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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study was completed on behalf of Jefferson County Public Schools as an implementation 

evaluation of their new Safety Administrator role. Safety Administrators are a novel concept, born of the 

desire to approach school safety from both a physical security and an emotional security lens. Safety 

Administrators’ primary tasks are to conduct safety drills, build relationships with staff and students, and to 

proactively identify and address security vulnerabilities within their buildings. We utilized a mixed methods 

data collection strategy, consisting of focus group interviews and surveys of Safety Administrators, a survey 

completed by Safety Administrators’ supervisors, and document analysis. 

Results indicate that Safety Administrators’ time use aligns with the expectations laid out by the 

district. Safety Administrators indicate strong role clarity, particularly in reference to mission or goal clarity, 

but experience significant variability in their actual daily activities. Although their organizational 

socialization, or onboarding and training, experience involved a somewhat ambiguous beginning, Safety 

Administrators overall express commitment to the role and intention to return to the job next year. 

Additionally, we found that the Safety Administrator role is overwhelmingly acceptable to supervisors, with 

strong social validity. 

The Safety Administrator role is an extremely promising initiative, bridging the gap between trauma-

informed practices and necessary security protocols. The following recommendations are designed to guide 

training, internal clarity, and external collaboration: 

• Create explicit expectations for time use and for the documentation thereof; 

• Equitably distribute caseloads for elementary school Safety Administrators; 

• Increase opportunities for peer collaboration among middle and high school Safety Administrators; 

• Track innovations developed by individual Safety Administrators and share these innovations with 

the district at-large and with other Safety Administrators; 

• Involve Safety Administrators in the creation of standard operating procedures for district security 

practices; 

• Formally document updates to the Safety Administrators’ training, role, expectations, and 

accomplishments so that innovations and successes might be scaled-up across the state, region, and 

country. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Jefferson County Public Schools (JCPS) requested assistance for an implementation evaluation of the 

district’s school safety plan, which was developed in order to balance local, state, and federal requirements 

and the district’s commitment to safety, well-being, and belonging. The initial plan eschewed any armed law 

enforcement inside school buildings, and instead called for officers working a zone of several schools’ exterior 

grounds and the development of a new position: safety administrators. The district intended to hire and train 

66 safety administrators to assist school staff with relationship building, threat assessments, and improve 

school climate (Jefferson County Public Schools, 2022, JCPS Proposal: JCPS Safety Plan; Appendix C). In 

response to new state mandates, JCPS pivoted to add additional officers to their school safety plan without 

any additional funding from the state (Russell, 2022). The new iteration of the program was funded, staffed, 

and implemented for the first time in school year 2022-2023. Our research focuses on implementation 

strengths and growth areas, and provides an opportunity for early course correction as the district continues 

its implementation of the Safety Plan. 

CONTEXTUAL ANALYSIS  

JCPS is a large urban public school district that serves the children of Louisville, Kentucky. District 

enrollment is approximately 96,000 students, or approximately one-seventh of all children in the state 

(Jefferson County Public Schools, About JCPS, 2022). JCPS educates 79% of all students in the county and 

employs 6,890 teachers in 165 schools (Jefferson County Public Schools, JCPS Facts, 2022). The district 

demographics indicate an ethnically diverse system reflective of the County’s racial makeup: 37% of students 

pre-Kindergarten through 12th grade identify as Black, 39% identify as white, 13% identify as Hispanic, and 

11% identify as “other” (Jefferson County Public Schools, 2021).  

 In SY 2019-2020, the district reported 7,057 suspensions at the high school level, 6,190 at the middle 

school level, and 1,493 at the elementary school level (Jefferson County Public Schools, 2020). This was the 

most current behavior data publicly available due to the COVID-19 pandemic’s disruption of in-person 

learning. JCPS has faced challenges returning to in-person learning at the beginning of the 2021-2022 school 

year, though district data show lower rates of behavioral referrals for students fighting and other violent 

incidents (Wheatley & Chinn, 2022). Still, there were approximately 19,000 referrals for fighting specifically, 

and 1,400 for other violent incidents, in the first 155 days of the 2021-2022 school year.  

The state legislature passed a law in 2022 requiring an armed officer assigned to work in each school 

building by August 1, 2022 (Vogt, 2022). Kentucky HB 63 states:  

Local boards of education shall ensure, for each campus in the district, that at least one (1) 

certified school resource officer is assigned to and working on-site full-time in the school 

building or buildings on the campus. [...] Nothing in this section shall be interpreted or 

construed to require a local government or any of its agencies or offices to fund the school 

resource officer positions required of local boards of education under this section. 

Per the state law, these officers must carry a firearm and hold equivalent powers to officers employed by local 

police departments. Instead, JCPS pivoted to hiring Safety Administrators for each middle and high school, an 

unarmed ‘civilian’, whose primary purpose is relationship building and preventive safety measures. They 

chose to divide the role demanded by the new law into two district roles: Safety Administrators (one at every 

middle and high school, and 6 shared between all elementary schools) and School Safety Officers (one for 

every 3-7 schools in a geographic area). The Safety Administrators would primarily report to their school 
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principal, but also to the Department of Culture and Climate. They would work closely with the School Safety 

Officers assigned to their building, and in concert with the Department of Security and Investigations, and the 

Department of Safety and Environmental Services (Jefferson County Public Schools, 2022, JCPS Proposal: JCPS 

Safety Plan). 

DEFINITION OF PROBLEM 

JCPS seeks to improve both physical and psychological safety of its students, and with appropriate 

urgency. At the local level, a cursory internet search of “JCPS student discipline” brought up several local news 

articles about issues such as an adult entering a high school building in order to fight a student (Delouche, 

2022) and “violent” fights in high schools (Dingle, 2021), one of which involved a teacher.  Unfortunately, 

JCPS is not alone in the need for a comprehensive school safety plan. Preventing and responding to incidents 

of disruption and violence is a priority in school districts across the country. At the federal level, the 

Departments of Homeland Security, Education, Justice, and Health and Human Services created an inter-

agency collaborative project called SchoolSafety.gov in order to “help schools prevent, protect, mitigate, 

respond to, and recover from a range of school safety threats, hazards, and emergency situations” 

(SchoolSafety.gov, n.d.). As of 2014, 33 states had mandated safety plans in public school districts (Council for 

State Governments, 2014). The Kentucky statute required each district to create, review, and practice a plan 

annually with the support of local law enforcement agencies (p. 11-12). Kentucky’s HB 63 defines school 

safety as “a program of prevention that protects students and staff from substance abuse, violence, bullying, 

theft, the sale or use of illegal substances, exposure to weapons and threats on school grounds, and injury 

from severe weather, fire, and natural disasters” and security as “procedures followed and measures taken to 

ensure the security of school buildings, classrooms, and other school facilities and properties.” 

 JCPS sought to invest their human capital in both these aspects, aiming to hire both a School Safety 

Officer and a Safety Administrator at each school. However, personnel assigned solely to emotional safety and 

school climate improvement appear to be novel in schools, and these new Safety Administrators will be 

engaging in significant organizational socialization and role definition in the next year. Our project goal is to 

provide clarity around an entirely new use of human capital in the school safety space.  

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

Safety Administrators are charged with promoting positive school cultures, identifying and 

preventing threats at the student level, and developing students’ sense of belonging in the school itself. We 

began this work by reviewing the research in several conceptual domains and areas of best practice, 

including: induction into new systems, role definition and clarity, studies of time use in education and in 

comparative systems, and principles of school safety. This research informed the data collection instruments 

utilized in this project, including surveys and interviews. 

ROLE CLARITY IN EDUCATION AND BEYOND  

 Role clarity was initially described primarily by its converse, role ambiguity. Rizzo’s 1970 article, 

“Role Conflict and Ambiguity in Complex Organizations,” defines role ambiguity broadly as a lack of the 

necessary information given to an individual within an organization. Role clarity then, is possessing the 

necessary knowledge about one’s job expectations (Rizzo, 1970). Later researchers clarified this definition by 

dividing ‘role clarity’ into four components: goal clarity, or the knowledge of one’s overall mission (Lejonburg 

& Christophersen, 2015; Papastylianou & Polychronopoulos, 2009);  process clarity, or the knowledge of how 
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those goals might be achieved (Lejonburg & Christophersen, 2015; Papastylianou & Polychronopoulos, 

2009); clarity of priorities, or the knowledge of which tasks should be completed and in what order 

(Papastylianou & Polychronopoulos, 2009); and finally clarity of behaviors, or knowledge of how to act in 

various situations, and which specific behaviors will likely lead to the desired goal (Papastylianou & 

Polychronopoulos, 2009).  

Adjacent to a discussion of role clarity versus ambiguity must be a discussion of role conflict, which 

can occur for a number of reasons. Role conflict is defined as having conflicting goals, expectations, or 

priorities given to an individual, and can arise when there are multiple individuals in a supervisory capacity 

of one person, when the requirements themselves are conflicting, or when the job expectations diverge from 

an individual's personal values (Papastylianou & Polychronopoulos, 2009; Rizzo, 1970).  

 Organizations, especially schools seeking to enhance student safety, have a vested interest in defining 

role clarity for their personnel, as the opposite can have dire consequences on the performance of the 

organization as a whole. Significant role ambiguity can wreak havoc on an individual’s ability to perform their 

intended job duties, their job satisfaction, and their commitments to the organization (De Clercq & 

Belausteguigoitia, 2017; Papastylianou & Polychronopoulos, 2009; Shepherd et al., 2016; Leko & Smith, 2010; 

Maden-Eyiusta, 2019). Especially considering the implications for a sector already plagued by a shortage of 

trained personnel (Gist, 2021; Leko & Smith, 2010), educators cannot afford to lose staff to turnover caused 

by a lack of role clarity (De Clercq & Belausteguigoitia, 2017; Papastylianou & Polychronopoulos, 2009). Role 

clarity also has implications for the educator pipeline, from recruitment to pre-service preparation (Leko & 

Smith, 2010; Shepherd et al., 2016) - individuals cannot be properly prepared for their role if that role is not 

clearly defined. Additionally, a lack of role clarity is connected to decreased individual innovation and 

engagement (Maden-Eyiusta, 2019), which certainly is in conflict with the needs of a complex and loosely-

coupled structure such as that between school districts and classrooms. 

 Fortunately, the dangers of role ambiguity can be mitigated. The research suggests that emotional 

safety is powerful here as well. Innovative propensity (De Clercq & Belausteguigoitia, 2017) and ‘affective 

commitment’ (Papastylianou & Polychronopoulos, 2009), or put simply - the degree to which one enjoys 

one’s job and feels emotionally tied to one’s organization - is a powerful mitigating factor of role ambiguity’s 

impacts on job satisfaction and intentions to leave (De Clercq & Belausteguigoitia, 2017; Papastylianou & 

Polychronopoulos, 2009). Additionally, a trust in the goodwill of colleagues, and a sense of fairness and 

procedural justice also mitigate the negative effects of role ambiguity (De Clercq & Belausteguigoitia, 2017). 

Finally, a flexible role orientation, a broader perspective over what one’s job duties entail and a feeling of 

responsibility that is above and beyond the discrete goals and tasks of one’s role, can mitigate the negative 

impacts of role ambiguity (Maden-Eyiusta, 2019). In other words, a connection to the overall mission of the 

organization can help an individual transcend unclear directives and remain engaged and satisfied in their 

role.  

 Interestingly, role clarity and organizational commitment appear to be interrelated and can have an 

almost cyclical relationship, where one builds upon the other, a gap in one can be mitigated by an increase in 

the other, or a severe lack in one can cause the other to falter. Lejonburg & Christophersen suggest that role 

clarity itself leads to increased affective commitment to the organization, which in turn leads to better 

performance and engagement, attendance, and personal ‘exertion’ on behalf of the organization (2015). 

Affective commitment goes beyond a transactional view of work tasks, and instead refers to the alignment of 

personal and organizational values, and an “involvement and identification with the work,” (Lejonburg & 

Christophersen, 2015, p. 46). Adept school leaders will ensure role clarity both for themselves and for others, 

defining organizational structures and responsibilities for their team and portraying themselves as the leader 
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and facilitator (Kearney & Smith, 2018), since they know that role clarity leads both to job satisfaction 

(Cranston et al., 2003) and to greater student success (Lapan, Gysbers, & Sun, 1997; Lieberman, 2004). As a 

novel role within JCPS and in other public schooling contexts, clarifying the Safety Administrators’ role, 

priorities, and procedures is a key step towards the achievement of their goals and their likelihood to remain 

with the district.  

ORGANIZATIONAL SOCIALIZATION FOR NEWCOMERS  

 Organizational socialization, or the means by which newcomers to an organization are inducted into its 

workings and their roles within it, may be considered using three types of socialization tactics: context, 

content, and social aspects (Jones, 1986). First, the context in which the socialization occurs can be a formal 

training period, or an informal, learn-on-the-job experience; newcomers may be inducted collectively as a 

group, or individually (Jones, 1986). None of these contextual options are inherently good or bad, but instead 

offer supervisors and leaders the opportunity to craft induction experiences that are appropriate for different 

role types. For example, a formal, collective experience provides employers with more control over the 

induction, and less deviation from role mission, goals, and activities. An informal, individualized induction 

would encourage innovation, potential mission deviation, and engagement with one’s direct co-workers 

rather than the organization as a whole (Jones, 1986). Second, content-based socialization tactics refer to the 

information shared with newcomers during socialization activities, and can be sequential or random, and 

fixed or variable. Sequential and fixed tactics involve a formal process that must occur in a certain order, and 

has a fixed outcome by which the newcomer can judge their readiness for work tasks. Random and variable 

tactics have neither a specific order, nor an ‘end goal’ by which newcomers can judge that they have ‘finished’ 

being inducted into the organization (Jones, 1986). The latter two tactics arguably increase uncertainty and 

confusion (Bauer, 2007). Finally, the social aspects of newcomer socialization can be serial or disjunctive, and 

involve investiture or divestiture from the organization. Serial tactics are engaged when there are senior staff 

members who serve as models for newcomers; disjunctive tactics are when no such role model is present. 

Investiture versus divestiture refers to the social supports offered to the newcomer, with investiture 

indicating positive social supports and a welcoming environment, and divestiture representing the opposite 

(Jones, 1986).  

The social aspects of newcomer socialization tactics play an important part in overall job 

performance. Nifadkar (2016) argues that social conflict and a lack of belongingness in a new role may lead to 

poorer information access and increased role confusion. A study of teacher closeness and trust indicated that 

ties among new educators can be either instrumental (information-providers, formal mentorship) or 

expressive (empathic connections, trust, emotional support), and that expressive ties were ultimately more 

predictive of self-efficacy and whether or not educators left their positions (Hopkins, Bjorklund, and Spillane, 

2019). Newcomers’ perspectives on their supervisors’ warmth and competence also impact their 

information-seeking behaviors (Nifadkar, 2020), which in turn will impact their overall socialization activities 

in the organization.  

