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Abstract 

This study was designed to gauge how adequately teachers of students with 

emotional behavioral disabilities perceive they have been trained to complete Functional 

Behavioral Assessments (FBAs) and Behavioral Intervention Plans (BIPs) as first 

mandated by IDEA in 1997. 

These teachers were surveyed using a survey developed by the researcher on 

questions from three areas: Demographic Data, Team Structure and Instance of 

Assessment, and Perceived Training Adequacy. The surveys each consisting of21 

questions were mailed out during the first week of January 2007 to seventy-seven 

teachers from Northwestern Wisconsin, identified as teaching students with Emotional 

Behavioral Disabilities (EBD). A total of 54 surveys were returned to the researcher by 

self addressed stamped envelops for a return rate of 70.1%. 
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Of those teachers responding to the survey, 98.1% responded that they were currently 

certified to teach in the area of EBD. A total of 63% of the EBD teachers surveyed reported 

that they felt they had been adequately trained in the FBA/BIP process. Additionally, 66.6% 

of those responding agreed or strongly agreed that FBAs/BIPs had been a valuable tool for 

them in providing better service to the students on their case loads. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Education has been a part of the human culture for thousands of years. In early 

times education was practiced on an informal basis, with family members passing on 

survival skills, beliefs, and traditions to their young by having their children work by the 

adults' side on a daily basis. There was nothing formal about this education, the children 

learned from watching the adults and they eventually were able to complete the tasks 

independent of the adults. The children followed the adults' instruction because their 

survival depended upon acquiring these survival skills. 

As our societies became more highly developed, the information that needed to 

be passed from adult to child increased in volume and became more complex. Education 

began to evolve into a more formal process of master and apprentice. This process further 

evolved to become the predecessor to our modem day schools, where a teacher, the 

expert, teaches the children, the novices, in groups usually consisting of children of 

similar age. 

As anyone who has spent time with a group of school age children will soon 

realize, not all children have the same capacity to learn or to learn at the same rate. Some 

children due to lower than average intelligence quotients, learning disabilities, behavioral 

disorders, and any of a number of other physical and mental disorders and deficits, are 

not able to learn as fast or as efficiently as other students. Beirne-Smith, Ittenbach, and 

Patton (1998) have written about persons with mental retardation, "Before the is" 

century, there was no consensus among Western societies as to who these deviant people 

were, why they acted the way they did, and how they should be treated" (p. 29). Very 

little was offered to these people in the way of services. Beirne-Smith, Ittenbach, and 

Patton (1998) further stated that different societies treated these people differently; some 
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societies treated these people as if they were buffoons or demons, while others treated 

them as persons capable ofdivine revelations. 

Beirne-Smith, Ittenbach, and Patton (1998) listed several different philosophies 

that were employed over the last several hundred years, as far as how this population of 

people should best be treated. These varying philosophies ranged from institutionalizing 

these individuals for their entire lives to sterilizing them so they could not produce 

offspring. Gradually toward the second half of the zo" century, treatment of persons 

with mental retardation and mental illness was improved due to the work of influential 

people such as former President John F. Kennedy, who had a sister with mental 

retardation. 

Between 1975 and 1990, three federal laws were passed to assure that children 

with handicapping conditions received a free and appropriate public education. These 

laws dictated that everyone with a disability was to be allowed the opportunity to receive 

a free public education in the least restrictive environment (Wolfinger & Stockard, 1997). 

With the implementation of these laws, school districts began to try to find ways to bring 

their current practices into compliance with the laws. Two new educational practices 

evolved, mainstreaming and inclusion, to help school districts meet the requirements of 

these new laws. Many children with disabilities thrived under these new instructional 

methods, as well as many ofthe non-disabled students benefited from their exposure to 

their classmates with disabilities. However, some ofthe behaviors exhibited by a portion 

of the students with disabilities caused disruptions to the learning environment. These 

disruptions at times interfered with the other students in these classrooms and their ability 

to learn. Due to these behaviors, the amount of time these students spent in the regular 

education classrooms was often then scaled back. Consequently, when the amount of 
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time these students were allowed to spend in the regular education setting was scaled 

back, their right to a free and appropriate education was at times being infringed upon. 

Oftentimes there was no documentation of why the student was removed to a more 

restrictive setting, explanation of how long the removal would last, or what steps needed 

to be taken to get the child back into a less restrictive environment. 

In an attempt to better understand the reasons why students exhibit the negative 

behaviors they often do. and to protect each student's rights to a free and appropriate 

public education in the least restrictive environment, the 1997 reauthorization of the 

Individuals with Disabilities Educational Act (IDEA), contained a provision requiring 

schools to perform Functional Behavioral Assessments (FBA) on students with 

disabilities before they suspend or expel these students for more than 10 days (Crone & 

Homer, 2003). IDEA was once again reauthorized in 2004 and continues to contain the 

provisions set in the 1997 reauthorization, mandating the use of FBAs and BIPs. 

Statement ofthe Problem 

Due to federal law created as a part of the reauthorization of the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), public schools in the United States have been 

mandated to perform Functional Behavioral Assessments (FBA) of behavior and develop 

Behavior Intervention Plans (BIP) before schools suspend students with disabilities for 

more than 10 days. Teachers and all members of Individual Education Plan (lEP) teams, 

need to be thoroughly trained to understand the FBA process and its intended purpose. 

Knowing how IEP team members perceive their level of competence to participate in the 

FBA's process is imperative in facilitating the process through to an accurate and 

meaningful outcome. This survey will be the first step in identifying any training deficits 
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and possible need for further training provided for IEP team members assisting with 

FBA"s. 

Purpose ofthe Study 

The purpose of this study is to survey teachers and administrators working in the 

field of education in northwestern Wisconsin public schools to evaluate their level of 

prior knowledge, the level of training provided to them, and their current perceived level 

of preparedness to facilitate the process, their thoughts as to the usefulness of FBAs and 

BIPs, all as they pertain to conducting Functional Behavioral Assessments (FBA) as 

mandated by IDEA (1997). This survey will be conducted during the second semester of 

the 2006-2007 school year, with collected information evaluated and culminating product 

written during the second semester of the 2006-2007 school year. 

Research Objectives 

The objectives of this study are to: 

I. Determine the level of training offered to persons required to participate in 

FBA's in public schools. 

2. Determine ifpersons taking part in administering FBA's feel they are properly 

trained. 

3. Determine if survey participants use a group approach, or if an individual 

typically conducts the majority of the school district's FBA's. 

