-39 

o 40-60 
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o 61 and above 

Years in Education 

How many years have you been in education (admin, teacher, or assistant)? 

o 1-9 

o 10-20 

o 21-30 

o 31 and above 

Current Role 

What role are you currently serving at this school?  

o General Teacher 

o Special Education Teacher 

o Teaching Assistant/Paraprofessional  

o Administrator  

Students in Current Role 

How often do you teach, work with, or support students with disabilities?  

o five or more times per week 

o three or four times per week  

o once or twice a week  

o I do not work with, support, or teach students with disabilities in my current role  

Education Level 

What is your highest completed degree?  

o High School 

o Junior College 
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o Bachelors 

o Masters 

o Doctoral 

Current School Level 

What school level are you currently working in?  

o Pre-K 

o K-8 

o High School 

o Other 

School Type 

What school type are you currently working in?  

o Public 

o Charter 

School Size 

What size school are you working in?   

o less than 400 students  

o 401 to 1000 students 

o 1000 to 2000 students  

o over 2000 students  

School Region  

What region of the city is your school in? 

o North side 

o Northwest side 
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o West side 

o South side 

o Far South side 

o Southwest side 

o Central 

Educator Survey 

Please rate each statement on a scale of 1 to 10, as outlined in each question.  

Theme 1: Truancy Task Force  

The Truancy Task force was developed to address the empty desk epidemic in Chicago Public 
Schools. This survey will focus on the six recommendations of the task force and whether they 
were maintained over time at school sites. We are looking for information on how teachers are 
supported in addressing chronic absenteeism in their schools. This will give us more information 
on how we can better serve our students and our teachers in the district. 

Q1a: How familiar are you with the truancy task force and their recommendations to CPS? 
Please rate your familiarity using the 1-10 scale with 1 = no familiarity and 10= high 
familiarity  

Q1b: Please rate your familiarity with each of the following recommendations using the 1-
10 scale with 1 = no familiarity and 10= high familiarity  

The six recommendations of TTF:  

1. Terminology, 

2. Data collection and application 

3. Prevention, 

4. Interventions (including PBIS and MTSS), 

5. Program evaluations and monitoring,  

6. Further review and analysis  

For the next questions, please rate how much you agree with each statement using the 1-10 scale. 
1= Do Not Agree to 10 = Strongly Agree 

Q3: I have direct experience with the recommendations from the TTF.  

Q4: I have direct experience with chronically absent or truant students.  

Q5: My school has clearly defined attendance practices.  



90 
 

Q6: I have seen a change in attendance practices over the last 5 to 10 years at my school.  

Q7: I was included in the planning for how to combat chronic absenteeism at my school.  

Q8: Parents were included in the planning for how to combat chronic absenteeism at my school.  

Theme 2: Implementation Drivers  

Q1: The following people or groups are present at my school: (check all that apply) 

Clerks 

Attendance coordinator  

Counselor 

Case manager  

Leadership team  

Teachers 

Automated messages from teacher attendance  

LEA 

Professional learning community  

Data team  

Instructional leadership team  

Q2: The following people or groups are involved in the daily attendance process: (check all that 
apply) 

Clerks 

Attendance coordinator  

Counselor 

Case manager  

Leadership team  

Teachers 

Automated messages from teacher attendance  

LEA 

Professional learning community  

Data team  

Instructional leadership team  
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Q3: The following people or groups address chronic absenteeism at my school: (check all that 
apply)  

Clerks 

Attendance coordinator  

Counselor 

Case manager  

Leadership team  

Teachers 

Automated messages from teacher attendance  

LEA 

Professional learning community  

Data team  

Instructional leadership team  

For the following questions you will circle Yes (Y) or No (N) 

Q4: In my school, we take attendance multiple times a day. Y or N  

Q5: In my school, the clerk is the first person to handle attendance issues. Y or N  

Q6: I have a clear understanding of what unexcused absences are at my school. Y or N  

Q7: Parents receive an automated message via phone when their child is absent from school. Y 
or N  

Q8: I reach out to parents on the first day their child is absent. Y or N 

Q9: I reach out to parents on the second day their child is absent. Y or N  

Q10: I reach out to parents on the third day their child is absent. Y or N  

Q11: I reach out to parents after their child has been absent for more than three days. Y or N  

Q12: The leadership team at my school handles issues with chronic attendance. Y or N  

Theme 3: Building Relationships 

For the next questions, please rate how much you agree with each statement using the 1-10 scale. 
1= Do Not Agree to 10 = Strongly Agree 

Q1: Teachers feel connected with the community at my school.  

Q2: Parents are included in planning at my school.  
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Q3: At my school, we feel that parents are the experts on their child.  

Q4: We are a community centered school.  

Q5: Students are included in decision making in our school.  

Theme 4: Measuring chronic absenteeism  

The following questions will ask you to rate how your school measures and defines chronic 
absenteeism.  

Q1: How many days must a student be absent in order to be considered chronically absent?  