An overall successful socialization into one’s job is a key predictor of job performance, satisfaction, 

and intentions to remain in the organization (Bauer, 2007). And while Jones’ 1986 work offers employers 

suggestions for the tactics they may use to promote better socialization, Bauer provides a framework for 

what newcomers should receive during and after successful socialization: role clarity, self-efficacy, and social 

acceptance (Bauer, 2007). The extent to which Safety Administrators are effectively socialized into JCPS will 

inform their overall success in the organization. Additionally, as this role is likely to be replicated in other 

contexts, a clear onboarding procedure will be valuable moving forward.  
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TIME USE IN SCHOOLS 

TIME USE ACROSS ORGANIZATIONAL SETTINGS  

The study of employees’ time spent on various tasks at work began in the 1950s and 1960s. The goal 

of this research was to increase employee productivity and focus, especially for activities occurring during 

paid work hours (Drucker, 1967; Lakein, 1973; Mackenzie, 1972; McCay, 1959, as cited in Claessens et al, 

2006, pg. 256). Recommendations centered on cognitive and behavioral strategies such as reflecting on 

schedules, prioritizing activities, and making to-do lists to maximize efficiency and minimize wasted time. 

Time management theory consists of three main behaviors to increase the perceived control of time: setting 

goals and priorities, mechanics of time management, and preference for organization (Macan, 1994, as cited 

in Claessens et al, 2006, p. 264). However, later replication studies did not find strong connections between 

the components of this model (Claessens et al, 2006, p. 265).  

The accepted term in early studies was “time management.” However, Claessens et al (2006) 

described why the field transitioned to “time use” as a concept, because “The term ‘time management’ is 

actually misleading. Strictly speaking, time cannot be managed, because it is an inaccessible factor. Only the 

way a person deals with time can be influenced” (p. 256). This study was a meta-analysis of 35 studies 

published between 1954 and 2005. They defined time use as “behaviors that aim at achieving an effective use 

of time while performing certain goal-directed activities” (p. 262). The authors emphasized that time use is 

not an isolated skill or behavior. Rather, it is a practice connected to “some goal-directed activity, such as 

performing a work task or an academic duty, which is carried out in a way that implies an effective use of 

time” (p. 262).  

APPLICATIONS FOR SCHOOL LEADERS 

Time use is a valuable skill in any employment setting, but especially in a school where there are 

many competing demands for teachers’ time. These behaviors and traits are opportunities for leaders to 

provide training to improve time use in teachers. There are also recommendations and considerations for 

time use specific to various roles in the school setting. For example, instructional coaches often have 

organizational and time use challenges due to funding sources and the tension between district- and school-

level supervisors (Kane & Rosenquist, 2019). These researchers found a relationship between coaches’ time 

use behaviors and districts’ organizational, funding, and accountability policies: “District-hired coaches spent 

more time than school-hired coaches in PPCAs [potentially productive coaching activities] but struggled with 

inconsistent school-based relationships. For school-hired coaches, variable funding sources and ample trust 

meant ample duties. Accountability reduced all coaches’ overall time in PPCAs” (p. 1737). Recommendations 

included “explicit expectations” (p. 1738) on time use, increasing time spent on collaborative and planning 

activities (p. 1745) and building relationships within coaches’ specific schools (p. 1746). There was also a 

relationship between each role’s funding source and time spent on daily tasks (p. 1749). Comparing Safety 

Administrators’ actual time use to their intended time use will help ensure the organization’s directives are 

being followed and assess which activities promote safety.  

SCHOOL SAFETY 

As school systems grapple with how to keep their students safe, our research will inform educational 

leaders on how to ensure that the school-based roles they have designated as key safety personnel are 

implementing their roles as intended, and as suggested in the literature. The first consideration here is the 
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important delineation made by the National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments (National 

Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments, n.d.) on the difference between emotional safety and 

physical safety. Strong school safety plans must include aspects of both, as an over-focus on one may lead to 

the detriment of the other. For example, increased interactions with School Resource Officers (SROs) and 

physical security measures such as metal detectors and other protocols may increase the physical safety of 

students, but decrease students’ perception of that safety - students feel that the school is actually riskier than 

it is, and feel the need for these physical measures more acutely (Viano, Curran, & Fisher, 2021; Curran, et al., 

2019). Conversely, a hyper-focus on student emotional safety may leave schools vulnerable to external 

threats. Schools must dually focus on both emotional and physical aspects of student safety. Oftentimes, this 

comes in the form of programmatic interventions such as social-emotional learning initiatives and school 

climate supports, in concert with physical safety measures such as the installation of SROs.  

Although efforts to increase the physical security of the school building are understandable, physical 

safety alone will not address the emotional and behavioral needs that contribute to school and community 

violence. Instead, school leaders must balance physical safety with psychological safety to truly create safe 

schools that prevent violence.  Balancing physical and psychological safety is best addressed with 

preventative efforts such as school-wide social-emotional and behavioral supports, early intervention for 

students at risk, and coordinated mental health supports for students already identified as having needs 

(Building Strong Brains, 2018; Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence, 2018; Cuellar, 2015; 

Gruenwald & Rolnick, 2006; Heckman, 2008). The extant research supports Safety Administrators’ dual role 

of prioritizing both the physical security and emotional safety of JCPS students.  

CONNECTION TO EVALUATION 
 This conceptual framework directly informed our project questions and evaluation design. In order 
to capture the elements of implementation science, school safety, and time use across contexts in JCPS, we 
focused on these two overarching research questions and three sub-questions: 

1. What factors influence the implementation of the JCPS Safety Plan? 
a. How do state, district, school, and personnel factors influence the implementation of the 

Safety Administrator role? 
b. How do school staff members characterize their capacity and readiness to implement the 

JCPS Safety Plan? 

2. What implementation patterns are evident across schools and district contexts? 
a. To what extent does Safety Administrator time use align to the expected job description?  

EVALUATION DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

 This project is an implementation evaluation, describing the roll-out of Safety Administrators in JCPS. 

We investigated the process by which these individuals were inducted into the district, their perspectives and 

the perspectives of other stakeholders on what their role entails, and the key activities they engage in. 

Partially descriptive and partially constructive in nature, our project findings seek to assist the client in 

identifying ‘bright spots’ and barriers, and reflecting on their implementation journey thus far. 

SAMPLE 

 Our sample was pulled exclusively from JCPS, their documents and their staff. A total of 66 Safety 

Administrators were hired in school year 2022-2023. Sixty of those are located in middle or high schools, and 

the remaining six split their time between elementary schools in their assigned zone. Middle and high school 
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Safety Administrators are supervised by the principal of the building to which they are assigned. Elementary 

school Safety Administrators are supervised by the assistant superintendent of their zone, since they cover 

multiple school sites. For the purpose of this study, we refer to this mix of principals and assistant 

superintendents as supervisors. We initially intended to examine experiences, perceptions, and expectations 

from Safety Administrators and their supervisors, as well as School Safety Officers and teachers. However the 

JCPS internal IRB did not allow access to School Safety Officers or school staff for our study. 

DATA COLLECTION 

We used a mixed methods research strategy, with a variety of data sources. As noted above, we 

intended to utilize surveys of Safety Administrators, School Safety Officers, school principals, and other school 

staff in order to capture a variety of perspectives and determine the level of stakeholder buy-in for the Safety 

Administrator role (Appendices D, E, G, & H). The Safety Administrator survey also included a measure of 

time use in their new role. Finally, we intended to use focus groups and individual interviews of Safety 

Administrators (Appendix F) and school principals as a way to illustrate patterns, perspectives and postures 

toward the implementation of the Safety Administrator role. However, JCPS did not approve the principal 

interviews or the surveys of School Safety Officers or school staff (teachers; counselors). We also used 

document analysis of JCPS Safety Administrator Training Plan, district organizational charts, calendars, and 

state and district policy in order to compare their plan-as-intended to the plan-as-implemented.  

MEASURES 

 Our measures included various subscales of the Attitudes Related to Trauma-Informed Care survey 

(ARTIC; Baker, et al., 2015), the Role Orientation Survey (Jones, 1986), items from Jones’ measure of 

Organizational Socialization (1986), the Role Ambiguity Questionnaire (Rizzo, 1970), and an adapted form of 

the Primary Intervention Rating Scale (PIRS; Lane, et al., 2009), in addition to some researcher-developed 

items. We included these items in alignment with the components of our conceptual framework. 

Our initial data collection plan was to use various scales and subscales provided by the ARTIC. School 

staff and supervisors would complete the abbreviated 10-item measure (ARTIC-10). Safety Administrators 

and School Safety Officers would complete three subscales derived from the full ARTIC scale: Underlying 

causes of behavior (Cause subscale), Responses to problem behavior (Response subscale), and On-the-job 

behavior (Empathy subscale) to obtain information related to their perspectives on the causes of problem 

behavior and their school’s readiness and capacity to implement non-violent, trauma-informed practices. We 

aimed to determine general beliefs of Safety Administrators and School Safety Officers about student 

behavior, such as whether behavior is malleable, whether or not punishment is an appropriate response to 

problematic behaviors, and to what extent a desire for control affected their practices. Baker, et. al (2015) 

found that the ARTIC demonstrated strong internal consistency (alpha = .91 for the 35-item ARTIC) and test-

retest reliability (.84 at <120 days) when tested on a mostly white, female, well-educated population of 

service providers. Initial evaluation of validity indicated that the ARTIC has “preliminary psychometric 

support” for measuring perceptions related to trauma-informed care (Baker, et. al, 2015).  

We abbreviated the ARTIC scale in order to narrow the focus of our research, and to avoid 

participant fatigue during the survey. Ultimately, our three-subscale ARTIC demonstrated strong internal 

consistency (alpha = .82). Each of the three subscales, analyzed independently, demonstrated slightly lower 

reliability (Cause subscale, alpha = .72; Response subscale, alpha = .67, Empathy subscale, alpha = .73). 
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In order to obtain information on Safety Administrators’ and School Safety Officers’ beliefs about 

their organizational commitment and the socialization tactics they experienced, we intended to use various 

items from the Role Orientation scale and Socialization Tactics measures (Jones, 1986). Both scales 

demonstrate strong internal consistency (Role Orientation scale alpha = .89; Socialization Tactics subscales 

alphas range from .78-.84). We abbreviated these scales in order to avoid participant fatigue and encourage 

participation. Our abbreviated, five-item, Organizational Socialization ID index (alpha= .80) measured the 

degree to which Safety Administrators were invested versus divested from the district. Sample items include, 

“Almost all of my colleagues have been supportive of me personally” and “My colleagues have gone out of 

their way to help me adjust to this organization.” Our abbreviated, five-item Organizational Socialization SR 

index (alpha= .66) measured the degree to which Safety Administrators experienced their district onboarding 

as serial and orderly versus random and disjointed. Sample items include, “I have received little guidance 

from experienced organizational members as to how I should perform my job,” and “Each stage of the 

training process has, and will, expand and build upon the job knowledge gained during the preceding stages 

of the process.” 

We intended to use Rizzo’s 1970 Role Ambiguity Questionnaire to obtain information on the degree 

of ambiguity versus clarity that Safety Administrators and School Safety Officers experience in their work. 

This scale also has high internal consistency (alpha = .89; Jaskyte, 2005; Kearney & Smith, 2018). Safety 

Administrators completed this entire 10-item scale, to which we added another question “I plan to return to 

this job next year.” Ultimately, these items were analyzed as two separate subscales, one of which (6 items, 

Role Clarity Index, alpha = .80) measured the degree to which Safety Administrators had a clear 

understanding of their role and their supervisors’ expectations. The other subscale (4 items, Role Change 

Index, alpha = .79) measured the degree to which Safety Administrators had sought to adjust the mission, 

goals, objectives, or daily tasks set to them by their supervisors or by the district.  

We adapted items from the Primary Intervention Rating Scale (PIRS) to obtain a measure of face 

validity, buy-in, and acceptability of the Safety Administrators’ role from other school staff members (Lane, et 

al., 2009). This measure has very high internal consistency (alpha=.99; Wright, et al., 2019). We abbreviated 

the original PIRS from 17 items to 8, and nominally changed the wording in order to indicate acceptability of 

the Safety Administrators’ role, rather than a more general school-wide behavior plan, as the PIRS is 

originally intended to measure.  

Finally, we created a time use measure using guidance from extant literature and the Safety 

Administrators’ job description published by JCPS in the district safety plan (Appendix B). As a construct, time 

use is difficult to measure accurately, because there are many opportunities for bias. There are considerations 

of logistics, resources, reliability, and validity in the available measurement options. Claessens et al (2006) 

advocated for a mixed methods approach to study time use. There are several quantitative methods that can 

identify how much time employees spend on various tasks. Some researchers utilized surveys, time logs, 

interviews, document and policy analysis, administrative data, and time use reports (Kane & Rosenquist, 

2019; Grissom et al, 2013; Horng et al, 2010; Camburn et al, 2010). 

Qualitative methods of measuring time use are valuable in order to “obtain detailed information 

about the application of time management behaviors in practice…[such as] how people plan and prioritize 

their tasks from day to day, how they actually spend their workday and what considerations are important 

here, what unexpected events come up, and how they handle this” (Claessens et al, 2006, p. 271). The authors 

suggested utilizing diaries to capture these nuances in real time (Conway & Briner, 2002; Pentland et al, 

1999; Reis & Wheeler, 1991; Symon, 1999; as cited in Claessens et al, 2006). Another common approach was 
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observations (Camburn et al 2010; Grissom et al, 2013; Horng et al, 2010), though these are resource-

intensive data collection strategies. 

We determined that a daily time log or diary was too intrusive and intensive for Safety 

Administrators and their supervisors. Instead, we developed a series of questions modeled off of the survey 

in Kane & Rosenquist’s (2019) research on time use in instructional coaches. We based our items on the tasks 

outlined in the Safety Administrator job description. We also added two items intended to be reverse-coded 

that JCPS wanted to ensure the Safety Administrators do not do: handle student discipline and act as a 

substitute teacher. 

Unfortunately, the district’s internal IRB process did not allow full implementation of the data 

collection strategy outlined above. Table 1, below, summarizes our initial and final data collection strategy. 

Items in italics were omitted due to constraints imposed by the district. Our data collection strategy 

ultimately consisted of a supervisor survey, a Safety Administrator survey, and focus group interviews with 

Safety Administrators.  

Role Data Collection 
Method 

Measure(s) 

Supervisors 
 

Survey Perceptions of JCPS Safety Plan (adapted from PIRS) 
Safety Administrator Time Use survey 
ARTIC-10 

Interview Semi-structured interview protocol 

Safety Administrators Survey ARTIC subscales 
Role Ambiguity Questionnaire (Rizzo, 1970) 
Role Orientation Survey (Jones, 1986) 
Organizational Socialization Tactics (Jones, 1986) 
Time Use survey 

Focus groups Semi-structured interview protocol 

School Safety Officers Survey ARTIC subscales 
Role Ambiguity Questionnaire (Rizzo, 1970) 
Role Orientation Survey (Jones, 1986) 
Organizational Socialization Tactics (Jones, 1986) 
Time Use survey 

School staff  Survey ARTIC-10 
Perceptions of JCPS Safety Plan (adapted from PIRS) 

Table 1: Summary of data collection strategies. Items in italics were omitted from the final strategy. 