4. Determine that if an individual typically does most of the assessment, who the 

individual most often doing the FBA is. 

5. Determine that if a group approach is used, whom the group members typically 

consist of. 
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6. Determine what, if any, further training FBA team participants feel they need 

to carry out an effective FBA. 

7. Determine when FBA's are used in survey participants' school districts, with 

all students diagnosed as having behavior problems or just students mandated by IDEA. 

8. Determine if teachers feel FBAs and BIPs are a useful tool in understanding 

and changing student behaviors. 

Assumptions ofthe Research 

The assumptions of this study are: 

I. That enough people will respond to the survey to give a representative sample 

for the study. 

2. That respondents will accurately respond to the survey items. 

3. That some IEP team members, given the task to take part in conducting a 

FBA, feel there islhas been a need for internal improvements in the process at the local 

level. 

4. That survey recipients will feel strongly enough about the subject to warrant 

their participation in the research survey. 

5. That respondents will fill out surveys completely to allow for an accurate 

evaluation and comparison of the data. 

Limitations ofthe Research 

The limitations of this research are: 

I. Survey items were developed by this paper's author and may not have asked 

all the relevant questions needed to determine deficits in team member training or to 

identify additional needs. 
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2. Survey respondents may be hesitant to critically evaluate their programs out of 

fear of casting an unfavorable shadow on their programs. 

3. Some respondents may be unwilling to take the time to fill out surveys. 

Definition a/Terms 

The definitions of this study are: 

Behavior Intervention Plan (BIP) - plan developed from the information gathered 

in the FBA process, intended to produce positive behavioral change. 

Behavioral Support Plan (BSP) - the same as a Behavioral Intervention Plan. 

Terms may be used interchangeably. 

Emotional Behavioral Disability (EBD) - special education label used in 

Wisconsin to classify students with emotional and or behavioral deficits that adversely 

affect their educational success. 

Individualized Education Plan (lEP) - individualized education plan developed 

specifically for a student with a qualifying disability, to plan services needed to maximize 

the student's growth toward educational goals. 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 1997 (IDEA 97) - federal law 

amending Public Law - 94-142, mandating public schools to provide children with 

disabilities, who are eligible, special education and other related services to meet their 

educational needs. 

Least Restrictive Environment - places the student in the environment as close as 

possible to the regular education environment, with supplemental services provided in 

this environment. 
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Mental Retardation - condition that limits a person's level of intellectual and 

social functioning that can be attributed to this person's low intelligence quotient and 

adaptive behavior deficit. 
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Chapter II: Literature Review 

Introduction 

The literature review will examine various aspects pertaining to the use of 

functional behavioral assessments in public schools. This chapter will focus on functional 

behavioral assessments in the areas of: functional behavioral assessment defined, team 

participants, training provided, and training deficits. 

Functional Behavioral Assessment Defined 

Functional behavioral assessments have been designed to help understand why 

certain behaviors occur, so that a successful plan can be developed to extinguish the 

undesirable behaviors. Barnhill (2005) defined the FBA as: 

A collection of methods and procedures used to obtain information about 

antecedents, behaviors and consequences to determine the reason or function of 

the behavior. It is considered a multi-method strategy, not a single test or 

approach. The goal of the FBA is to determine the purpose of the behavior so that 

appropriate interventions can be applied to decrease the problem behavior. (p. 

132) 

Barnhill (2005) stated that understanding the link between the behavior and its 

purpose is crucial. Providing an intervention that is not the result ofa FBA, " ...could 

strengthen the problem behavior and not provide alternative reinforcement for more 

desirable behavior" (p. 132). 

Functional behavioral assessments (FBA) have been around in various forms for 

decades, however, not until the amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education of 1997 (IDEA 97) did FBA's receive widespread attention. According to 

Packenham, Shute, and Reid (2004), changes brought forth in IDEA 97 now mandate that 
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educators take a more proactive approach when dealing with students with behavior 

problems. Students with an Individualized Education Plan (lEP) in place, regardless of 

hislher label, must have a behavioral support plan based on a FBA, if the student's 

behaviors cause a change in hislher placement. If the student's placement is changed and 

their IEP does not already contain a behavioral support plan (BSP), a FBA and BSP must 

be complete within 10 days of the change in placement or expulsion. Crone and Homer 

(2003) took this one step further by proposing that even though FBA's are only required 

in certain circumstances, good professional practice dictates using a problem solving 

approach to understand problem behaviors, even when the student is not in danger of 

expulsion or change of placement. Using a functional based approach, such as the FBA, 

is a good practice to ensure professionalism and serves to help the school reduce 

behavioral problems and promote appropriate behavior. Although IDEA states that 

FBA's are required under certain circumstances, Hartwig and Ruesch (2000) countered 

that, "The law does not provide details with respect to the components of the FBA ... " (p. 

243). Practitioners performing FBA's are left with no hard and set rules to follow as to 

specific protocols to follow. 

Team Participants 

The FBA process is designed to be conducted by a team of participants. Many 

schools attempt to utilize a specific person, such as a school psychologist, as their district 

behavior support specialist; other districts have one person specified in each school 

building who is given the task. Crone and Homer (2003) stated that the loss of this one 

person to illness or job change could cost the district its entire leadership. A team 

approach is proposed as the approach of choice due to the resilience it provides to protect 

against possible personnel changes. Vaughn, Hales, Bush, and Fox (1998) described the 
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FBA process in these terms, "Completing an accurate functional assessment is a 

cooperative process and requires effort on the part of everyone who comes in contact 

with the child" (p. 2). 

In certain instances FBA's are required by law to be conducted and BSP's to be 

implemented by IEP team members. Due to their expertise in the area, and familiarity 

with the process, IEP team members have frequently been participants on the team 

conducting the FBA process. IDEA (1997) has further recommended that members of 

the student's IEP team be used to conduct the FBA ofthe problem behaviors in the 

student's regular school setting. Van Acker, Borenson, Gable, and Potterton (2005) noted 

that the exact composition of the FBA teams often varied, with special education 

teachers, parents, school psychologists, and general education teachers, being the ones 

most frequently making up the team memberships. Van Acker et al. (2005) further 

elaborated by stating, "Interestingly, the principal or assistant principal was involved in 

approximately one-third of the FBA's (n=23, 32%). Surprisingly, the student was 

involved in only about lout of 5 FBA's (n=15)" (p. 43). Members ofthese teams 

typically consist of anyone the team deems useful in gathering the information needed to 

accurately conduct the FBA. However, most sources indicate that the FBA team should 

be limited to between 6 and 8 participants. However, Wisconsin mandates that the entire 

IEP team is responsible for the FBA and the Behavioral Intervention Plan (SIP) that is 

developed, even though all team members may not actively be involved in the gathering 

of information. 