Q2: What percentage of days of school does a student miss to be considered chronically absent at 
your school? Ex: 3/5 days missed in a week= 60%  

Q3: Do you use the term “truant” in your school? Y or N 

Q4: Do you use the term “unexcused absence” in your school? Y or N 

Q5: Do you use the term “chronically absent” in your school? Y or N 

Q6: How many days must a student miss to be considered truant?  

Theme 5: Accommodations to get kids in school  

The following questions will ask you about the accommodations that are used to get students to 
school.  

Q1: Does your school use any of the following incentives? Check all that apply  

Pizza Parties 

Certificates for perfect attendance 

Perfect attendance pencil giveaway with school name  

Lunch with the teacher  

Parent incentives  

Other student incentives 

Q2: Who decides what incentives are used or offered for students?  

District leadership 

Regional leadership 

School leadership 

Grade level leadership 

Classroom teacher  
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Q3: Does your school do home visits for chronically absent students?  

Q4: Who does the home visit for chronically absent students? To either get them to school or 
address issues with the parent. Check all that apply 

Teacher  

Social worker 

Principal  

Dean  

Assistant principal  

SRO  

Case Manager  

School Clerk 

Truancy officer  

Other____________ 

Q5: Is there a disparity between what incentives can be offered, or are different or better 
incentives able to be offered in your:  

District: Yes No  

Region: Yes No 

School: Yes No  

Theme 6: Interventions 

The following questions will address the interventions that you use to combat chronic 
absenteeism at your school.  

Q1: Does your school use Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS)? Yes or No  

Q2: Are you a “PBIS school”?  Yes or No  

Q3: Does your school use multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS)? Y or No  

Q4: Do you use “Check in Check out” in your classroom? Y or No 

Q5: Does anyone in your school use “check in check out”? Y or N  

Q6: Do you have a climate and culture team? Y or N 

Q7: Do you have a Behavioral health team? Y or N 

Q8: Do you serve on a team at your school that addresses attendance interventions? Y or N 
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Q9: Are you familiar with restorative practices? Y or N 

Q10: Have you seen a shift toward restorative practices in your school? Y or N  

Q11: Do you employ a responsive classroom?  

Q12: Do you use data to support decision-making at your school?  

Q13: Are you part of the data process or team at your school?  

Q14: As a teacher or administrator, do you keep your own attendance data?  

Q15: Is your school considered a Community School?  

Q16: Which of the following services or programs are available to your students? (Check all that 
apply)   

Becoming A Man (BAM)  

Working On Womanhood (WOW)  

Dental services  

Health clinic 

Money management  

Q17: Which of the following services or programs are available to your parents? (Circle all that 
apply) 

Bilingual advisory committee  

Community relations representatives 

Diverse learner parent supports 

Parent involvement specialists  

Parent Teacher Organization (PTA)  

Parent advisory council  

Parent leadership institute  

Family and community engagement  

Parent collaborative 

Community action councils  

Parent university  

Family advisory board  

Chicago Multilingual parent council  
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Theme 7: Fidelity to interventions 

Q1: Who oversees creating and keeping data on attendance? (Check all that apply)  

Teachers 

Administration  

Data specialists 

Other______________ 

Q2: What practices do you use at your school to change behaviors? (Check all that apply) 

PBIS  

Check in Check out 

Restorative practices  

MTSS 

Community based solutions  

Q3: What is your level of confidence in addressing attendance issues at your school? 1- no 
confidence in ability to address attendance issues to 10 – fully confident in my ability to address 
attendance issues  

Q4: How often do you take your own data on attendance in your classroom?  

Every period 

Twice daily  

Three times daily 

I do not take data on attendance in my classroom  

Q5: Have you seen a decrease in absences at your school since implementing interventions to 
address truancy? Y or N 

Q6: How often is data shared with teachers and staff?  

Daily  

Weekly  

Bi- weekly 

Only at all staff meetings  

Data is rarely shared  

Data is never shared with teachers and staff at my school  
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Theme 8: Training and Funding  

Q1: I am confident in my ability to read and understand data and charts relating to attendance at 
my school. 1- no confidence to 10- fully confident  

The following questions will ask you how much you agree with each statement. 1 disagree, 2 
somewhat disagree, 3 somewhat agree, 4 agree  

Q2: My school has received Grants and School Funding to address chronic absenteeism.  

Q3: I feel confident in explaining attendance data to parents.  

Q3: I have received professional development on interventions (PBIS, Behavior, etc) at my 
school.  

Q4: I have spent my own time reviewing best practices for addressing problematic behaviors in 
my classroom including attendance.  

Q5: I have had training on what prohibits students in my school from attending.  

Q6: I have had training on restorative practices.  

Q7: My school has a team to plan training opportunities for teachers.  

Q8: I have sought out my own funding opportunities for professional development.  

Q9: We use some behavior interventions, but not consistently.  

Q10: There is a clear difference between tardy and absent at my school.  

Q11: We include parents in planning at my school.  

 

Please enter the email address where you would like to receive your gift card.  
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