Supervisor surveys were forwarded to participants through the district’s internal IRB office. We 

delivered the Safety Administrator survey during an on-site visit on December 14, 2022. We observed a 

monthly day-long training session, and the Department of Culture and Climate blocked off time for the survey 

and the voluntary focus groups. We had a total of 56 responses on the Safety Administrator survey (85%) and 

28 responses on the Supervisor survey (45%). During our visit on December 14, 2022, Safety Administrators 

were invited to participate in focus groups, and we ensured that their participation was entirely voluntary. 

Twenty Safety administrators participated in five focus groups. 
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We made every effort to ensure participants’ confidentiality. The participants’ responses to the 

survey are not linked to their names. Data was stored securely in Qualtrics while being analyzed. The 

published data has been aggregated and any identifying information has been removed. Consent was 

obtained through the survey instrument itself, notifying participants of potential risks and benefits of 

completing the survey. Participation in our study did not have any risks beyond the hazards of everyday life 

and there are no conflicts of interest. 

DATA ANALYSIS  

Our qualitative data was analyzed using ‘listening tours’ (C. Smrekar, personal communication, 

January 25, 2023) and transcript reviews of focus group interviews. From there, we developed analytic 

memos and concept matrices. We also completed a document analysis of Kentucky state law pertaining to 

school safety and Safety Administrator training materials. Our quantitative data was analyzed using 

descriptive statistics, t-tests, correlation, regression, and ANOVA in order to determine trends and whether 

implementation practices and perspectives differed significantly across district contexts. Specifically, the 

study analyzes whether implementation and organizational socialization experiences differed by personnel 

characteristics of Safety Administrators, such as years of experience in education, degree type (education, 

criminal justice, mental health, etc.), and other demographic characteristics. 

FINDINGS 
RQ 1: WHAT FACTORS INFLUENCE THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE JCPS SAFETY 

PLAN? 

How do state, district,  school,  and personnel factors influence the implementation 

of the safety administrator role?  

IMPLEMENTATION FACTORS: “IT’S A NEW PHILOSOPHY AND A NEW CONCEPT”  

 Implementing a complex role such as that of the Safety Administrator involves multiple leaders and 

policy decisions at multiple levels. We organized our analysis of this process by data from the state of 

Kentucky, JCPS district- and school-level contexts, and individual-level perceptions and qualities of the Safety 

Administrators themselves. 

 STATE-LEVEL FACTORS: “WE ALL HAVE STATEWIDE MANDATES”  

 State laws and requirements directly impact the day-to-day time use of Safety Administrators. A vast 

majority (92%) of Safety Administrators indicate spending a moderate amount of time or more on the state-

mandated safety drills. More than half (52%) indicate they spent “a great deal” of time on the Safety Drills. 

Table 2 lists each the percentage of responses to each time use item, and Figure 1 is a visual representation of 

these numbers. 
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None at all  
(1) 

A little  
(2) 

A moderate 
amount  
(3) 

A lot  
(4) 

A great 
deal  
(5) Mean sd 

Trainings 0 3.64 30.91 32.73 32.73 3.94 0.89 

Culture and Climate Meeting 14.55 16.36 20 34.55 14.55 3.18 1.29 

Safety Drills 1.82 5.45 18.18 21.82 52.73 4.18 1.03 

Staff Meetings 7.27 10.91 29.09 34.55 18.18 3.45 1.13 

Extra Security 14.55 29.09 20 12.73 23.64 3.01 1.4 

Student Relationships 0 3.64 5.45 14.55 76.36 4.63 0.75 

Staff Relationships 0 0 5.45 21.82 72.73 4.67 0.57 

Collaboration 1.82 30.91 40 14.55 12.73 3.05 1.02 

Meetings with school stakeholders 1.82 12.73 20 32.73 32.73 3.81 1.09 

Threat Assessments 1.82 10.91 21.82 34.55 30.91 3.81 1.05 

Investigations 10.91 30.91 30.91 20 7.27 2.81 1.1 

Substitute Teaching 90.91 7.27 1.82 0 0 1.1 0.368 

Student Discipline 29.09 41.82 12.73 7.27 9.09 2.25 1.22 

Extra duties 1.82 10.91 10.91 36.36 40 4.01 1.06 

Table 2: Percentages of each response for items in the Time Use scale, their overall mean scores, and standard deviations. Green 
highlights indicate tasks JCPS identified as Safety Administrator responsibilities in the initial job description. Orange highlights indicate 
tasks JCPS wanted Safety Administrators to avoid.. Yellow highlights indicate tasks that are reactive, rather than preventative, but still 
fall under the Safety Administrator’s responsibilities. 
 

 
Figure 1: Safety Administrators’ responses to time use items, in order of items they reported spending the least amount of time on to the 
most. 
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Safety Administrators are aware of state laws and their position compared to SSOs. One focus group 

participant noted, “It's a new philosophy and new concept. For the most part, what we're trying to do is new 

to the steps that we're taking and the new statutes and things that are being put in place.” Initial perceptions 

of the plan were skeptical, with one Safety Administrator sharing “the scuttlebutt among the teachers was, oh, 

there's just gonna be another highly paid administrator that sits in their office and doesn't do anything. So I 

think we definitely had some barriers to break when we got hired.” However, data from supervisors suggest 

an overall high level of acceptability of the Safety Administrator role (see Table 3 and Figure 2). 

 M SD 

Acceptable intervention 4.33 0.7 

Role is appropriate 4.17 0.78 

Effective 4.07 0.93 

Recommend to others 4.4 0.76 

Appropriate for mission 4.3 0.78 

No negative effects 4.63 0.48 

Reasonable for stated goal 4.2 0.7 

Beneficial to students 4.43 0.72 

Table 3: Mean responses and standard deviations of each item on the PIRS 

 
Figure 2: Social Validity of Safety Administrator Role, PIRS responses from Safety Administrators’ Supervisors 

 DISTRICT-LEVEL FACTORS: “AND THE DISTRICT SAYS TO THE SCHOOL, ‘DO THIS’”  

      The most notable factors at the district-level were time use on district-mandated tasks, 

organizational socialization experiences from district offices and trainings, and perceptions of support from 

various district departments. When asked to estimate the amount of time spent on district-level aspects of 

their job, Safety Administrators indicate they spend substantial time on district-mandated safety drills and 

threat assessments, collaboration with district staff, and attending trainings and Culture and Climate 
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Department meetings. The average time-use score for these items ranges from 3.05 (a moderate amount of 

time) to 4.18 (a lot of time). See Table 2 and Figure 1.  

 The Safety Administrator training schedule for the first nine months of implementation indicated a 

compressed timeline and a wide variety of content (see Appendix L). Trainings began approximately three 

weeks before students returned from summer vacation, and continued monthly throughout the school year. A 

small selection of topics included: bullying prevention; threat assessment procedures; PBIS; working with 

special student populations; standard mandatory trainings for blood borne pathogens, etc.; technology use; 

and intentional collaboration time.  

A majority of Safety Administrators indicate feeling adequately supported by various district 

departments. The Department of Climate and Culture received the highest percentage of favorable responses 

(“agree” and “strongly agree”) from Safety Administrators, with 76.9% of SA’s responding positively. The 

Department of Safety and Environmental Services had 67.3% favorable responses; the Department of 

Security and Investigations had 59.6% favorable responses (see Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3: Safety Administrators’ perceptions of support from leadership 

These sentiments of support were generally echoed in the focus groups. One participant highlighted 

the frustrations of reporting safety concerns at the school level, but not receiving timely resolution from 

district-level offices. He remarked, “So until the district's, you know, put the investment into the 

infrastructure that we need, at least in my school, it's not gonna get any safer. And it's we're just kind of 

waiting for the bad luck to fall on our school.” This comment shows how district processes and supports are 

in place for some, but not all, of the Safety Administrators’ needs. 

 SCHOOL-LEVEL FACTORS: “IT’S NOT THAT WAY WHEN I GO TO MY SCHOOL”  

 School-level implementation patterns of the JCPS Safety Plan reveal several factors; most notable 

were interactions with and support from building administrators. Safety Administrators reported sharply 

diverging and varying experiences. Fifty percent of all Safety Administrators surveyed indicated that they had 
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“generally been left alone to discover what my role should be in this organization” and 40% answered the 

opposite - that they had received the guidance they needed.  

 

Figure 4: A histogram indicating the percentages of each response on the item “I have generally been left alone to discover what my role 
should be in this organization.” 

Two Safety Administrators highlighted this variation during focus group interviews. One shared, “at 

my school, I was accepted into that administrator inner circle,” while the second interrupted to note, “And 

there’s a lot of people that weren’t.” Safety Administrators do, however, indicate feeling supported by their 

principals, with 82.6% answering favorably to this item, (see Figure 3).  

 Experiences vary sharply between Safety Administrators who serve at a single middle or high school 

and those who serve multiple (between 8-30) elementary schools. Given that only six elementary school 

Safety Administrators completed the survey, their responses were not analyzed separately from the 

secondary Safety Administrators in order to preserve anonymity. Qualitative data, however, revealed key 

differences in Elementary Safety Administrators’ day-to-day roles and relationships to one another, 

compared to middle and high school Safety Administrators, and in their experiences with training. One Safety 

Administrator at the elementary school level described how his duties varied from those of the secondary 

Safety Administrators in the same focus group, noting: 

 “We travel around a lot. We interact with a lot of different schools, a lot of different 

communities. We’re not really, right now, able to do the relationship part that the middle and 

high school focus on. I see my role as building relationships with the building and the staff in 

the building to get them to get with the program as far as school safety and get them to develop 

their climate and culture and how to deal with safety, security, behavior and kind of work from 

the top down rather than the bottom up.” 

Another highlighted the tight-knit nature of the six elementary Safety Administrators:  

“I know with our cohort, the elementary [tier], we meet up for chats. We do our own training 

that we’ve developed ourselves. I think that allows us to come up with creative solutions 

together. We share a lot with each other.”  
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This group came together organically to problem-solve and innovate and appeared to know each other well. 

Middle and high school Safety Administrators in the same focus group indicated that they had limited 

opportunities to collaborate together as a group. 

 PERSONNEL FACTORS: “BECAUSE OF THE LEADERSHIP WITHIN ME”  

 One goal of this implementation evaluation was to learn more about who the Safety Administrators 

are, what experiences they bring to the role, and how these factors may influence their work. Participant 

characteristics are detailed in Appendix I. Safety Administrators who were surveyed are 77% male and 23% 

female. Racially, 56% are Black/African American, 33% While, and 9% were Other/Prefer not to say. We 

chose to combine the Asian, American Indian, Pacific Islander and “Other” racial/ethnic categories in order to 

preserve confidentiality among these individuals. Over half of respondents hold a Bachelor’s degree as their 

highest degree reached, 42% hold a masters, and 6% hold either Education Specialist (Ed.S.) or doctoral 

degrees (Ed.D, Ph.D). Education was the most common degree type at 45% of respondents, followed by 

Criminal Justice (37%), then Mental Health (24%). Close to one third (27%) of respondents hold some other 

type of degree, and a third (33%) hold more than one degree type. Safety Administrators as a whole are 

exceedingly experienced; 75% report having worked with children for 11 or more years, and 38% report 

having worked in K-12 education for 11 or more years.  

 These demographic differences among Safety Administrators do not correlate to statistically 

significant differences in survey responses, with a few exceptions. Safety Administrators who report holding a 

degree in Criminal Justice score over 3 points lower on a measure of role clarity, with significance 

approaching the .05 level (p=0.052). Additionally, holding a Criminal Justice degree is correlated with 

perceptions of principal support (p<0.05) that are, on average, .79 points lower than their peers without a 

Criminal Justice degree on a 5-item Likert scale. Finally, individuals with 11 or more years of experience 

working in K-12 educational settings score 8 points lower on the ARTIC scale. Regression tables can be found 

in Appendix J.  

The statistically significant difference in role clarity for Safety Administrators with criminal justice 

degrees aligns with qualitative focus group data. One participant vividly described a situation in which their 

criminal justice and law enforcement training was at odds with the school’s academic priorities during a 

crisis:  

“Now coming from my [criminal justice] background, this makes no logical sense. And I want to 

jump up and down and be like, 'This is what we are worried about? The next class? Who cares 

about the next class if somebody’s getting ready to get shot?'"  

The crisis was resolved without any physical injuries, but the Safety Administrator involved clearly had to 

navigate a complex crisis situation with competing organizational demands. 

Another focus group participant described how their background in mental health was good 

preparation for working with students, but not necessarily sufficient for the administrative components of 

the role: 

 “For me, coming from outside of education, it was a brand new environment. Kids are mostly 

the same.. kids are kids. So I knew how to do that part. But it was a lot of the lingo or 

understanding certain parts of how the educational part works. How discipline works with the 

student… like it was a lot of information at once and not so much explaining as far as that goes, 
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like people would throw around acronyms. And I'm like, do you mean this? Is “IC” Infinite 

Campus or are you talking about something else? So that was different for me.” 

The final category of personnel factors that emerged was Safety Administrators’ level of orientation 

towards a trauma-informed lens of viewing student behavior challenges. One example of this viewpoint 

comes from a Safety Administrator focus group participant, who explained: 

 “I think it’s really good to just be in the building and, you know, be able to intervene in 

situations that you wouldn’t even imagine yourself intervening in or just having that 

conversation about ‘Why are you making these choices?’ or ‘How can I help you make better 

decisions?’ or, you know, ‘Who helps you make better choices?’ and kids realize, ‘I’m not going 

to do this [dangerous behavior] again.’”  

In general, Safety Administrators’ responses to questions about trauma-informed principles trend 

towards beliefs that empathy, rather than control, are better approaches to handling challenging behavior 

(ARTIC Empathy subscale, alpha= 0.73, mean= 38.1, sd= 5.91), that behavior is both malleable and an 

adaptation to one’s environment, rather than a fixed and intentional negative act (ARTIC Cause subscale, 

alpha= 0.72, mean= 32.62, sd= 5.86), and that strong relationships, kindness, and felt safety are better 

responses to challenging behavior than strict accountability (ARTIC Response subscale, alpha= 0.67, mean= 

34.3, sd= 5.57). Each ARTIC subscale had a possible range of 7-49, and participant responses ranged from 21-

49. Interestingly, having 11 or more years of experience working in K-12 schools was associated with overall 

ARTIC scores (possible range of 21-147, actual range of 66-144) that were 8.7 points lower, conditional on 

highest degree level and type of degree. This coefficient is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. Female 

Safety Administrators score on average 5 points lower than males, but this difference is not statistically 

different from zero. However, the imprecision of the standard errors are likely due to a low sample size (see 

Regression Table, Appendix J). 

Consistent with the trauma-informed literature (Building Strong Brains, 2018), Safety 

Administrators report valuing strong relationships with their coworkers and students in their buildings. One 

focus group participant noted how well he knows his students and coworkers:  

“When I get called to a room, I find myself wanting to get into the room [quickly], because I 

know what kid’s in that room already that's probably having a meltdown. And if I can get to 

them fast enough, I can get them to buy in to take them down some notches.”  

Another described how his relationship building efforts actively prevented unsafe student behavior before it 

started: 

“And I can now stand in our courtyard in a crew of people and when things start looking like 

they're escalating, literally, I've walked right up to them, I've smiled at them, and I've just stood 

there and they start simmering down.” 
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RQ 1: WHAT FACTORS INFLUENCE THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE JCPS SAFETY 

PLAN? 