Training Provided 

Drasgow, Yell, Bradley, and Shriner (1999) argued that the current approach to 

behavioral consulting in schools is limited in its capacity to provide behavioral support to 
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an entire school. They further stated that, " ... a cadre of school-based personnel should 

receive extensive training in conducting FBA's, writing measurable goals, and 

developing effective BIP's" (p. 259). 

How do practitioners working in schools know how much training is sufficient to 

prepare FBA team members to function as a productive group? Van Acker et al. (2005) 

cited Scott and Nelson as suggesting the level of expertise needed to complete accurate 

FBA's and BIP's would require significant course work in behavioral analysis. Others in 

the field suggest that a reasonable level of competence can be achieved through intensive 

in-service trainings. 

Crone and Homer (2003) suggested the following guidelines for school districts to 

implement to provide adequate training to their FBA teams and to provide a system that 

is sustainable over time: 

•	 The team should receive training together. Avoid training just one or two people 

and expect them to train everyone else. It is important to train 5-10 team members 

from each school together. 

•	 Adequate time and resources should be provided for the team to plan, design and 

implement new procedures. 

•	 The school faculty and staff should be in-serviced on the purpose of the behavior 

support team and how to gain access to the team's services. 

•	 An evaluation system should be in place to provide regular, accurate information 

to faculty about the outcome of the new implementation. (p. x) 

Lewis (n.d.) suggested that administrator support is critical to the success of any 

school wide system. The administrator needs to provide leadership to the staff and 

communicate the need to develop a school wide system. The administrator must also 
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determine what training and planning time the staff needs to be prepared to function as a 

team. Finally, it is the administrator's duty to continue to monitor that all participants are 

engaged in the process and to provide training and additional planning time as the need 

arises. Hendrickson, Gable, Conroy, Fox, and Smith, (1999) further asserted that it is the 

school district's responsibility as a whole to find ways to not only adequately train team 

member, but to also compensate them for their efforts. Their suggestion was for school 

districts to establish collaborations with universities to allow for the training to be 

combined with supervised building experiences that can be translated into graduate level 

credits. They saw it as the school district's responsibilities to secure release time, pay 

tuitions, and pay participant's stipends for their services. 

Training Deficit 

Van Acker et al. (2005) found that most school districts were not prepared to 

implement FBA's when they were mandated by IDEA (1997). There was a dire lack of 

sufficiently trained personnel available to conduct the FBA's in the cases where they 

were now required by law. School districts are now scrambling to train staff members to 

perform these assessments. Some researchers question whether the training being 

provided to personnel responsible for conducting FBA's is adequate. 

Nelson, Roberts, Rutherford, Mathur, and Aaroe (1999) suggested that 

administrators and school psychologists view FBA's as difficult to implement and 

impractical as far as how much time they require to perform. They suggested that 

practitioners in the field need to develop more efficient FBA procedures to help ensure 

they are used in schools. 

During a three-year period, Van Acker et al. (2005) offered a one-day training to 

orient school personnel in Wisconsin on performing the FBA process. The initial training 
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was followed up with an additional two-day training. School districts were encouraged to 

send multiple team members to the training, but districts were not required to do so. More 

than 1000 individuals attended the seminars representing more than 200 Wisconsin 

school districts. 

Following the trainings, all schools in Wisconsin were encouraged to submit 

sample FBA's and BIP's, including schools that did and did not attend the trainings, to be 

reviewed for free. A total of71 FBA's were received for review, with 20 of the 

respondents reporting to have received no training to perform FBA's. Van Acker et al. 

(2005) stated that, "Overall. the adequacy of the functional behavioral assessments and 

behavioral intervention plans submitted was disappointing" (p. 51). The researchers 

found that a full 40% of FBA's/BIP's were not developed by IEP teams as suggested by 

federal law and mandated by Wisconsin law. Even more alarming was that it was found 

that 10% of the submitted FBAlBIP's were completed by a single individual. Van Acker 

et al. (2005) further noted that many team members stated that they felt there was a wide 

concern that the major responsibility of conducting the FBA would fall to a few team 

members and in some instances a single team member, often the special educator. Van 

Acker et al. (2005) concl uded from their research that: 

Based on present findings, school personnel appear to require considerably more 

training and education related to the FBAIBIP process. The level of technical 

adequacy of the products reviewed as part of the study suggest a general failure 

on the part of the majority of school teams in the development of legally 

defensible and technically adequate FBAIBIP. While training appears to be 

helpful, even teams with previously trained members demonstrate difficulty in 
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many areas, although they produced significantly better FBA/BIP's in general. (p. 

94) 

These findings are startling considering that it has been 10 years since the 

reauthorization of IDEA and 8 years since the reauthorization has been implemented. 

School systems have been mandated to produce FBA/BIP's to help provide a free and 

appropriate public education to their students identified as qualifying for special 

education services. At this point it appears this process is not functioning as it was 

intended. Van Acker et al. (2005) offered this statement as to why the process is not 

working, "It is likely that training and experience in the FBA/BIP process is not 

sufficient. As with most instruction, school personnel need to be taught the strategies and 

skills that constitute the functional behavioral assessment" (p. 54). 
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Chapter III: Methodology 

Introduction 

This chapter contains the sections: subject selection and description, 

instrumentation, data collection procedures, data analysis, and limitations. 

Subject Selection and Description 

Since the researcher conducting this study works as a special education teacher in 

Northwestern Wisconsin, it was decided to focus this study on this geographical area due 

to the relevance of this data to the researcher's future program planning. Due to the 

nature of FBAs and BIPs dealing primarily with identifying student behaviors, assessing 

these behaviors, and developing intervention plans, this researcher decided to focus on 

special education teachers identified as teaching in the area of emotional and behavioral 

disability (EBD). 

Cooperative Education Servicing Area # II (CESA # II) of Northwestern 

Wisconsin was contacted in an attempt to get a list of the names of teachers of EBD, 

currently working within this geographical area. Due to feeling this would possibly be a 

breach of privacy, CESA #11 did not provide a list names. However, an e-mail was sent 

from CESA # II to directors of special education in this area, asking them to forward 

their EBD teachers' names to this researcher. Ten directors responded bye-mail 

providing the names of 43 teachers working primarily with students labeled as EBD. 

Additional names were gathered by this researcher through searching websites of public 

schools located within CESA #11. A total of 77 teachers were identified as meeting the 

criteria to send surveys, through a combination of the e-mail sent out by CESA #11 and 

the search of individual school's web sites. 
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Instrumentation 

The topic ofthis study focused on a specific subject area within the broad area of 

FBAs/FBAs. No standardized or ready-made information gathering instrument was 

available to collect the desired data. A 21 question survey was developed by this 

researcher to gather the information desired as a part of this quantitative study. Five 

survey questions focused on the demographic data ofthe survey participants. Two 

questions were devoted to the collection of data pertaining to FBA team structures and 

instances of student assessment. Lastly, 13 questions, on a Likert type scale, were 

included to assess the respondents' perception of the adequacies of training in the area of 

FBA/BIP. 

Data Collection Procedures 

A four-step process was utilized to carry out a confidential cluster survey of 

prospective participants. An exhaustive as possible list of names, e-mail addresses, and 

mailing addresses of teachers of EBD working within the CESA 11 area was compiled 

during September and October 2006. A copy ofthe Consent to Participate in UW -Stout 

Approved Research explanation form (see Appendix A), an explanation ofthe purpose of 

the survey (see Appendix B), a self addressed stamped return envelope, and a copy ofthe 

survey (see Appendix C) were mailed to each identified potential participant on January 

8, 2007. Initial surveys were sent back to the researcher by the deadline date of February 

6,2007. An e-mail was tentatively planned to be sent on January 22,2007 to all survey 

participants to encourage those who had not already responded, to please do so if at least 

50% of surveys had not been returned by this date. Since over 50% of surveys had been 

returned by this date, no follow-up e-mails were sent. 
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Data Analysis 

To analyze the data collected from the 54 (70.1% return rate) surveys returned 

completed, the Statistical Package for the Social Services (SPSS), was utilized to 

electronically process the raw data. Each of the possible responses on questions I through 

8 of the survey was assigned a number value from I to 10. The number corresponded to a 

specific choice option on the survey. Questions 9 through 21 on the survey, relating to 

training adequacy, were on a Likert type rating scale. These responses were rated as 

Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Disagree (D), and Not Applicable/ Don't Know 

(NAlDK), with each option assigned a number value of I through 5 respectively. 

Limitations 

Limitations to the methodology were: 

I. Each school district surveyed was located within CESA II, and CESA II does 

much of the training for its member districts, therefore many of the teachers may reflect 

similar training experiences. 

2. Surveys may not have gotten to the intended recipients due to incorrect address 

labels, or not sorted correctly at individual schools. 

3. Some eligible recipients may not have been included on the compiled mailing 

list. 

4. Some of the intended recipients may have been first year teachers, or new to 

the current position and were unsure of what preparation had previously been provided. 

5. Some new, and some established teachers, may have been hesitant to rate their 

school due to fear of reflecting badly on their school. 

6. The survey was researcher developed and may not have effectively conveyed 

the intended questions. 
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Chapter IV: Results 

Introduction 

This chapter consists of sections titled Demographics, Team Structure and 

Instances of Assessment and Perceived Training Adequacy. 

Demographics 

In an attempt to understand the level of overall educational training achieved by 

the teachers surveyed, respondents were asked to rate the highest educational degree they 

had attained at the time of the survey. Thirty-one of those responding rated themselves as 

holding a Master's of Science (MS), Master's of Arts (MA), or Educational Specialist, 

accounting for 57.5% of the total respondents. The remainder of surveys (42.5%) had 

respondents rating themselves as holding either Bachelor's of Science (BS) or Bachelor's 

of Arts (BA) degrees. 

Teachers responding to the survey rated themselves as having been in the teaching 

field from a low of 1-2 years (9.3%) to a high of 24-26 years (9.3%). Those teaching for 

6-8 years made up the largest group in the survey, accounting for 24.1 % of all 

respondents. The second largest group in the survey was those teachers reporting that 

they have taught 9-11 years (13%). 

Of the 54 surveys completed and returned, 27 respondents reported being certified 

to teach in the area of EBD, or 50 % of all returned surveys. A total of 98.1% of 

respondents reported holding licensure in the area of EBD, or a combination of licensure 

in EBD and another area of special education. Only one respondent reported not being 

certified in the area of EBD (LD 1.9%). 

In an attempt to ascertain if teachers were hired already holding the licensure for 

the area they were to teach, respondents were asked to choose: Yes they were fully 
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certified, No they were not fully certified, or they were hired with expectations they 

became certified. Of those responding, the majority rated themselves (53.7%) as being 

hired with the expectation they would get the required certification. Only 19 of the 54 

respondents (35.2%) rated themselves as being fully certified in the area ofEBD at the 

time they were hired. 

All grades levels, kindergarten through twelfth grade, were represented by those 

who returned the survey. Two grade level clusters, 7-8 and 9-12, (24.1% and 27.8% 

respectively) were selected as the areas taught by 51.9% of all those returned surveys. No 

other grade level clusters accounted for a double digit percentage rating. 

Student caseloads of a minimum of 6 to a maximum of 29 were reported by 

respondents to the survey, for a range of 23 in reported caseloads. Statistical analysis 

revealed that 57.6 % of reporting teachers manage student caseloads of 15 or more 

students. Additionally, the mode for teacher caseloads was 15 students per caseload. 

Team Structure and Instances ofAssessment 

This section is comprised of two questions, numbers 7 and 8, on the research 

survey. Respondents were asked to rate the questions by choosing between the options 

provided or writing in additional information in the space provided. 

Question #7 asked, "Which of the following statements best describes how 

Functional Behavioral Assessments (FBA)/Behavioral Intervention Plans (BIP) are 

developed for the students on your caseload?" Of those responding, 37% reported that a 

few members of the IEP team did the majority of the data gathering and development of 

the plan, then sharing the results with other team members. A close second in ranking 

was one member doing most of the data gathering with teammate collaboration in 

developing the BIP (31.5%). Interestingly, equal percentages of respondents reported all 
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members sharing the responsibilities of developing the plan as respondents reporting one 

member doing all of the FBA and BIP development (14.8%). 

Question #8 asked for a response to, "Functional Behavioral Assessments/ 

Behavioral Intervention Plans are developed for the following students on my caseload." 

A majority of respondents, 59.3%, reported performing FBAs/BIPs for only those 

students exhibiting behaviors that caused them to be frequently suspended or in jeopardy 

of being expelled from school, as is required under IDEA. Some respondents, 37%, went 

above IDEA requirements and performed FBAs/BIPs on all students with IEPs (7.4%) 

and all students labeled EBD (29.6%). Notably, 3.7% (2 respondents) reported not 

performing FBAs/BIPs on any of their students. 