How do school staff members characterize their capacity and readiness to 

implement the JCPS safety plan? 

CAPACITY AND READINESS: “I WALK 25,000 STEPS A DAY ON AVERAGE”  

 Another critical portion of implementing the JCPS safety plan is staff’s capacity and readiness for 

change. Seventy-five percent of Safety Administrators indicate that they agree or strongly agree with the 

statement, “I know exactly what is expected of me,” but their ability and readiness to meet those expectations 

is less clear. Often, the sheer scale and scope of work hindered Safety Administrators in carrying out their 

duties. One focus group participant described how extensive his work truly is, stating, “I could spend a full 

year just writing the procedures to get us to where this is a safe facility.”  

Safety Administrators’ descriptions of their experiences being socialized into JCPS vary. The mean 

score on the Organizational Socialization measure is 3.31 (alpha=0.66, sd=3.6) indicating considerable 

variability in Safety Administrators’ early experiences at JCPS. Approximately 40% of Safety Administrators 

answered neutrally to the statements “There is a clear pattern in the way one role leads to another or one job 

assignment leads to another in this organization” and “This organization does not put newcomers through an 

identifiable sequence of learning experiences.”

 

Figure 5: A histogram indicating the percentages of each response on the items, “There is a clear pattern in the way one role leads to 
another or one job assignment leads to another in this organization” and “This organization does not put newcomers through an 
identifiable sequence of learning experiences.” 

Responses related to Safety Administrators’ experiences of organizational socialization being serial 

vs. disjointed or random were slightly lower and more variable within the group (p<0.01) than their 
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responses related to investiture in the organization. The Organizational Socialization SR index (mean= 16.57, 

sd= 3.63, alpha= 0.66) has a possible range from 5-25; participant scores ranged from 10-25. One focus group 

participant described the training process in this way: 

“I'm probably speaking for all of us [when I say] there were no expectations. I mean, when we 

got hired, they were like, we're building the plane in the air while it's flying, period. That first 

week, we sat in that PD and they're like, ‘Yeah, you know, here's this stuff.’ And then we start 

asking questions, and they're just over there just typing into Google Docs. Just all the stuff that 

we're asking and trying to get answers from the district. Because they were like, ‘This is how 

we're going to do this. Now how do we do this?’” 

Several participants in focus groups noted that the summer training and monthly meetings were not 

enough. One of the barriers Safety Administrators described was the lack of opportunities for collaboration 

with their building administrators. One Safety Administrator recalled: 

“Were we prepared the first day? And did we have enough training? I think we could have used 

a second week of training. And I wish at the end of that training we had had a couple of days 

with our administrators present... To sit down purposefully with the administration of the 

building that you're going into because they are the ones over you. Like [the Manager of Safety 

Administrators] is “over us” but [that person] is not over us because we answer to our 

principals.”  

This Safety Administrator felt that the lack of structured collaboration negatively impacted their experience 

of building relationships and clarity within a complex organizational structure. 

Although Safety Administrators characterize their onboarding experiences as more random and disjointed, 

they indicate a relatively strong sense of investiture in the organization via the Organizational Socialization 

ID index (mean= 18.91, sd= 2.58, alpha= 0.80). This measure had a possible range of 5-25; participant scores 

ranged from 11-25. Simply put, Safety Administrators are committed to JCPS and the safety of their assigned 

schools, students, and staff. One focus group participant emphasized this commitment, stating “I can make the 

money I'm making anywhere else. I came here because I wanted to try to make a difference. I want to know 

that I'm doing what I can do to make the school safer.” In fact, 96% of Safety Administrators indicate they 

plan to return to their positions next school year.  
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Figure 6: The Organizational Socialization SR index (blue) indicates the degree to which Safety Administrators experienced their 
training and onboarding as serial or random and disjointed. Lower scores are indicative of a more random experience. The 
Organizational Socialization ID index (orange) indicates the degree to which Safety Administrators report feeling socially invested in the 
district and their role. Higher scores are indicative of a higher degree of organizational investiture. These differences are statistically 
significant (p < 0.01). 

In addition to a commitment in the overall mission of their role, SA’s are also unlikely to seek to alter the key 

elements of their role. When asked on the survey about the degree to which they have sought to change the 

expectations, procedures, or overall mission of their jobs, Safety Administrators in general responded in the 

negative (Role Change Index; mean= 10.2, sd= 3.42, alpha= 0.79), indicating a firm commitment to adhering 

to the expectations as laid out by their supervisors. Each item of this index was a 5-point Likert scale, with 5 

indicating strong tendencies to change the intended role, mission, or assigned activities. The means of 

individual items ranged from 2.12-2.8, with the item “I have changed the mission or purpose of my role” 

scoring the lowest (2.12) and having the smallest standard deviation (sd=0.66) of all items on this scale.  This 

exchange between focus group participants summarized this statistic with an apt metaphor:  

Participant 1: “They sort of sketched it out for us in that, you know, we go through the training, 

and I felt like it was sort of, we're gonna give you the framework, you know? Sorta like a house 

right? You're gonna walk in and it’s not decorated. So you have to come up with how you want 

to decorate. So they gave us the house but it's on you to decorate.”  

Participant 2: “But that's pretty awesome because you know… you put up five houses, built the 

exact same way, but me in my house and him in his house. If I go visit him, we might decorate it 

totally different, and he might have a great idea about something.” 

Safety Administrators also indicate a moderate degree of clarity about their role via the Role Clarity 

Index (mean= 19.9, sd= 3.10, alpha= 0.80). This index had a possible range from 5-25; participant scores 

ranged from 14-25. Each item of this index was a 5-point Likert scale, with 5 indicated strong agreement with 

this aspect of role clarity. The means of individual items ranged from 3.75-4.27, with the item “I feel certain 

about how much authority I have on the job” scoring the lowest. Focus group participants described 

situations that confirmed this variance in experiences. The first noted, “When I became a [Safety 
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Administrator], I started dressing up as an administrator. The students started looking at me differently. They 

started coming to me differently.” The second shared, “it’s been a struggle and like we just need to establish 

like, I have this job. If you don't understand the job, you still have to do things the way we have to do them.” 

Both participants had to work to navigate complex organizational structures and discern their authority in 

situations related to student safety. 

 A key element of implementation readiness is buy-in from supervisors. As a whole, supervisors of 

Safety Administrators indicate acceptance of the role and agree that it has been beneficial to students. A total 

of 30 supervisors responded to a measure adapted from the PIRS. Each item of this index was a 5-point Likert 

scale, with 5 indicating strong agreement. The individual item means ranged from 4.07-4.63, with the item 

“Having a Safety Administrator did NOT result in negative side effects for the students,” scoring the highest 

(4.63) and having the smallest standard deviation (sd=0.48) of all items on this scale (see Table 3 and Figure 

2 for detailed PIRS data). Indeed, 93% of supervisor respondents indicate agreement with the statement, 

“Overall, having a Safety Administrator was beneficial for students.” Safety Administrators echoed this 

sentiment, stating, “At the beginning, the time was kind of rough, but things are smoothing out and the 

acceptance is there, the collaboration is there, that communication is there. And that's the benefit, and I truly 

believe that it's really going to shift the culture of all our schools.”  

RQ 2: WHAT IMPLEMENTATION PATTERNS ARE EVIDENT ACROSS SCHOOLS AND 

DISTRICT CONTEXTS? 

To what extent does Safety Administrator time use align to the expected job 

description? 

IMPLEMENTATION PATTERNS: “THIS IS THE ANSWER NOW, BUT IT MIGHT CHANGE 

LATER”  

 There is clear variation across different contexts. One Safety Administrator described: “I think our 

school district is so big and there's so much diversity, how schools run, how buildings run, their day to day 

that the job is very, very different [...] I'm sure the job is very different from school to school.” However, 

several patterns emerged. Focus group participants’ responses coalesced into several points of emphasis (see 

Appendix K), the top three of which are summarized in Table 4, with the frequencies of mention in 

parentheses: 

Patterns in Qualitative Data 

Conceptual Framework 
Category 

Point of Emphasis (#) 

Implementation Ambiguity (10) 

Safety Administrators’ Responsibility for Implementation (5) 

Creativity (4) 

School Safety  Dealing with Threats to Safety (11) 
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Preventing Crises (9) 

District Investments: Needs & Responses (9) 

Time Use Clarifying Role Characteristics (17) 

Managing Others’ Perceptions of the Role (12) 

Feeling Overextended (10) 

Table 4: Patterns in qualitative data 

These points of emphasis indicate that Safety Administrators contend with ambiguity by spending the time to 

define and communicate their role within the school and district. As a group, they utilize their inherent 

creativity and other skills to ensure safety of students and staff, but these myriad responsibilities leave them 

feeling overextended.  

TIME USE AND JOB DESCRIPTION ALIGNMENT: “ALL I DO IS WALK AROUND AND 

TALK ABOUT DOORS”  

As a whole, Safety Administrators’ reported time use aligns to the expectations set by the district. 

Safety Administrators were asked to rate the amount of time they spent doing a number of tasks on a 5-point 

Likert scale, with 1 meaning “none at all”, and 5 meaning “a great deal”. The means of individual items ranged 

from 1.1- 4.67. Mean scores on individual time use items were highest for areas highlighted in the initial job 

description, and lowest for items that the Department of Climate and Culture clearly stated Safety 

Administrators should not be spending time on - namely, substitute teaching (mean= 1.1) and handling 

student discipline (mean= 2.25). See Table 2 and Figure 1. Safety Administrators reported spending a great 

deal of time building skills and capacity in other staff members who do not report to them. Coaching teachers 

and other adults in the building towards compliance with safety protocols was described as on-going, and 

sometimes frustrating. One Safety Administrator shared:  

"So it's re-training the students but also teaching staff and that's honestly…a resistance that 

I've gotten. I haven't really gotten it from my administrative crew. In fact, they've all been very 

supportive. It's the teachers who, when I close their door, will walk over and reopen their door."  

 Additionally, Safety Administrators and their supervisors tend to agree on the amount of time Safety 

Administrators spent on each type of task. Significant differences between the ratings of each group are 

observed on only four of the fourteen items (Building staff relationships, Meetings with school stakeholders, 

Trainings, and Extra duties; p<0.01). On each of these items, Safety Administrators estimate having spent 

more time on these tasks than the supervisors perceive. One Safety Administrator noted this, stating, “A lot of 

people don’t know what takes place and how important these jobs are, you know? I see it, and I know we all 

see it every single day.” Overall means for both Safety Administrators and their supervisors estimates of their 

time use are reported below in Table 5. 
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  Supervisor Safety Administrator   

  M SD n M SD n P 

Collaborating 3.14 1.03 28 3.05 1.02 55  

Threat Assessments 3.71 0.88 28 3.82 1.05 55  

Security Investigations 2.82 1.17 28 2.82 1.1 55  

Student Relationships 4.3 0.97 27 4.64 0.75 55 0.08 

Staff Relationships 4.14 0.99 28 4.67 0.57 55 >0.01 

Substitute Teaching 1 0 28 1.11 0.37 55  

Stakeholder Meetings 2.79 0.72 28 3.82 1.08 55 >0.01 

Safety Drills 3.82 0.93 28 4.18 1.03 55  

Student Discipline 1.81 1.09 27 2.25 1.21 55  

Trainings 3.21 0.94 28 3.95 0.88 55 >0.01 

Culture and Climate Meetings 3.21 0.9 28 3.18 1.28 55  

Staff Meetings 3.18 1 28 3.45 1.13 55  

Extra Duties 2.75 1.12 28 4.02 1.05 55 >0.01 

Extra Security 2.96 1.18 28 3.02 1.39 55  

Table 5: Mean scores on the time use items, as reported by supervisors and by Safety Administrators, with p-values for items with 
statistically significant differences. 

Overall, our findings indicate that Safety Administrators’ time use generally aligned with the 

expectations laid out by the district. Safety Administrators reported strong role clarity, particularly in 

reference to their overall mission of fostering student safety, but experienced significant variability in their 

day-to-day time use. Although their organizational socialization experience was somewhat ambiguous, Safety 

Administrators overall expressed commitment to the role and intend to return to the job next year. 

Additionally, we found that supervisors overwhelmingly approved of the job their Safety Administrators were 

doing.  

DISCUSSION 

IMPLEMENTATION: “IT’S A LOT OF UNANSWERED QUESTIONS WHEN YOU GO INTO 

SOMETHING NEW”  

 Implementation is generally considered the act of executing a previously planned initiative. To that 

end, we characterize implementation as the intersection between the clarity of what was planned (in this 

case, their role) and the successful execution of that plan from start to finish. For JCPS, the execution of the 

plan is primarily related to organizational socialization - that is, the hiring, onboarding, training, and early 

task completion by their new hires. 
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ROLE CLARITY: “I’M HERE TO BE A PROBLEM -SOLVER” 

Safety Administrators in JCPS indicated variability in their degree of role clarity. The literature 

divides this concept into four components: clarity of the goal, the processes by which to achieve the goal, the 

priorities of the role, and the clarity of more discrete behaviors that contribute to the ultimate achievement of 

the role’s mission (Lejonburg & Christophersen, 2015; Papastylianou & Polychronopoulos, 2009). 

Overwhelmingly, Safety Administrators indicated that they “know what [their] responsibilities are”; over 

90% of Safety Administrators answered that they agreed or strongly agreed to this statement. Our qualitative 

data also suggests Safety Administrators have a high degree of goal clarity; when asked why they do this job, 

Safety Administrators stated: “to change the trajectory of some of these kids' lives,” “everybody wants to 

arrive safely and everybody wants to go home safe,” and “I'm doing what I can do to make the school safer.” 

Process clarity, however, was a bit more variable. Only 75% of Safety Administrators answered affirmatively 

to the statements, “I know exactly what is expected of me,” and “I have clear planned goals and objectives for 

my job.” However, focus group responses consistently centered around the importance of relationships, in 

concert with consistent and proactive security procedures: the process by which Safety Administrators seek 

to achieve their goals. Safety Administrators appear to have strong clarity in their priorities (student safety), 

but must overcome a number of barriers in order to adequately prioritize the safety procedures they are 

responsible for. One Safety Administrator illustrates this experience: “They’re [principals] thinking about 

academics, and they don’t switch gears in order to think about safety. They really need to think about safety 

at times too.”  

The most variation in Safety Administrators’ clarity is at the most discrete level: clarity of behaviors. 

A majority (85%) of Safety Administrators answered affirmatively to the statement “The procedures for 

performing my job are generally appropriate in my view,” but qualitative data suggests that these procedures 

likely differ significantly from school to school. In fact, Safety Administrators report appreciating the 

autonomy and flexibility they have been given at the building level, and have developed a number of 

innovative solutions to challenges within their individual contexts. For example, one Safety Administrator 

reported a situation where teachers were refusing to close their doors (a requirement per state law). He built 

sufficient rapport with the teachers to determine they kept the doors open because of the increased 

temperature in the classrooms, not out of a lack of caring for the rules. The Safety Administrator simply put 

fans in the rooms, and the teachers started closing their doors. However, whereas the flexibility to self-

determine one’s daily tasks is often helpful, not all Safety Administrators have seen such success. Lacking the 

“legitimate” power to impose accountability to the safety measures they seek to enforce, Safety 

Administrators must lean more on “expert” or “referent” power (Lunenberg, 2012) of which some inevitably 

have more than others. Anecdotally, several Safety Administrators referenced being easily inducted into a 

leadership role within their building, and some indicated they had experienced barriers doing so, or had not 

been successful at doing so at all. In the future, we would want to explore the extent to which previous 

experience within the same school building, prior to becoming a Safety Administrator for that school, 

contributes to perceptions of success or leadership ability of Safety Administrators.  

Safety Administrators must also manage experiences of role conflict, both for themselves and for the 

other professionals they work with. Arising frequently from competing priorities, or when a single role 

reports to multiple possible ‘supervisors’, role conflict can negatively impact an individual’s ability to 

successfully execute their job duties, their overall commitment to the organization, and job satisfaction (De 

Clercq & Belausteguigoitia, 2017; Leko & Smith, 2010; Maden-Eyiusta, 2019; Papastylianou & 

Polychronopoulos, 2009; Shepherd et al., 2016; Rizzo, 1970). Safety Administrators report role conflict in the 

form of their requirement and commitments to both their building principal, and to the Culture and Climate 

Department: “[Culture and Climate] is ‘over us’ but [he’s] not over us”, stated one focus group participant. 
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Similarly, Safety Administrators experience role conflict when asked to be responsible for the actions of 

others - namely, teachers - who in turn do not report to Safety Administrators. One participant commented, 

“They [teachers] really don't want to listen to what the safety administrator says. They'll listen to their AP 

[Assistant Principal] who's their academic person, but they don't want to listen to the Safety Administrator.” 

In sum, Safety Administrators experience varying degrees of role clarity and ambiguity, both within 

the various types of role clarity, and amongst themselves and their different contexts. Fortunately, Safety 

Administrators have largely mitigated this ambiguity with strong emotional ties to the district and their 

colleagues, their beliefs in the mission of the role, and their flexibility and autonomy to innovate (De Clercq & 

Belausteguigoitia, 2017; Maden-Eyiusta, 2019; Papastylianou & Polychronopoulos, 2009).  

ORGANIZATIONAL SOCIALIZATION- “WHEN I BECAME AN SA THEY STARTED COMING 

TO ME DIFFERENTLY”  

The organizational socialization procedures of JCPS, that is, the context, content, and social aspects 

used to induct Safety Administrators into their new roles (Jones, 1986), was described by Safety 

Administrators and district leadership alike as “building the plane while we’re flying it.” All told, the district 

successfully inducted 66 new hires into a role that had previously not existed, while up against lingering 

economical challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic and the logistical pressure of onboarding on the academic 

calendar’s schedule.  

The context of their socialization was a mix between formal and informal (Jones, 1986); formal 

consisting of the pre-service training held over the summer and informal consisting of the interactions at the 

building level between Safety Administrators and their supervisors, and amongst Safety Administrators 

themselves as they shared their learnings amongst colleagues. The latter was particularly relevant for 

elementary Safety Administrators who had a number of building-level principals to contend with. This 

combination of formal and informal yielded a variety of experiences. Similarly, the content of the 

organizational socialization tactics were a combination of both sequential and random processes, and learned 

more toward ‘variable’ rather than ‘fixed’ in readiness outcome. A sequential and fixed process would involve 

training experiences in a specific order that led to a specific outcome, by which participants could clearly 

measure their readiness to complete job tasks (Jones, 1986), whereas random and variable processes tend to 

produce more uncertainty (Bauer, 2007).  

Many Safety Administrators remarked during focus group interviews about the necessarily 

impromptu nature of their early trainings, one stating clearly, “There’s just so many aspects to this job. You 

can’t create a manual that covers every situation.” The characteristics of their early trainings (mix of formal 

and informal, sequential and random, and mostly variable outcome goals) may have contributed to the lower 

scores of individuals with Criminal Justice degrees on measures of role clarity and their perceptions of 

principal support. With limited formal group induction into the culture of schooling, these Safety 

Administrators were left with more opportunities for ambiguity related to their role’s mission, goals, and 

activities (Jones, 1986). 

 Fortunately, it appears that much of this ambiguity, and its embedded threats to job satisfaction, 

affective commitment to the organization, and overall performance and engagement (Lejonburg & 

Christophersen; 2015) have largely been mitigated by attention to the social aspects of organizational 

socialization. Given that 83% of Safety Administrators report feeling supported by their building principals, 

and 77% report feeling supported by the Department of Climate and Culture, it is very likely these social 

supports contributed to the impressive 96% intent-to-return score. Additionally, a Safety Administrator 
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stated the following about their monthly Culture and Climate meetings, “It’s a lot of collaboration. And it’s a 

safe, judgment free zone.” The literature supports that these such “expressive” ties (empathic connections, 

trust, emotional support) will ultimately be more predictive of self-efficacy and retention than connections 

that are primarily for information-provision (Hopkins, Bjorklund, and Spillane, 2019; Nifadkar, 2016). 

TIME USE- “YOU MIGHT HATE MY GUTS, BUT YOU STILL HAVE TO  KEEP THE BLINDS 

UP” 

 As new staff in a novel role, data about Safety Administrators’ use of time was a priority for JCPS and 

for us during this implementation evaluation. We divided the discussion of time use into two portions: Safety 

Administrators’ behaviors during the work day and a unique portion of their role we have called “coaching 

safety.” Safety Administrators dealt with the novelty and ambiguity in their role by spending the time to 

construct and communicate their responsibilities within the school and district. As a group, they worked hard 

to ensure safety of students and staff, but often felt overextended.  

BEHAVIORS- “IT’S GETTING PEOPLE OUT OF THOSE HABITS”  

 Time use literature asks researchers to focus on “behaviors that aim at achieving an effective use of 

time while performing certain goal-directed activities” (Claessens et al, 2006, p. 262). Overall, Safety 

Administrators spend time on the tasks JCPS intended for them to spend time on, and they do not spend time 

on the tasks JCPS wanted them to avoid. The five behaviors that comprised the most of Safety Administrators’ 

use of time were:  

Behavior Mean Percent Responding “A 
lot” or “A great deal” 

Building relationships with staff 4.67 94.55% 

Building relationships with students 4.63 90.91% 

Conducting safety drills 4.18 74.55% 

Extra duties as assigned 4.01 76.36% 

Attending required trainings 3.94 65.46% 

Table 6: Behaviors with highest self-reported mean time use scores 

These behaviors aligned with the published job description and with the Safety Administrators’ work goals. 

The three behaviors that comprised the least of Safety Administrators’ use of time were: 

Behavior Mean Percent Responding 
“None at all” or “A little” 

Substitute teaching 1.10 98.18 

Handling student discipline 2.25 70.91 

Conduct investigations 2.81 41.82 

Table 7: Behaviors with lowest self-reported mean time use scores 
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The first two behaviors, substitute teaching and handling student discipline, aligned with tasks in which JCPS 

specifically requested that Safety Administrators did not engage. JCPS can conclude that Safety 

Administrators are, on the whole, effectively spending time on goal-related tasks. 

COACHING SAFETY- “NOW INSTEAD OF THE AP, THEY’LL TEXT ME”  

 Safety Administrators spoke in focus groups about utilizing relationship building strategies to shape 

staff behaviors and knowledge about best practices in school safety. One Safety Administrator described his 

priority of “commitment over compliance. And in that, your weakest link is always going to be the human 

element.” Another noted that “a lot of people that we're working with are still accustomed to doing things 

from a convenience standpoint, so we're trying to remove what was convenient for everyone to get on the 

same page... It’s getting people out of those habits." We realized Safety Administrators were taking on a role 

similar to academic instructional coaches already in schools and heavily studied in extant literature. 

However, instead of math or literacy, their content is safety.  

 Research on coaching defines coaches’ on-task time use behaviors as potentially productive coaching 

activities (PPCAs). There are relationships between funding source for the role, accountability policies, 

organizational structure, and coaches’ time spent engaged in PPCAs. One study found “district-hired coaches 

spent more time than school-hired coaches in PPCAs but struggled with inconsistent school-based 

relationships…Ample trust meant ample duties. Accountability reduced all coaches’ overall time in PPCAs” 

(Kane & Rosenquist, 2019, p. 1737). Elementary-tier Safety Administrators described this phenomenon in 

focus groups. One elementary Safety Administrator reported:  

“We travel around a lot. We interact with a lot of different schools, a lot of different 

communities. We’re not really, right now, able to do the relationship part that the middle and 

high school focus on. I see my role as building relationships with the building and the staff in 

the building to get them to get with the program as far as school safety and get them to develop 

their climate and culture and how to deal with safety, security, behavior and kind of work from 

the top down rather than the bottom up.”  

Their zoned assignments negatively impacted their ability to build strong relationships with students and 

staff in each school and forced them to assume more of a coaching role than their middle and high school 

counterparts. Recommendations from the literature included creating “explicit expectations” (p. 1738) on 

time use, increasing time spent on collaborative and planning activities (p. 1745) and building relationships 

within coaches’ specific schools (p. 1746).  

 JCPS and the Louisville community have entrusted Safety Administrators with the enormous 

responsibility of ensuring safety in schools, and this clearly translates to significant work duties each day. On 

average, Safety Administrators reported spending a moderate amount of time, or more, on 11 of the 14 

behaviors listed on the time use survey. They certainly had ample duties to address in order to maintain a 

safe school environment. While we were not provided with accountability or assessment procedures for the 

Safety Administrator position, Safety Administrators themselves described how they evaluate themselves. 

One described how his main concern was preventing the worst case scenario: 

“I've just been kind of, you know, wanting to get to a point where [we can address] the big 

picture stuff, [or else] we're gonna make the news. We're not going to make the news, or I'm not 

going to lose sleep at night, because a kid is vaping in the bathroom. I'm gonna lose sleep at 
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night because our doors are open and our parking lots are open and we're gonna have some 

bad guy kill 50 kids.”  

Preventing a large-scale tragedy is crucial work, and Safety Administrators feel enormous pressure to do so.  

SCHOOL SAFETY: “THAT’S WHERE IT’S PAID OFF –WITH THE RELATIONSHIPS”  

 Our discussion on evaluation findings is incomplete without making connections to school safety. We 

divided the Safety Administrators contributions to school safety into three main areas: behaviors that 

increase emotional and physical safety, mindset about safety, and investment needs from the community. 

EMOTIONAL & PHYSICAL SAFETY: “YOU CAN INTERVENE BEFORE IT GETS TO THAT 

LEVEL” 

The literature indicates that prioritizing both emotional and physical safety is a best practice for 

schools (National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments, n.d.). JCPS has made the wise choice to 

invest in both areas by creating the Safety Administrator position. The job description for Safety 

Administrators shows prioritization in both emotional and physical security, as does Safety Administrators’ 

time use data. In fact, the Safety Administrator position meets several recommendations from the University 

of Colorado Boulder Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence (2018). These include components from 

the U.S. Secret Service’s suggestions for creating a “safe/connected school climate,” such as assessing the 

school’s emotional climate, emphasizing listening, developing trusting relationships with students, and 

creating procedures for safe school climates. Other recommendations from the report that Safety 

Administrators implement include training staff, administering threat assessments and other risk 

assessments, and auditing facilities and safety procedures. 

In addition to behaviors that contribute to emotional and physical safety, the mindset and beliefs of 

Safety Administrators are important considerations in the implementation of the JCPS safety plan. Overall, 

Safety Administrators’ scores on the ARTIC scales were well above the median possible score (normative data 

or benchmark comparisons on the ARTIC was not available). However, the significant decrease in scores for 

individuals with 11 or more years experience working in education is notable. There is evidence that training 

specific to trauma increases knowledge and skills in trauma-informed care (Canon, et. al, 2020), but also that 

teacher-prep programs have only recently begun to incorporate training in trauma (Morton & Berardi, 2018). 

Thus, educators with 11+ years experience are unlikely to have had much exposure to trauma-informed 

practices training, and are thus more likely to score lower on the ARTIC. 

COMMUNITY INVESTMENT- “DON’T COMPLAIN WHEN YOU SMELL WEED IF YOU 

WON’T HELP US OUT”  

 Multiple Safety Administrators noted in focus groups that they needed additional tangible supports 

and supportive staff to maintain a safe learning environment. These needs fell into four main areas: 

community, supervision, infrastructure, and protections for Safety Administrators. One Safety Administrator 

described how school staff needed support and partnership from people outside the school building and 

outside school hours: 

“I think the biggest thing is also just relying on community support. You know, some things we 

can only do from 7:40am to 2:20pm. Or even if you're at a ballgame from 5:30pm to 9:30pm. 
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But what goes on at home or outside the four walls of your school? I think it really takes, you 

know, accountability and pushing back on the parents and community members and other 

stakeholders because like I said, it takes a village.”  

Another Safety Administrator noted how they needed help from all school staff: “The problem with the staff 

for me has been the buy-in of the supervisory duties and that we have 34 exterior doors. We can't be 

everywhere all the time.”  

Safety Administrators also emphasized the need for investments in infrastructure. One focus group 
participant expressed frustration with the constant effort it took to attempt to fix one door in the building:  

“You know, I’ve had probably five work orders on the same door this year, and our maintenance 

guy keeps fixing it, but then it keeps messing up again.” Other Safety Administrators admitted 

they were concerned about possible blame for bringing up safety concerns that required 

extensive financial investments from the district. One shared, “We just have to kind of go with it, 

because being a whistleblower comes with a price.”  

The collective responsibility for school safety requires crucial investments in both infrastructure and 
sufficient staffing. 

 

Our findings and their connections to 

extant literature are illustrated via the logic 

model, right (Figure 7). The implementation of 

the Safety Administrator role may be primarily 

influenced by the characteristics of organizational 

socialization and the clarity of the role, its goals, 

processes and priorities. These two concepts are 

highly interactive, and likely mitigated by what 

we define as personnel characteristics 

(demographic characteristics, personal and 

professional experiences, and one’s beliefs and 

predispositions). These concepts, taken together, 

relate to how individuals allocate their time use. 

In our context, that time use is divided between 

preventative and reactive measures, and between 

fostering both physical security and emotional 

and psychological safety.  

Figure 7: Logic model 
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STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS  

 One of the biggest strengths of our project was the opportunity to study the implementation process 

early enough to offer course corrections. The JCPS Safety Plan and Safety Administrator role is so unique and 

timely -- even urgent -- and hopefully early feedback will increase chances of success. Another significant 

strength of the evaluation is the mixed methods design, and in particular, the focus groups with the Safety 

Administrators themselves. 

 One of the most significant limitations at this time is the sampling process. We do not have 

comparison samples from other districts because of the novelty of the Safety Administrator program. These 

sampling challenges may introduce bias and threats to validity. Another limitation of our evaluation is in our 

measures. We have cut validated scales in order to shorten our surveys and maximize response rates. This 

may have negatively affected the reliability and validity of our measures. There are also additional questions 

that, with hindsight, we wish had been included. For example, investigating the Safety Administrator’s 

employment immediately preceding their new role would have allowed exploration of whether previous 

employment at one’s current school contributed to successful organizational socialization, affective 

commitment to the work, or to more time spent in productive safety coaching. Additionally, given the 

significant differences in scores for (and the overall high prevalence of) individuals with more than 11 years 

of experience, analyzing time in education and years of experience as a continuous variable would have 

allowed for a deeper exploration.  