Perceived Training Adequacy 

Questions nine through twenty one of this survey focused primarily on the key 

topic of this survey, how adequately teachers perceive they have been trained to conduct 

FBAs and BIPs. 

When asked if they felt they had a good understanding of the FBA/BIP process 

prior to the reauthorization of IDEA in 1997 only 3.7% responded that they strongly 

agreed with this statement. A nearly equal number responded that they agreed with this 

statement (35.2%) as did those that responded that they disagreed with this statement 

(33.3%). Seven teachers (13%) responded that they strongly disagreed with this 

statement. Eight teachers were not teaching in 1997 and responded as not applicable. 

Teachers responding to a statement that they had a good understanding of the 

FBA/BIP process before they were expected to perform these procedures were evenly 

split, between those that agreed (40.7%) and those that disagreed (40.7%) that they had a 

good understanding. Five teachers (9.3%) reported they strongly disagreed that they had a 
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good understanding before being expected to perform FBAs/BIPs. When the question 

was turned around and stated as, I had little understanding of the FBA/BIP process prior 

to being expected to provide these services, the number of teachers responding as 

strongly agreeing (9.3%) was equal to the number responding as strongly disagreeing 

(9.3%) on the previous question. The mode for this question was disagree, with 23 

responses (42.6%) rating this as their choice. 

Question # 10 asked for a response to the statement, I am currently aware of my 

obligations pertaining to FBA/BIP as stated in the reauthorization of IDEA in 1997. A 

total of 85.2% (46) of the 54 teachers returning surveys rated themselves as in the 

strongly agree or agree category, as far as understanding their current obligations to 

perform FBAs/BIPS. Only 14.8% responded that they disagreed that they were aware of 

currently obligations and no teacher responded that they strongly agreed that they were 

unaware of their obligations pertaining to FBAs/BIPs. 

In an effort to better understand when teachers responsible for conducting 

FBAs/BIPs were receiving their training and who was responsible for paying for the 

training, a group of questions was included in the survey to try to answer these questions. 

When asked if they received training in college to conduct FBAs/BIPs, 57.4% of 

survey respondents rated themselves as agreeing or strongly agreeing that they received 

training in college. On the opposite end of the spectrum, 40.7% reported disagreeing or 

strongly disagreeing that they had been trained in college to carry out this process. One 

respondent rated the question as not applicable to them. 

The number of teachers that reported they agreed or strongly agreed that they 

sought out training on their own accounted for 63% of the total responses. A high 

percentage (90.7%) rated that they have not turned down offers to be further trained. 



22 

Only 3 of the 54 persons returning surveys reported turning down additional training that 

was offered to them. 

Respondents are asked in Question # 16 to rate the statement, I have been provided 

additional training on the FBAfBIP process by my employer. This question did not seek 

to question as to the type of training (in house, seminar, credit bearing class, etc.) that 

was offered to the teacher. A majority of those responding rated that they agreed or 

strongly agreed that they had been provide additional training by their employers. 

Twenty-one respondents (38.9%) indicated that they had not been offered additional 

training. 

In an attempt to further investigate that if teachers were offered additional training 

by their employers, did the employer offer to pay for the additional training? Respondents 

were fairly evenly split on this question with 48.2% (26 respondents) responding that 

they agree or strongly agree, and 44.4% (24 respondents) indicating they disagree or 

strongly disagree, that their employer has paid for them to receive further training in the 

FBAfBIP process. 

Question #18, "I have been adequately trained in the FBAfBIP process." and 

question #19, "I need future training to allow me to be proficient in the FBAfBIP 

process.' were placed into the survey to try to get the best responses from those with 

opposite feelings about their competencies to perform FBAs/BIPs. On question # 18, 63% 

(34 of 54 participants) of those responding rated themselves as agreeing, or strongly 

agreeing that they had been adequately trained in the FBAfBIP process, as opposed to 

35.2 % reporting they disagreed or strongly disagreed that they had been adequately 

trained. Question # 19 came out almost identical in the split between the agree and 

disagree side of the question. Respondents reported that 62.9% of them either agreed or 
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strongly agreed with the question while 35.2% disagreed or strongly disagreed with the 

question; even though the questions were worded to elicit an expectation of opposite 

ratings between the two questions. 

Earlier in this report, Question #7 asked respondents for information about how 

IEP teams distribute the workload for conduction FBAs/BIPs. Question #20 further 

explores this topic by asking for responses to, "I am happy with the way the 

responsibility for conducting various aspects of the FBA/BIP are distributed throughout 

each IEP team member." A majority of those responding rated themselves as disagreeing 

and strongly disagreeing with this statement; signifying they are not happy with the 

distribution of responsibilities on their IEP teams. Surprisingly only 38.9 % responded 

that they were happy with the way responsibilities are currently distributed. 

The apparent reasoning for IDEA 1997 adding the requirement of conducting 

FBAs/BIPs for certain students with behavioral problems, was to help the IEP team better 

understand the students behaviors so appropriate interventions could be established. In an 

attempt by this researcher to gauge if respondents feel FBAs/BIPs have been a beneficial 

tool to help them provide better services, question # 21 was added asking fora response 

to, "FBAs/BIPs have been a valuable tool, helping me to provide better services to the 

students on my caseload." Overall a majority (66.6%) of those responding agreed or 

strongly agreed that FBAs/BIPs have been a valuable tool for them in providing better 

services to students on their caseloads. However, a fairly large number, 26% (14 of 54) of 

those responding, signified that they disagreed or strongly disagreed that FBAs/BIPs had 

been a valuable tool for them, with 7.4% (4 of 54) choosing to the not applicable 

response to the question. 
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Chapter V: Discussion, Conclusion, and Recommendations 

Introduction 

This chapter will attempt to tie together this research, aimed at better 

understanding the Functional Behavioral AssessmentlBehaviorallntervention Plan 

process requirements mandated by IDEA (1997). Three sections: discussion, conclusion, 

and recommendations have been included to disseminate the information gathered as a 

part of the research conducted. 

Discussion 

Information was gathered from 54 teachers working with students labeled as 

Emotional Behavioral Disabled, in Northwestern Wisconsin. The focus of this study was 

to better understand how FBAs/BIPs are conducted. by whom they are conducted, for 

whom they are conducted, how adequately trained teachers feel they are in the process, 

and if teachers feel the FBA/BIP process is beneficial in providing services to theirs 

students. 