CONCLUSION 

We anticipate that the client (specifically, JCPS district administrators) will use this project as an 

opportunity for learning more about the perspectives and implementation of the Safety Administrator role. 

We hope that they would use the findings to engage in continuous improvement discussions, identifying 

strengths and opportunities for growth.  

In sum, the Safety Administrators of JCPS began their experience with a relatively ambiguous and 

incomplete picture of their overall job duties. They were, however, overwhelmingly clear on their mission: to 

keep students safe by building relationships with both staff and students, and by solidifying and 

standardizing safety procedures. The flexibility and ambiguity that remained was largely mitigated by strong 

emotional connections to the work and by supportive and responsive leadership, resulting in an extremely 

high intent-to-return rate. More work is undoubtedly left to be done, but this foundational year has produced 

a cohort of Safety Administrators ready and willing to continue ‘building the plane as they fly it.’ 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND PRACTICE  

We hope that our project learnings aid JCPS in the development and socialization of this role into 

their district system. We have identified a number of strengths, growth areas, barriers, and opportunities for 

these important personnel. Our hope is that this project can provide necessary early learnings on the 

socialization tactics, characteristics, and beliefs that lead to greater investiture, belonging, and job 

performance for this important new role. Our recommendations are divided into two categories: 1) action 

items for JCPS implementation short- and long term; and 2) areas of measurement and assessment for the 

JCPS Research and Evaluation Department. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVED PRACTICE & IMPLEMENTATION  

● Create explicit expectations for Safety Administrators’ time use and procedures to document 
how they use their time. The role is an important one, and a large financial investment by the 
district. The Department of Culture and Climate needs to prepare for future outcome evaluations and 
any accountability studies. 

● Equitably distribute caseloads for elementary school Safety Administrators. The current way of 
dividing elementary schools by zone and Accelerated Improvement School status for coverage does 
not factor in enrollment or level of school need. A more planful caseload assignment procedure 
would prevent burnout and increase Safety Administrators’ ability to build meaningful relationships 
at the elementary level. 

● Adopt a cohort model for middle and high school Safety Administrators and formalize the 
cohort structure created by elementary school Safety Administrators. This structure will 
support peer collaboration, formal and informal improvement opportunities, and social connection 
and supports for Safety Administrators across the district. 

● Implement additional supports and training opportunities for Safety Administrators entering 
the role from fields outside of education. Our study suggests that Safety Administrators coming to 
the role from outside of education may benefit from targeted training opportunities. This could look 
like mentoring or supportive supervision while they are building relationships with their assigned 
schools.  

● Formalize and structure collaboration time with Safety Administrators, supervisors, and staff 

from their assigned school(s) before the school year starts. The Department of Culture and 

Climate should host these meetings in order to establish expectations for the Safety Administrators’ 
role and time use during the school year. This time can also be used for building relationships, 
defining duties, and collaborating across schools. 

● Track innovations and interventions Safety Administrators implement at their individual 
schools and create a process for sharing these “homegrown best practices.” Safety 
Administrators have already responded to needs such as creating labels for doors, using fans for 
temperature control to increase compliance with safety procedures like closed doors, collaborating 
as an elementary cohort, formalizing radio etiquette, and increasing efficiency for safety drills. 

● Involve Safety Administrators in creating standard operating procedures for safety across the 
district. They are the ones on the ground with expert knowledge of safety in the school context. The 
district should provide opportunities to utilize this expertise in a way that Safety Administrators feel 
protected from potential retaliation. 

● Consider documenting the implementation process in order to scale and spread the Safety 
Administrator role to other districts across the country. This is a valuable, important position, 
and JCPS is positioned to be a leader in the field of school safety. Students across the country 
undoubtedly deserve schools that are safe from both physical and emotional violence. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDY 

● Connections between staff culture and key activities of Safety Administrators: Our study 
indicated patterns around Safety Administrators’ perceptions of support within their schools. Future 
study could explore the extent to which these differences in perceived support relate to staff culture 
at large and Safety Administrators’ key activities. 

● Connections between student demographics, such as school enrollment, geographic area, 
socioeconomic status, race, etc.; key activities of Safety Administrators; and student perceptions of 
safety and JCPS safety plan implementation. Student data and outcomes were outside the scope of 
this study. Additionally, the role is so new that we wanted to evaluate implementation before 
undertaking any evaluation of program outcomes. However, student outcomes are the main priority 
of any school-based initiative, especially programs that intend to impact student safety.  

● Implementation patterns related to interactions between Safety Administrators and School 
Safety Officers: We were not able to assess connections between these two roles, however our 
qualitative data indicated that there are interactions, overlap in role, potential tensions, and potential 
opportunities for collaboration between Safety Administrators and School Safety Officers. These two 
groups of personnel have critical responsibilities for student and staff safety.  



  

Biondi & Wilson 35 

 

APPENDICES  

Appendix A 
Jefferson County Public Schools - Request for Assistance 
2022-2023 Capstone Project Proposals 

School Safety Plan  

Program Description 

Jefferson County Public Schools has developed a School Safety Plan that addresses key components of 

creating safe learning environments for students, staff, and visitors in District schools. Effective safety and 

security measures must be student-centered, research-based, and strategically deployed, to be implemented 

by highly trained District staff with appropriate accountability and oversight. 

The School Safety Plan builds upon ongoing work to create safer schools. Schools are safer when 

administrators, teachers, and staff work intentionally to: 

● Actively engage students in authentic learning that matters to their sense of self and personal 

development; 

● Build a culture and climate that foster and sustain attitudes, beliefs, values, and practices that 

promote success for all students; 

● Make racial equity foundational to all school systems and practices; 

● Develop and implement a comprehensive system of supports to address student mental health, 

social, and emotional needs, and the roots of student disruptive behavior; and 

● Collaborate closely with appropriately trained and equipped law enforcement professionals to 

promote and foster a safe environment for students, faculty, staff, and the school community. 

The JCPS School Safely Plan incorporates the use of two types of new JCPS personnel: School Safety Officers, 

whose primary domain of responsibility will be outside of school buildings, except in the event of an 

emergency; and Safety Administrators, whose primary domain of responsibility is within school buildings. 

The plan was developed after a comprehensive review of the school security structures used in other large 

urban school districts, and extensive engagement with parents and community members, stakeholders, JCPS 

employees, and students. The input received has led to important changes, and has significantly improved the 

structure and details of the plan. 

The JCPS School Safety Plan appears to be unique in structure, deploying both School Safety Officers (SSOs)- 

armed, sworn law enforcement officers patrolling between schools; and Safety Administrators - highly 

trained non-law enforcement safety staff within schools. 

Safety Administrator(s) will be assigned to each middle and high school, and report to the principal and two 

will be assigned to each elementary zone and report to the assistant superintendent of that zone. They will be 

required to undergo extensive, specified District-required training. Safety Administrators will work in 

collaboration with staff and administrators to: 

● Foster positive school culture and climate; 



  

Biondi & Wilson 36 

 

● Build relationships of trust with students and employees; 

● Maintain positive relationships with school stakeholders; and 

● Assist with aspects of school safety procedures (i.e., threat assessments, threat monitoring). 
A Safety Administrator will not be responsible for student discipline, which will be handled by other 

administrators, but can play a key role in supporting students to improve their behavior and increase their 

sense of belonging. 

School Safety Officers will serve as armed, sworn law enforcement officers, patrolling a specified geographic 

zone generally serving 3-7 schools, reporting to the District Security and Investigations Department. They 

will be required to undergo extensive, specified state-required, and District-required training. An SSO will: 

● Be provided a District-owned vehicle and appropriate equipment; 

● Regularly patrol assigned locations; 

● Protect and maintain safety of students and staff; 

● Respond to crimes and emergencies; and 

● Respond when a school administrator calls at the direction of the Principal. 

Board Policy 02.31 School Safety Officers and the related Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) have 

undergone extensive review and editing through a public process. The Board Policy Committee finalized 

these policies and procedures after many meetings over many months. The policy and SOPs offer clear 

direction to SSOs and Administrators, and establish the manner in which the School Safety Plan must be 

implemented. 

Evaluation Request 

We would like Vanderbilt doctoral students to study the implementation and impact of the new safety plan 

and provide formative feedback regarding the District’s goal of improved school supports.  The focus of this 

research would be on how the implementation of the safety plan fosters a safe learning environment for 

students and staff. 

For this evaluation, we propose using a mixed method design combining qualitative and quantitative data.  

Possible qualitative research questions are: (1) are what are key activities of the the safety officers and safety 

administrators and do they align with their job description responsibilities; (2) what can we learn about their 

training; (2) what are the early challenges and successes; (3) can we identify best practices in JCPS?  Possible 

quantitative research questions are: (1) what is the impact on student and staff ratings of safety as measured 

by the JCPS comprehensive school survey (CSS); (2) what is the impact of student sense of belonging as 

measured by the CSS; (3) what is the impact on students’ non-academic indicators ,such as attendance, 

suspensions, number and type of behavior referrals, and suspensions; and (4) are there differences in student 

perceptions and behavior referrals by student groups? 

References 

JCPS Safety Plan 

JCPS Proposal 

JCPS Policy 

JCPS SOP Manual 

JCPS Contact: 

Dena Dossett 

Chief, Accountability, Research, and Systems Improvement 

dena.dossett@jefferson.kyschools.us  

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1WanqmvjhtC25ksW6SyF_xZN48a182L0j/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1lGB02yT6eAGFiqEs4wdDoBbPfvOfP844/view?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1OuJVlyWevelXBc7IWQ62JLFVCH3ghuwhLzSPCpH2MXA/edit?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1c4BSURPxiUMPQuxZzsa8jP11o6TwOyLg/view?usp=sharing
mailto:dena.dossett@jefferson.kyschools.us
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Appendix B 
JCPS Safety Plan 
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Appendix C 
JCPS Proposal 
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Appendix D 
Supervisor Survey 
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Appendix E 
Safety Administrator Survey 
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Appendix F  
Safety Administrator Interview Protocol 
Greeting, Rapport-building 

● Briefly tell me about your work history, prior to being an SA. What were your post-secondary 

educational experiences? What attracted you to those fields? 

Characteristics of Role 

● How did you hear about the Safety Admin role? 

● How did you decide to apply to be a Safety Administrator? 

○ What attracted you to the position? What led you most to accepting the job? 

● How have you found the role so far?  

○ Is it as expected? What has surprised you?  

○ What’s your favorite part of your role? Least favorite? 

Time Use/Role Clarity 

● What do you feel is your primary purpose as a Safety Administrator? 

○ How did you come to believe that? 

○ How would your principal characterize your primary purpose? 

○ How would other staff members characterize your primary purpose? 

● How do you spend your time? 

○ Here, have SAs write down all the tasks they perform in a general week and estimate the 

amount of time spent on each 

○ How would you rate your satisfaction with the way you spend your time? What would you 

rather spend less time on? More time on? 

Implementation Science 

● Tell me about the training experience for becoming a Safety Administrator. 

○ Helpful? Collegial? Formal/informal? Timely? 

○ What do you wish had been included? Not included? in the training process 

○ Did you feel prepared for your role on Day 1? Why/why not? 

● Tell me about your first days/weeks on the job 

○ Did you feel welcomed? How did you go about becoming a part of the school community? 

How did you spend your time?  

○ What would you change about your first days/weeks on the job? 

● How do you think others at your school feel about your role?  

School Safety 

● What do you feel are the most important aspects needed in a school to ensure student safety? 

● Do students feel safe in your school? Do teachers feel safe in your school? 

● What do you think are the most dangerous threats facing your school community? 

○ To what extent do you see your role impacting these threats? 

● What helps students feel safe?  
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Appendix G 
School Safety Officer Survey 

Beginning of Survey: 
1. Did you work as a school safety officer in a JCPS school with an assigned safety administrator (SA)  

at any point during school year 2022-2023? 
○ Yes 
○ No 

If no, the survey will end.  
 

This set of questions focuses on role clarity.  

Question Response Options  

I feel certain about how much 
authority I have on the job. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree 

I know exactly what is expected 
of me. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree 

I know what my responsibilities 
are. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree 

I have clear planned goals and 
objectives for my job. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Explanation is clear of what 
needs to be done. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly 
Agree 

I have made an attempt to 
redefine my role and change 
what I am required to do. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly 
Agree 

While I am satisfied with my 
overall job responsibilities, I have 
altered the procedures for doing 
my job. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly 
Agree 

I have changed the mission or 
purpose of my role. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly 
Agree 

The procedures for performing 
my job are generally appropriate 
in my view. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly 
Agree 

I have tried to change the 
procedures for doing my job and 
to institute new work goals. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly 
Agree 

I plan to return to this job next 
year. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly 
Agree 
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This next section focuses on organizational implementation and socialization.   

Question Response Options  

I have been made to 
feel that my skills and 
abilities are very 
important in this 
organization. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

Almost all of my 
colleagues have been 
supportive of me 
personally. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

I have had my 
attitudes and values 
to be accepted in this 
organization. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

My colleagues have 
gone out of their way 
to help me adjust to 
this organization.  

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

I feel that 
experienced 
organizational 
members have held 
me at a distance until 
I 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

There is a clear 
pattern in the way 
one role leads to 
another or one job 
assigned leads to 
another in this 
organization. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

Each stage of the 
training process has, 
and will, expand and 
build upon the job 
knowledge gained 
during the preceding 
stages of the process. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

This organization 
does not put 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 
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newcomers through 
an identifiable 
sequence of learning 
experiences. 

I have received little 
guidance from 
experienced 
organizational 
members as to how I 
should perform my 
job. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

I have generally been 
left alone to discover 
what my role should 
be in this 
organization. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

 
 

This next section focuses on relational and psychological components of school safety. For each item, select the circle along 
the dimension between the two options that best represents your personal beliefs.   

Question Response Options   

Students’ learning and behavior 
problems are rooted in their behavioral 
or mental health. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 Students’ learning and behavior 
problems are rooted in their history 

of difficult life events. 

Focusing on developing healthy, healing 
relationships is the best approach when 
working with people with trauma 
histories. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 Rules and consequences are the best 
approach when working with people 

with trauma histories. 

Being very upset is normal for many of 
the students I serve. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 It reflects badly on me if my students 
are very upset. 

The students were raised this way, so 
there’s not much I can do about it now. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  The students were raised this way, 
so they don’t yet know how to do 

what I’m asking them to do. 

Students need to experience real life 
consequences in order to function in the 

real world. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 Students need to experience healing 
relationships in order to function in 

the real world. 

If students say or do disrespectful things 
to me, it makes me look like a fool in 

front of others. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 If students say or do disrespectful 
things to me, it doesn’t reflect badly 

on me. 
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Many students just don’t want to 
change or learn. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 All students want to change or learn. 