Barnhill (2005) stated that understanding the link between the behavior and its 

purpose is crucial. Providing an intervention that is not the result of a FBA, •.... could 

strengthen the problem behavior and not provide alternative reinforcement for more 

desirable behavior" (p. 132). This statement would seem to support the fact that IDEA 

(1997) has mandated FBAs/BIPs be performed for students fitting certain criteria. Crone 

and Homer (2003) seemed to take this one step further when they suggested that it was 

good professional practice to use a problem solving approach to understanding problem 

behaviors, even when the student is not in danger of expulsion or change of placement. 

The majority of the respondents to this survey seemed to follow the law as written; 59.3% 

of those responding stated that they now complete FBA/BIPs on students exhibiting 
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severe behaviors and in jeopardy of expulsion or change of placement. However, 29.6% 

reported performing FBAs and developing BIPs with all students on their caseload 

labeled EBD, and 7.4% reported conducting the process on all students with IEPs, such 

as Crone and Homer have suggested. 

The number of tasks every teacher is required to complete each day as a part of 

their job seems to increase every year; however, the length of the school day has not 

gotten any longer. It was a concern of this researcher that many IEP team members might 

look at the additional responsibility of conducting FBAs/BIPs as an overload, and certain 

team members would be saddled with the bulk of the responsibility. In order to be 

successful, Vaughn, Hales, Bush, and Homer (2003) have suggested that an accurate 

functional assessment must be part of a cooperative effort by everyone who, " ... comes in 

contact with the child" (p. 2). Data gathered for this research suggests this is not the case, 

since only 14.8% of respondents reported that all members of the IEP team were actively 

involved in conducting the FBA/BIP. Sadly, Van Acker et al. (2005) findings that 10% of 

FBAs/BIPs in their survey were conducted by a single person, closely correlated to the 

results of this survey, showing 14.8% ofFBAs/BIPs were conducted by a single person. 

The validity of a FBA/BIP conducted by only one person would certainly seem to be 

compromised and have the possibility of being skewed toward the perception of this 

single person. 

Teachers are often looked up to as professionals in their communities. especially 

in rural and urban inner cities. However, the pay these teachers receive isn't necessarily 

commensurate with the pay of other comparatively educated professionals in other 

professions. It is the personal feeling of this researcher that teachers may often be 

expected to seek out and pay for their own training, and that FBAs/BIPs might be one 



26 

more example of this. Hendrickson, Gable, Conroy, Fox, and Smith (1999) have asserted 

that it is the school districts responsibility to adequately train team members, and that 

they should also compensate them for their efforts. Nearly 50% of those surveyed 

reported that their school districts had paid for them to be trained to conduct FBAs/BIPS. 

One can probably assume from these numbers that these school districts are doing a god 

job of adequately training their teachers in this area. However, a full 44.4% of the 

participants of this survey reported that they disagreed or strongly disagreed that their 

employer had paid for training. If teachers are being expected to pay for their own 

training, will they feel obligated to seek out the training needed to allow them to fully 

embrace the FBNBIP process? 

Being properly trained is a key component in becoming proficient in any of the 

many jobs a teacher is expected to perform on a daily basis. Being an effective participant 

on a FBNBIP team requires team members to be properly trained, allowing for them to 

be confident in their abilities. Research dated 2005, a full 8 years after the passage of 

IDEA 1997, Van Acker et al. (2005) concluded, " ... school personnel appear to require 

considerably more training and education relating to the FBNBIP process" (p. 94). 

Teachers were asked by this researcher to respond to questions dealing with how 

adequately they felt they have been trained in the FBNBIP process, and if they felt they 

needed further training. Of those responding, 64.9% reported that they agreed or strongly 

agreed that they had been adequately trained. However, 62.9% reported that they agreed 

or strongly agreed they needed further training in the area of FBAs/BIPs. At first glance 

these two responses would seem to contradict each other. This researcher interprets a 

possible explanation for these responses to be that a high percentage of respondents felt 

they were well trained, but being teachers, they still felt there was always more to learn. 
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Overall, 64.9% agreed or strongly agreed that they felt they were adequately trained 

would appear to possibly be in conflict with Van Acker et al. (2005) assertions of more 

training being needed. 

Conclusions 

The survey was comprised of 21 questions broken into three main sections: 

demographics, team structure, and instances of assessment and perceived training 

adequacy. Each of these sections either directly or indirectly sought to gain information 

on how, when, by whom, and how thoroughly trained personnel are, all as they pertained 

the to FBA/BIP process. 

In order for there to be greater agreement in how the pool of respondents rated 

themselves on the survey, there must be a standard set for what constitutes a FBA/BIP. 

As Hartwig and Ruesch (2000) have stated, 'The law does not provide details with 

respect to the components of the FBA ... " (p. 243). Practitioners performing FBA's are 

left with no hard and set rules to follow as to specific protocols to follow. There needs to 

be guidelines in place to guide those participating on FBA/BIP teams and for 

administrators responsible for overseeing the training of prospective team members. Until 

there are specific guidelines put into place by our governing bodies to guide team 

members as to their duties, expectations, and knowledge they need to posses to produce 

accurate-usable FBAs/BIPs, these documents will continue to be misunderstood and 

not effectively transferable from school district to school district, state to state. 

Recommendations 

Instructors 

FBAs/BIPs have been a part of the landscape for special education teachers since 

1997 and probably will be for the foreseeable future. The number of teachers reporting 
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that they do not feel adequately trained and that they have not been offered training by 

and paid by their employers is still relatively high. IEP team members will need to 

become more assertive in advocating that they receive adequate training to allow them to 

be proficienet in performing FBAs/BIPs. Lack of adequate training opens up the 

possibility of eventually contributing to frustration and bum out of teachers. The bottom 

line is if teachers are not adequately trained, FBAs/BIPs will not be completed to a level 

this researcher believes to have been intended by IDEA 1997 and subsequently 

reaffirmed by the passage of IDEA 2004, which ultimately adversely affects the services 

provided to students with special needs. 

School Districts 

High number of teachers responding to the survey, conducted as part of this 

research, rated themselves as: Not currently aware of their FBA/BIP obligations (14.8%), 

disagreeing that they have been adequately trained in the FBA/BIP process (35.2%), and 

agreeing they have a need for further training (62.9%). Given these numbers, this 

researcher feels it is imperative that districts survey their staff and review their training 

procedures in order to find solutions to lowering the number of teachers feeling insecure 

in their abilities to perform FBAsiBIPs proficiently. 

It is common knowledge that many school districts in the state of Wisconsin are 

currently facing financial struggles, caused by declining student enrollments, rising fuel 

costs, perceived inequalities in the funding formula and increasing health care premium 

cost for employees, among other factors. However, money must be found to offer and 

provide training for IEP team members required to conduct FBAs/BIPs. The state and 

federal governments need to also do their part by not continuing to require school 

districts to provide more and more services without providing funding to cover these 
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services. The number of teachers reporting that they have not been offered training or had 

training paid for by their employer is far too high. In order to produce effective 

FBAs/BIPs, professionals serving on IEP teams must be properly trained. Someone needs 

to pay for the training, and it should not be at the expense of teachers. 

Further Research 

Almost any of the 21 questions asked as part of the survey for this paper could be 

expanded upon and researched as an independent research project. In fact, this researcher 

would welcome future researchers to take on researching this topic in a more focused 

form, Suggested sub-topics to base future research around could be: make-up of 

FBA/BIP teams and obligations of individual team members, what population of students 

are FBAs/BIPs performed on and when are they performed, explore the number of 

teachers fully certified to teach in the area of EBD when they are hired, explore all 

aspects of training IEP team members to perform FBAs/BIPs, and explore in more depth 

how IEP team members view FBAs/BIPs in regards to being beneficial to providing 

better services to their students. Finally, future research to explore what constitutes the 

FBA/BIP process in various school districts must be explored in order to allow for 

consistency from district to district, state to state. 
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Consent to Participate in UW-Stout Approved Research 

Title: Functional Behavioral Assessments and Behavioral Intervention Plans: A Study ofTeacher 's 
and their Preparation and Understanding ofthe Process as Mandated by IDEA 

Investigator: Research Sponsor: 
Jeffrey S. Hoff Dr. Amy Gillett 
705 Tiffany Street 437 McCalmont Hall 
Boyceville, WI. 54725 Menomonie. WI.54751 
(715) 643-2145 evenings 643-4331 days 

Description: 
The purpose of this research is to survey teachers working with students labeled emotional behavioral 

disability (EBD) in Northwestern Wisconsin, documenting how teachers perceive the adaquacy of their 
training in the area offunctional behavior assesments (FBA) and behavioral intervention plans(BIP). Data 
will be collected using a survey method. Surveys will be mailed in the Spring of2007 to teachers 
identified as working with students with EBD. The objectives of the survey are as follows: 

I. To determine the level of training offered to persons required to participate in FBAs in the public schools. 
2. To determine if persons taking part in administering FBAs feel they are properly trained. 
3. To determine if survey participants use a group approach, or if an individual typically conducts the majority 

of the school districts FBAs. 
4. To determine that if an individual typically does most of the assessment, who the individual most often 

doing the FBA is. 
5. To determine that if a group approach is used, who the group typically consists of. 
6. To determine what, if any, furthur training FBA team participants feel they need to carry out an effective 

FBA. 
7. To determine when FBAs are use in survey participants' school districts, with all students labeled as having 
behavior problems or just students mandated under IDEA. 

Idea 1997 has mandated that Functional Behavioral Assessments must be completed and Behavioral 
Intervention Plans developed for students with Individualized Education Plans (fEP) in place, regardless of 
their label, if their behavior has or will be causing a change in the students placement. Prior to this time 
teachers had not been required to complete these procedures. The result was that teachers were being told to 
perform these procedures, that in some instances the teacher had no prior knowledge of, with no formal 
training or understanding of the required process. Some teachers possibly still have not been offered training to 
help them effectively navigate this process. This study will attempt to identify the need for any additional 
teacher training and document teacher's perceived confidence in their abiltiy to successfully conduct FBAs 
and prepare BIPs. If this study is able to identify any deficits in teacher training and confidence, schools will 
be able to provide additional training to help build teacher confidence and proficency. If all teachers are 
properly trained to conduct FBAs and implement BIPs, they will be able to meet students' needs as intended 
by IDEA 1997 and reafirmed with IDEA 2004. Additionally, all students may benefit from improvements in 
the overall learning enviroment of their school, as a result of less disruptions due to behavioral concerns. 

Risks and Benefits: 
There are no perceived risks to participants. Since the study is being completed under strict 

confidentiality, no risk to particapants personal or professional well-being should occur. Items on the survey 
are set up so there are no right or wrong answers that could be perceived as harmful to particapants well-being. 

If the survey is found to indicate that there is a training deficit, or a participant perceived training 
need, school districts may provide training needed to help their teachers become proficient in conducting 
FBAs and implementing BIPs. This training should allow school districts to meet the requirements of IDEA 
and thus, provide important services to their students. Theoretically, if these services are provided, learning for 
all students should improve due to reduced behavioral disruptions. OVER... 
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Special Populations: 
No minors will be taking part in this survey. 

Time Commitment and Payment: 
It is expected that it should take no more than 30 minutes of the participants' time to read the consent 

form, survey description, fill out the survey and place it in an envelope to be mailed back to the researcher. 

Participants will in no way be monetarily compensated by the researcher for their participation in this 
survey. All mailing fees associated with mailing surveys back to the researcher will be covered by the 
researcher. 

Confidentiality: 
There are no perceived risks to participants. Since the study is being completed under strict 

confidentiality, no risk to participants' personal or professional well-being should occur. 
The names ofparticapants or ofparticapants school districts will not be used in this study. All returned 

surveys will be kept by this researcher in a locked area. Upon completion of the data gathering and anlaysis, 
all surveys will be shredded and placed in the garbage for disposal. 

Right to Withdraw: 
Your particapation in this study is entirely voluntary. You may choose to not particapate without any 

adverse consequences to you. However, should you choose to particapate and later wish to withdraw from the 
study, there is no way to identify your document as yours once it is received by the researcher. 

IRB Approval: 
This study has been reviewed and approved by the University of Wisconsin-Stout's Institutional 

Review Board (lRB). The IRS has determined that this study meets the ethical obligations required by federal 
law and University policies. If you have questions or concerns regarding this study please contact the 
Investigator or Advisor. If you have any questions, concerns, or reports regarding your rights as a research 
subject, please contact the IRB Administrator. 