Students often are not yet able or ready 
to take responsibility for their actions. 
They need to be treated flexibly and as 

individuals. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 Students need to be held 
accountable for their actions. 

I realize that students may not be able 
to apologize to me after they act out. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 If students don’t apologize to me 
after they act out, I look like a fool in 

front of others. 

Students have had to learn how to trick 
or mislead others to get their needs 

met. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 Students are manipulative so you 
need to always question what they 

say. 

Helping a student feel safe and cared 
about is the best way to eliminate 

undesirable behaviors. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 Administering punitive consequences 
is the best way to eliminate 

undesirable behaviors. 

When I make mistakes with students, it 
is best to move on and pretend it didn’t 

happen. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 When I make mistakes with students, 
it is best to own up to my mistakes. 

Students could act better if they really 
wanted to. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 Students are doing the best they can 
with the skills they have. 

It’s best to treat students with respect 
and kindness from the start so they 

know I care. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 It’s best to be very strict at first so 
students learn they can’t take 

advantage of me. 

Healthy relationships with students are 
the way to good student outcomes. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 People will think I have poor 
boundaries if I build relationships 

with my students. 

Students do the right thing one day but 
not the next. This shows that they are 

doing the best they can at any particular 
time. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 Students do the right thing one day 
but not the next. This shows that 

they could control their behavior if 
they really wanted to. 

When managing a crisis, enforcement of 
rules is the most important thing. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 When managing a crisis, flexibility is 
the most important thing. 

If I don’t control students’ behavior, bad 
things will happen to property. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 As long as everyone is safe, it is ok for 
students to become really upset, 
even if they cause some property 

damage. 

If things aren’t going well, it is because 
the students are not doing what they 

need to do. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 If things aren’t going well, it is 
because I need to shift what I’m 

doing. 
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I am most effective as a helper when I 
focus on a student’s strengths. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 I am most effective as a helper when 
I focus on a student’s problem 

behaviors. 

Being upset doesn’t mean that students 
will hurt others. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 If I don’t control students’ behavior, 
other students will get hurt. 

 
Teacher Demographic/Characteristics   

What is the gender with which you identify?   
○ Male 
○ Female  
○ Non-binary  

What is your ethnicity? 
○ Hispanic or Latino 
○ Not Hispanic or Latino 

What is your race? Mark one or more races to indicate the race you consider yourself to be. 
○ American Indian or Alaska Native 
○ Asian 
○ Black or African American 
○ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
○ White 

What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
○ Bachelors 
○ Masters 
○ EdS 
○ EdD/PhD/JD 
○ Other 

What type of academic degree have you completed? (Check all that apply) 
○ Education 
○ Mental health or other helping profession 
○ Criminal justice 
○ Other 

How many years have you worked with children and adolescents?  
○ Less than 1  
○ 2-5 years  
○ 5-10 years  
○ 10+ years  

How many years have you worked in K-12 public schools?  
○ Less than 1  
○ 2-5 years  
○ 5-10 years  
○ 10+ years  
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Appendix H 
School Staff Survey 

Beginning of Survey: 
1. Did you work as a teacher or other non-administrative staff in a JCPS school with an assigned 

safety administrator (SA)  at any point during school year 2022-2023? 
○ Yes 
○ No 

If no, the survey will end.  
 

 

This next section focuses on relational and psychological components of school safety. For each item, select the circle along 
the dimension between the two options that best represents your personal beliefs.   

Question Response Options   

Students could act better if they really 
wanted to       

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 Students are doing the best they can 
with the skills they have. 

Focusing on developing healthy, healing 
relationships is the best approach when 
working with people with trauma 
histories. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 Rules and consequences are the best 
approach when working with people 

with trauma histories. 

If students say or do disrespectful things 
to me, it makes me look like a fool in 

front of others. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 If students say or do disrespectful 
things to me, it doesn’t reflect badly 

on me. 

The ups and downs are part of the work 
so I don’t take it personally 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  The unpredictability and intensity of 
work makes me think I’m not fit for 

this job. 

It’s best not to tell others if I have strong 
feels about the work because they will 
think I am not cut out for this job. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 Its best if I talk with others about my 
strong feels about the work so I don’t 

have to hold it alone. 

Students do the right thing one day but 
not the next. This shows that they are 
doing the best they can at any particular 
time. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 Students do the right thing one day 
but not the next. This shows that 
they could control their behavior if 
they really wanted to. 

Students need to experience real life 
consequences in order to function in the 

real world 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 Students need to experience healing 
relationships in order to function in 

the real world. 

I realize that students may not be able 
to apologize to me after they act out. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 If students don’t apologize to me 
after they act out, I look like a fool in 

front of others. 

I feel able to do my best each day to 
help my students 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 I’m just not up to helping my 
students anymore. 
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The most effective helpers find ways to 
toughen up - to screen out the pain - 

and not care so much about the work. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7 The most effective helpers allow 
themselves to be affected by the 

work - to feel and manage the pain - 
and to keep caring about the work. 

 
 
 

This next section focuses on implementation of the safety administrator position at your school.  

Question Response Options  

2. This was an 
acceptable 
intervention for the 
school. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

3. Most teachers found 
this intervention 
appropriate. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

4. This intervention 
proved effective in 
meeting the 
purposes. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

5. I would suggest the 
use of this 
intervention to other 
teachers. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

6. This intervention was 
appropriate to meet 
the school’s needs 
and mission. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

7. This intervention did 
not result in negative 
side effects for the 
students. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

8. This intervention 
plan was reasonable 
to meet the stated 
purposes. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 

9. Overall, this 
intervention was 
beneficial for 
students. 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neutral  Agree Strongly Agree 



  

Biondi & Wilson 64 

 

 
Teacher Demographic/Characteristics   

10. What is the gender with which you identify?   
○ Male 
○ Female  
○ Non-binary  

11. What is your ethnicity? 
○ Hispanic or Latino 
○ Not Hispanic or Latino 

12. What is your race? Mark one or more races to indicate the race you consider yourself to be. 
○ American Indian or Alaska Native 
○ Asian 
○ Black or African American 
○ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
○ White 

13. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
○ Bachelors 
○ Masters 
○ EdS 
○ EdD/PhD/JD 
○ Other 

14. What type of academic degree(s) have you completed? (Check all that apply) 
○ Education 
○ Mental health or other helping profession 
○ Criminal justice 
○ Other 

15. How many years have you worked with children and adolescents?  
○ Less than 1  
○ 2-5 years  
○ 5-10 years  
○ 10+ years  

16. How many years have you worked in K-12 public schools?  
○ Less than 1  
○ 2-5 years  
○ 5-10 years  
○ 10+ years  

17. What grade level(s) of students do you work with? (Check all that apply) 
○ Preschool 
○ Kindergarten through 5th 
○ 6th through 8th 
○ 9th through 12th 
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Appendix I 
Safety Administrator Demographics 

  % n 

Gender   

Male 77.4 41 

Female 22.6 12 

Race/Ethnicity   

Black/African American 55.8 29 

White 32.7 17 

Other/Prefer not to say 9.62 7 

Hispanic 2 1 

Highest Degree   

Bachelors 52 27 

Masters 42 22 

Ed.S 4 2 

Doctoral 2 1 

Type of Degree     

Education 45 23 

Mental Health 24 12 

Criminal Justice 37 19 

Other 27 16 

More than one degree type 33 16 

Years of Experience with Children   

One year or less 6 3 

Two-five years 4 2 

Six-ten years 15 8 

11 or more years 75 39 

Years of Experience in K-12     

One year or less 25 13 
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Two-five years 15 8 

Six-ten years 21 11 

11 or more years 38 20 
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Appendix J 
 Regression Table 

 ARTIC 
Principal 

Support 

Culture and 

Climate 

Support 

Security and 

Investigations 

Support 

Safety and 

Environmental 

Services Support 

Bachelors degree 2.675 -0.014 -0.02 -0.276 -0.072 

 -0.283 -0.962 -0.947 -0.497 -0.858 

Other degree type 2.042 -0.146 0.166 0.501 0.284 

 -0.478 -0.747 -0.664 -0.34 -0.549 

Education degree 3.708 0.437 0.1 1.117* 0.324 

 -0.41 -0.474 -0.821 -0.063 -0.547 

Mental health degree -4.23 0.376 -0.137 -0.35 -0.194 

 -0.329 -0.455 -0.724 -0.517 -0.644 

Criminal Justice degree 3.009 -0.448 -0.151 0.283 0.076 

 -0.397 -0.351 -0.594 -0.538 -0.862 

Less than 10 years experience with 

children 
4.077 -0.525 0.195 0.132 0.261 

 -0.181 -0.297 -0.606 -0.772 -0.579 

1-5 years experience in K-12 -0.214 -0.441 -0.464 -0.039 -0.564 

 -0.947 -0.557 -0.505 -0.963 -0.459 

6-10 years experience in K-12 2.473 -0.305 0.258 -0.06 0.485 

 -0.431 -0.549 -0.53 -0.904 -0.389 

11+ years experience in K-12 -8.739** -0.462 0.345 -0.08 0.325 

 -0.02 -0.469 -0.557 -0.908 -0.582 

Female -5.162 -0.714 -0.391 0.13 -0.02 

 -0.182 -0.137 -0.211 -0.744 -0.961 

      

Constant 78.313*** 5.062*** 3.730*** 3.063*** 3.141*** 

  0 0 0 0 0 

Observations 41 41 41 41 41 

R2 0.351 0.247 0.245 0.22 0.183 

Adjusted R2 0.135 -0.003 -0.007 -0.041 -0.09 

Eicker-Huber-White standard errors used. P-values reported.*  p < 0.1, ** 

p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01    
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Appendix K 
Points of Emphasis from Qualitative Data 
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Appendix L 
JCPS Training Plan 

Training Date Training(s) Mode Hours 

Summer Trainings 

July 18th-Virtual Training Roll-

out 
Threat Assessment Level 1 Virtual 6 hours 

Incident Command Training FEMA Virtual 4 hours 

SCM Theory Virtual 6 hours 

Mobile Assessment Practice Shift: Safe to Teach, 

Safe to Learn Virtual 1 hour 

July 19th Elementary Principal, AP Meeting, Safety 

Administrator Elementary In person 2 hours 

July 20th MH Principal, AP, SA, Meeting MS 8-11 HS & 12-3 In person 3 hours 

July 25th 8 am-4pm SSA Onboarding In person 4 hours 

Threat Assessment Level 2 In person 4 hours 

July 26th 8 am-4pm Safety and Emergency Procedures/Facility 

Compliance Manual In person 4 hours 

Alice and Topp Training In person 3 hours 

July 27 or July 28th or July 29th 

8-4pm 
SCM Physical Training In person 8 hours 

Middle School SA's July 27th In person  

High School SA's July 28th In person  

Elem and AIS SA's July 29th In person  

August 1st-8th Required trainings completed with school faculty In person  

August 3rd Administrator Kickoff 10:00 am In person  

August 9th Teacher Opening Day   

August 10th First day of school for students   

SSA Additional Monthly Trainings 

8/25/22 Western High School 

Rm 333 
FERPA/Custody In person  

Threat Assessment Calibration In person  

ECE Admin Training In person  

Bully Prevention In person  

PBIS Training Part 1 In person  

ESL Services In person  

Students with 504/IDEA Protections In person 2 hours 

https://training.fema.gov/is/courseoverview.aspx?code=is-100.c
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1IZ9WDxcNZYymtm7UthIKU4OqNTU6vNMYs2gYa2S6yP4/edit
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1IZ9WDxcNZYymtm7UthIKU4OqNTU6vNMYs2gYa2S6yP4/edit
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Y2V4UaIa3lm3KIG1vNVBiMDgwUpsx2N3/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Y2V4UaIa3lm3KIG1vNVBiMDgwUpsx2N3/view?usp=sharing
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PLC/Collaboration In person  

9/22/22 Fern Creek High School Trauma Informed Care Overview In person  

PBIS Training Part 2 In person  

PLC/Collaboration In person  

Threat Assessment Calibration In person  

IT Ticketing System In person 15 mins 

10/20/22 Seneca High School OLOP In person  

Racial Trauma In person  

SCM Overview In person  

Threat Assessment Calibration In person  

PLC/Collaboration In person  

11/16/22 Fairdale HS PLC/Collaboration In person  

Gatekeeper Training In person  

Risk Assessment Training In person  

District Operating Center In person  

12/14/22 J-Town HS  In person  

PLC/Collaboration In person  

Strategies to De-escalate Trauma In person  

Counseling Supports In person 40 min 

1/26/23 Atherton HS 

Stop the Bleeding Training In person 2 hours 

Staff Self Care In person 90 min 

Threat Assessment Online Platform In person  

2/15/23 J-Town High Safe Crisis Management Practice/Documentation 

Review In person  

PLC/Collaboration In person  

Threat Assessment Office Hours In person  

3/22/23 Community Based Trauma In person 90 min 

Next Steps/Updates (Next Year) In person  

Threat Assessment Calibration In person  
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PLC Collaboration In person  

New Employee Trainings 

*Asychronous Blood Borne Pathogens Virtual  

*Asychronous Implicit Bias Virtual  

*Asychronous Suicide Training Virtual  

*Asychronous KDE PBIS Video Modules Virtual  

*Asychronous Harassment/Discrimination Training Virtual  

  



  

Biondi & Wilson 73 

 

REFERENCES  

AN ACT relating to school security. 22 RS HB 63. (2022). 
https://apps.legislature.ky.gov/recorddocuments/bill/22R
S/hb63/bill.pdf 

Baker, C., Brown, S., Wilcox, P., Overstreet, S., & Arora, P. 
(2015). Development and Psychometric Evaluation of the 
Attitudes Related to Trauma-Informed Care (ARTIC) Scale. 
School Mental Health. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12310-
015-9161-0 

Bauer, T. N., Bodner, T., Erdogan, B., Truxillo, D. M., & 
Tucker, J. S. (2007). Newcomer Adjustment During 
Organizational Socialization: A Meta-Analytic Review 
of Antecedents, Outcomes, and Methods. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 92(3), 707–721. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.707 

Building Strong Brains, (January 2018). ACEs Fact Sheet and 
Overview. Retrieved from 
https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/tccy/documents/ace
/ACEs-Handout.pdf  

Camburn, E.M., Spillane, J.P., & Sebastian, J. (2010). 
Assessing the utility of a daily log for measuring 
principal leadership practice. The University Council 
for Educational Administration, 46(5), 707-737. 

Canon, L. M., Coolidge, E. M., LeGeirse, J., Moskowitz, Y., 
Buckley, C., Chapin, E., Warren, M., & Kuzma, E. K. (2020). 
Trauma-informed education: Creating and pilot testing a 
nursing curriculum on trauma-informed care. Nurse 
Education Today, 85, 104256. 

Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence. (June 2018). 
Top Ten Recommendations for School Safety. Retrieved 
from: https://cspv.colorado.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2019/02/Top-10-Recommendations-for-
School-Safety.pdf  

Claessens, B.J.C., van Eerde, W., & Rutte, C.G. (2006). A 
review of the time management literature. Personnel 
Review, 36(2), 255-276 

Council of State Governments Justice Center. (2014). 
School safety plans: A snapshot of collaborative 
action. Retrieved July 2, 2022, from 
https://csgjusticecenter.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/02/NCSL-School-Safety-Plans-
Brief.pdf.  