Investigator: IRB Administrator: 
Jeffrey Hoff Sue Foxwell, Director, Research Services 
705 Tifany Street 152 Vocational Rehabilitation Bldg. 
Boyceville, WI. 54725 UW-Stout 
(715)643-2145 Menomonie, WI. 54751 
boffje<ti)uwstout.ed u (715) 232-2477 

foxwellsfi£uwstout.ed u 

Advisor: 
Dr. Amy Gillett 
437 McCalmont Hall 
UW-Stout 
Menomonie, WI. 5475 I 
eilletta((i)uwstout.ed u 

Statement of Consent: 
By completing the following survey you agree to particapate in the project entitled, Functional 

Behavioral Assessment and Behavioral Intervention Plans: A Study of Teachers and their Preparation and 
Understanding of the Process as Mandated by IDEA. 

2 
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January 03, 2007 

Jeffrey Hoff 
705 Tiffany Street 
Boyceville, WI. 54725 

Dear Colleagues, 

My name is Jeffrey Hoff; I am an EBD teacher at the elementary school level in 
the Boyceville School District. I am in the final stages of completing my Masters in 
Education Degree at UW-Stout. One of the requirements I need to fulfill in order to 
receive my degree is to write a thesis. I am asking for your assistance in helping me 
achieve this personal and professional goal by taking part in this survey. The information 
in this survey will be used to help me write the thesis. 

You will find enclosed in this packet of materials a copy of the Consent to 
Participate Form, a survey form and a self addressed stamped return envelope. Please 
read over the consent form before filling out the survey. Next, fill out the survey form as 
the questions currently pertain to you. Please try to fill out all sections ofthe survey, as 
this will allow me to more accurately evaluate the survey data. Do not put your name, 
address, school district or any other identifying information on the materials you return to 
me. Once you have completed filling out the survey, place all pages of the survey in the 
self-addressed stamped envelope and place in the mail to be returned to me before the 
deadline date of February 05,2007. 

Upon the completion of this research project the results will be available for 
viewing on the UW-Stout Library web site. Thank you in advance for taking the time to 
complete this survey. Your participation in this survey is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Jeffrey Hoff 
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35 Appendix C 
Perceptions of Training Adequacy Pertaining to Functional Behavioral Assessments 

Demograpbic Data 

I.	 Special Education certifications currently beld (check all tbat apply) 
Emotional Behavioral Disabilities _ Learning Disabilities _ Cognitive Disabilities 

_ Cross-Categorical _Other (Please list current licensure below, if not listed) 

2.	 Years ofteacbing experience completed: 
Less than I 6-8 15-17 24-26 
1-2 9-11 18-20 27-30 
3-5 12-14 21-23 30+ 

3. Educational level attained:
 
_BA or BS degree _MA or MS Degree _Specialist Doctorate
 

4.	 Were you fully certified to teacb tbe area you were bired to teacb, at tbe time you were bired? 
Yes No _I was hired with the expectation that I get the required certification. 

5. Current grade level(s) taugbt (check all tbat apply)
 
_Birth - 3 years _Kindergarten 4-6 9-12
 
_Pre-kindergarten _1-3 grades 7-8 _Other (list below)
 

6.	 Current number of students on your special education caseload. 
Number of students on my current caseload 

Team Structure and Instances of Assessment 
(Please check only one answerfor questions 7 & 8) 

7.	 Wbicb oftbe following statements best describes bow Functional Bebavioral Assessments 
(FBA)lBebavioral Intervention Plans (BIP) are developed for tbe students on your caseload. 

_ All Individual Education Plan (rEP) team members take part in collecting data and colJaboratively develop 
the resulting plan. 
_ A few IEP team members do the majority of the data gathering and develop the resulting plan, sharing the 
results with fellow team members. 
_ One IEP team member does all or most of the data gathering and then collaborates with fellow team 
members to develop the resulting plan. 
_ One IEP team member does all or most of the data gathering and then develops the resulting plan with little 
or no input from fellow team members. 
_ If none of the above accurately describes the FBA/BIP processes you are involved in, please describe the 
process your team utilizes on the following lines. _ 

8. Functional Behavioral AssessmentslBebavioral Intervention Plans are developed for tbe foJJowing 
students on my caseload: 

_ All students covered by special education IEPs. 
_ All Students labeled Emotional Behavioral Disabled (EBD) and covered by a special education IEP. 
_ Only students exhibiting behaviors that cause them to frequently be suspended, or are in jeopardy of being 
expelled from school. 
_Other (Please describe). 



Please circle the letter that best describes your level of agreement with each of the following statements. 

SA=strongly agree A=agree D""<Iisagree SD=strongly disagree 
NAlDK=not applicable/don't know 

9.	 I received training in college pertaining to FBNBIP. SA A 0 SO NNOK 
Comments: 

10. I am currently aware of my obligations pertaining to SA A 0 SO NNOK 
FBNBIP as stated in the reauthorization of IDEA in 1997.
 

Comments:
 

I I. Prior to the reauthorization of IDEA in 1997, I had a good SA A 0 SO NNOK 
understanding of the FBNBIP process. 
Comments: 

12. I had a good understanding of the FBNBIP obligations, SA A 0 SO NNOK 
as laid out in the reauthorization of IDEA 1997, before I 
was expected to perform these procedures. 
Comments: 

13. I had little or no understanding of the FBNBIP process SA A 0 SO NNOK 
prior to being expected to provide these services to my
 

students.
 
Comments:
 

14. I have been offered, but turned down, the opportunity to	 SA A 0 SO NNOK 
receive training in the FBNBIP process. 
Comments: 

15. I have sought out additional FBNBIP training on my own. SA A 0 SO NNOK 
Comments: 

16. I have been provided additional training in FBNBIP SA A 0 SO NNOK 
process by my employer. 
Comments: 

17. My employer has or has offered to pay for my FBNBI P SA A 0 SD NNOK 
training. 
Comments: 

18. I have been adequately trained in the FBNBIP process. SA A 0 SO NNOK 
Comments: 



19. I need further training to allow me to be proficient in	 SA A 0 SO NA/OK 
the FBA/BIP process. 
Comments: 

20. I am happy with the way the responsibilities for conducting	 SA A 0 SO NA/OK 
various aspects of FBA/BIP are distributed throughout 
each IEP team member. 
Comments: 

2 I. FBA/BIP have been a valuable tool, helping me to provide SA A 0 SO NA/OK 
better services to the students on my caseload. 
Comments: 

Thank you for taking part in this study. Without your generous assistance this study would not be possible. 
Please include any additional comments, or concerns, on this survey form or contact this researcher at 
(hoffie((i;uwstout.edu). At the completion of this research study, the results of this survey will be available to the 
public on the UW-Stout Library website. 