Cranston, N., Ehrich, L., & Billot, J. (2003). The secondary 
school principalship in Australia and New Zealand: An 
investigation of changing roles. Leadership & Policy in 
Schools, 2(3), 159-188. 

Cuellar, A., (2015). Preventing and treating child mental health 
problems. Future of Children, 25, 111-134. 

Curran, F. C., Fisher, B. W., Viano, S., & Kupchik, A. (2019). 
Why and When Do School Resource Officers Engage 
in School Discipline? The Role of Context in Shaping 
Disciplinary Involvement. American Journal of 
Education, 126(1), 33–63. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/705499 

De Clercq, D., & Belausteguigoitia, I. (2017). Reducing the 
harmful effect of role ambiguity on turnover 

intentions: The roles of innovation propensity, 
goodwill trust, and procedural justice. Personnel 
Review, 46(6), 1046–1069. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-08-2015-0221 

Delouche, C. (2022, May 13). Principal: Adult enters 
Louisville high school to fight student.WDRB, 
https://www.wdrb.com/news/education/principal-
adult-enters-louisville-high-school-to-fight-
student/article_0cfe6742-d31b-11ec-b593-
332db4a385e1.html 

Dingle, D. (2021, August 24). 2 violent JCPS school fights 
have parents, community members upset. WLKY, 
https://www.wlky.com/article/two-violent-jcps-
school-fights-on-monday-have-parents-and-
community-members-upset/37379316 

Gist, Conra D., Garcia, Amaya, & Amos, Yukari Takimoto. 
(2021). An Essential but Overlooked Workforce: 
Elevating the Need to Investigate the Career 
Development of Paraeducators. Journal of Career 
Development. 

Grissom, J.A., Loeb, S., & Master, B. (2013). Effective 
instructional time use for school leaders: Longitudinal 
evidence from observations of principals. Education 
Researcher, 42(8), 433-444. 

Gruenwald, R., & Rolnick, A. (March 2006). A proposal for 
achieving high returns on early childhood development. 
Retrieved from: 
https://www.minneapolisfed.org/~/media/files/publicatio
ns/studies/earlychild/highreturn.pdf?la=en 

Heckman, J. J. (2008). Return on Investment: Cost vs. Benefits. 
Retrieved from: www.heckmanequation.org 

Hopkins, Megan, Bjorklund Jr., Peter, & Spillane, James P. 
(2019). The social side of reform: Closeness and trust 
among general and special education teachers in the 
United States. International Journal of Educational 
Research 98: 292-302. 

Horng, E.L., Klasik, D., & Loeb, S. (2010). Principals' time 
use and school effectiveness. American Journal of 
Education, 116(4), 491-523. 

Jaskyte, K. (2005). The impact of organizational 
socialization tactics on role ambiguity and role 
conflict of newly hired social workers. Administration 
in Social Work, 29(4), 69-87. 

Jefferson County Public Schools (2020). Suspensions by 
race and gender 19-20 [Data set]. 
https://assessment.jefferson.kyschools.us/publicData
sets/PublicResources.aspx?id=511296 

Jefferson County Public Schools (2021). Enrollment by race 
and gender 21-22 [Data set]. 
https://assessment.jefferson.kyschools.us/publicData
sets/PublicResources.aspx?id=511361 

Jefferson County Public Schools. (2022). About JCPS. 
Retrieved July 2, 2022, from 
https://www.jefferson.kyschools.us/about 

Jefferson County Public Schools. (2022). JCPS facts. 
Retrieved July 2, 2022, from 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.3.707
https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/tccy/documents/ace/ACEs-Handout.pdf
https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/tccy/documents/ace/ACEs-Handout.pdf
https://cspv.colorado.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Top-10-Recommendations-for-School-Safety.pdf
https://cspv.colorado.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Top-10-Recommendations-for-School-Safety.pdf
https://cspv.colorado.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Top-10-Recommendations-for-School-Safety.pdf
https://csgjusticecenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/NCSL-School-Safety-Plans-Brief.pdf
https://csgjusticecenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/NCSL-School-Safety-Plans-Brief.pdf
https://csgjusticecenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/NCSL-School-Safety-Plans-Brief.pdf
https://www.wdrb.com/news/education/principal-adult-enters-louisville-high-school-to-fight-student/article_0cfe6742-d31b-11ec-b593-332db4a385e1.html
https://www.wdrb.com/news/education/principal-adult-enters-louisville-high-school-to-fight-student/article_0cfe6742-d31b-11ec-b593-332db4a385e1.html
https://www.wdrb.com/news/education/principal-adult-enters-louisville-high-school-to-fight-student/article_0cfe6742-d31b-11ec-b593-332db4a385e1.html
https://www.wdrb.com/news/education/principal-adult-enters-louisville-high-school-to-fight-student/article_0cfe6742-d31b-11ec-b593-332db4a385e1.html
https://www.minneapolisfed.org/~/media/files/publications/studies/earlychild/highreturn.pdf?la=en
https://www.minneapolisfed.org/~/media/files/publications/studies/earlychild/highreturn.pdf?la=en
http://www.heckmanequation.org/
https://assessment.jefferson.kyschools.us/publicDatasets/PublicResources.aspx?id=511361
https://assessment.jefferson.kyschools.us/publicDatasets/PublicResources.aspx?id=511361
https://www.jefferson.kyschools.us/about


  

Biondi & Wilson 2 

 

https://www.jefferson.kyschools.us/about/newsroo
m/jcps-facts 

Jefferson County Public Schools. (2022). Jefferson County 
Public Schools proposal: JCPS safety plan. 

Jones, G. R. (1986). Socialization Tactics, Self-Efficacy, and 
Newcomers’ Adjustments to Organizations. Academy 
of Management Journal, 29(2), 262–279. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/256188 

Kane, B. D. & Rosenquist, B. (2019). Relationships between 
instructional coaches’ time use and district- and 
school-level policies and expectations. American 
Educational Research Journal 56(5): 1718-1768. 

Kearney, W. S., & Smith, P. (2018). Student Bullying, 
Teacher Protection, and Administrator Role 
Ambiguity: A Multi-level Analysis of Elementary 
Schools. Journal of School Leadership, 28(3), 374–
400. https://doi.org/10.1177/105268461802800305 

Lane, K. L., Kalberg, J. R., Bruhn, A. L., Driscoll, S. A., 
Wehby, J. H., & Elliott, S. N. (2009). Assessing Social 
Validity of School-wide Positive Behavior Support 
Plans: Evidence for the Reliability and Structure of the 
Primary Intervention Rating Scale. School Psychology 
Review, 38(1), 135–144. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2009.12087854 

Lapan, R. T., Gysbers, N. C., & Sun, Y. (1997). The Impact of 
More Fully Implemented Guidance Programs on the 
School Experiences of High School Students: A 
Statewide Evaluation Study. Journal of Counseling 
and Development, 75(4), 292–302. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6676.1997.tb02344.x 

Lejonberg, E., & Christophersen, K.-A. (2015). School-based 
mentors’ affective commitment to the mentor role: 
Role clarity, self-efficacy, mentor education and 
mentor experience as antecedents. International 
Journal of Evidence Based Coaching and Mentoring, 
13(2), 45–63. 
https://doi.org/10.3316/informit.386097927856893 

Leko, M. M., & Smith, S. W. (2010). Retaining beginning 
special educators. Intervention in School and Clinic, 
45, 321-325. doi:10.1177/1053451209353441 

Lieberman, A. (2004). Confusion regarding school 
counselor functions: school leadership impacts role 
clarity. Education (Chula Vista), 124(3), 552–558. 

Lunenburg, F. C. (2012). Power and Leadership: An 
Influence Process. International Journal of 
Management, Business, and Administration, 15(1), 9. 

Maden-Eyiusta, C. (2019). Role conflict, role ambiguity, 
and proactive behaviors: does flexible role orientation 
moderate the mediating impact of engagement? 
International Journal of Human Resource 
Management. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1616590 

Morton, B. M., & Berardi, A. (2018). Creating a trauma-
informed rural community: A university-school 
district model. In R. M. Reardon & J. Leonard (Eds.), 
Making a positive impact in rural places: Change 
agency in the context of school-university-community 
collaboration in education (pp. 193–213). Information 

Age Publishing. 
National Center on Safe Supportive Learning Environments. 

Home | National Center on Safe Supportive Learning 
Environments (NCSSLE). (n.d.). Retrieved August 7, 
2022, from https://safesupportivelearning.ed.gov/  

Nifadkar, S. S. (2020). Filling in the “Blank Slate”: 
Examining Newcomers’ Schemas of Supervisors 
During Organizational Socialization. Journal of 
Management, 46(5), 666–693. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318807288 

Papastylianou, A., Kaila, M., & Polychronopoulos, M. 
(2009). Teachers’ burnout, depression, role ambiguity 
and conflict. Social Psychology of Education, 12(3), 
295–314. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-008-9086-
7 

Rizzo, J. R., House, R. J., & Lirtzman, S. I. (1970). Role 
Conflict and Ambiguity in Complex Organizations. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 15(2), 150–163. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2391486 

Russell, O. (2022, April 12). New school safety law raises 
questions about JCPS security plan. WAVE. 
https://www.wave3.com/2022/04/12/new-school-
safety-law-raises-questions-about-jcps-security-plan/ 

SchoolSafety.gov. (n.d.). Retrieved July 2, 2022, from 
https://www.schoolsafety.gov/about 

Shepherd, K. G., Fowler, S., McCormick, J., Wilson, C. L., & 
Morgan, D. (2016). The Search for Role Clarity: 
Challenges and Implications for Special Education 
Teacher Preparation. Teacher Education and Special 
Education, 39(2), 83–97. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406416637904 

Viano, S., Curran, F. C., & Fisher, B. W. (2021). 
Kindergarten Cop: A Case Study of How a Coalition 
Between School Districts and Law Enforcement Led to 
School Resource Officers in Elementary Schools. 
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 43(2), 
253–279. 
https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373721989290 

Vogt, D. (2022, April 8). Gov. Beshear signs bill required 
school resources officers in all Ky. schools. WAVE. 
https://www.wave3.com/2022/04/08/gov-beshear-
signs-bill-requiring-school-resource-officers-all-ky-
schools/ 

Wheatley, K. M. & Chinn, V. (2022, June 23). WDRB 
investigates: Thousands of JCPS students disciplined 
for fighting in 2021-2022. WDRB. 
https://www.wdrb.com/wdrb-
investigates/thousands-of-jcps-students-disciplined-
for-fighting-in-2021-22/article_7e1d943e-e5d1-11ec-
b7e2-1324ec01b98e.html 

Wright, J. L., Caldarella, P., Sudweeks, R. R., Anderson, D. 
H., Heath, M. A., & Williams, L. (2019). A 
Psychometric Analysis of the Primary Intervention 
Rating Scale. Education (Chula Vista), 139(4), 219–
231. 

https://www.jefferson.kyschools.us/about/newsroom/jcps-facts
https://www.jefferson.kyschools.us/about/newsroom/jcps-facts
https://doi.org/10.2307/256188
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2009.12087854
https://doi.org/10.3316/informit.386097927856893
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1616590
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318807288
https://doi.org/10.2307/2391486
https://www.wave3.com/2022/04/12/new-school-safety-law-raises-questions-about-jcps-security-plan/
https://www.wave3.com/2022/04/12/new-school-safety-law-raises-questions-about-jcps-security-plan/
https://www.schoolsafety.gov/about
https://www.wave3.com/2022/04/08/gov-beshear-signs-bill-requiring-school-resource-officers-all-ky-schools/
https://www.wave3.com/2022/04/08/gov-beshear-signs-bill-requiring-school-resource-officers-all-ky-schools/
https://www.wave3.com/2022/04/08/gov-beshear-signs-bill-requiring-school-resource-officers-all-ky-schools/
https://www.wdrb.com/wdrb-investigates/thousands-of-jcps-students-disciplined-for-fighting-in-2021-22/article_7e1d943e-e5d1-11ec-b7e2-1324ec01b98e.html
https://www.wdrb.com/wdrb-investigates/thousands-of-jcps-students-disciplined-for-fighting-in-2021-22/article_7e1d943e-e5d1-11ec-b7e2-1324ec01b98e.html
https://www.wdrb.com/wdrb-investigates/thousands-of-jcps-students-disciplined-for-fighting-in-2021-22/article_7e1d943e-e5d1-11ec-b7e2-1324ec01b98e.html
https://www.wdrb.com/wdrb-investigates/thousands-of-jcps-students-disciplined-for-fighting-in-2021-22/article_7e1d943e-e5d1-11ec-b7e2-1324ec01b98e.html

	“Building the plane while its flying”:
	An Implementation Study of the Jefferson County Public Schools Safety Plan
	Acknowledgements
	Table of Contents
	Executive Summary
	Introduction
	Contextual Analysis
	Definition of Problem
	Conceptual Framework
	Role Clarity in Education and Beyond
	Organizational Socialization for Newcomers
	Time Use in Schools
	Time Use Across Organizational Settings
	Applications for School Leaders

	School Safety
	Connection to Evaluation


	Evaluation Design and Methodology
	Sample
	Data Collection
	Measures
	Data Analysis

	Findings
	RQ 1: What factors influence the implementation of the JCPS Safety Plan?
	How do state, district, school, and personnel factors influence the implementation of the safety administrator role?
	Implementation Factors: “It’s a New Philosophy and a New Concept”
	State-Level Factors: “We All Have Statewide Mandates”
	District-Level Factors: “And the District Says to the School, ‘Do This’”
	School-Level Factors: “It’s Not That Way When I Go to My School”
	Personnel Factors: “Because of the Leadership Within Me”


	RQ 1: What factors influence the implementation of the JCPS Safety Plan?
	How do school staff members characterize their capacity and readiness to implement the JCPS safety plan?
	Capacity and Readiness: “I Walk 25,000 Steps a Day on Average”

	RQ 2: What implementation patterns are evident across schools and district contexts?
	To what extent does Safety Administrator time use align to the expected job description?
	Implementation Patterns: “This is the Answer Now, But It Might Change Later”
	Time Use and Job Description Alignment: “All I Do Is Walk Around and Talk About Doors”


	Discussion
	Implementation: “It’s a Lot of Unanswered Questions When You Go Into Something New”
	Role Clarity: “I’m Here to Be a Problem-Solver”
	Organizational Socialization- “When I became an SA they started coming to me differently”
	Time Use- “You Might Hate My Guts, But You Still Have to Keep the Blinds Up”
	Behaviors- “It’s Getting People Out of Those Habits”
	Coaching Safety- “Now Instead of the AP, They’ll Text Me”

	School Safety: “That’s Where It’s Paid Off–With the Relationships”
	Emotional & Physical Safety: “You Can Intervene Before It Gets to That Level”
	Community Investment- “Don’t Complain When You Smell Weed If You Won’t Help Us Out”

	Strengths and Limitations
	Conclusion

	Recommendations for Research and Practice
	Recommendations for Improved Practice & Implementation
	Recommendations for Future Study

	Appendices
	References

