Clear Fund Board of Directors

Attachment B: Options for Cause 4
Recommended organizations (in order of our preference)

1. KIPP is a network of 50+ schools across the country. The basic model works as follows: the KIPP Foundation is responsible for recruiting and training principals, negotiating with the state to start up schools, and providing additional assistance in starting up schools.  KIPP NYC is the New York network of KIPP schools and is responsible for raising supplemental private funds for its schools (as required by the state), as well as other programs aiming to help KIPP students get as good an education possible before and after attending KIPP.

 The essentials of KIPP’s value added as we understand them are:

· KIPP's founders personally work to find great principals and give them support (a Shared Services team that does administrative work) and autonomy.

· The principals are generally highly concerned with teacher recruitment.

· Schools generally have extended hours. 

The model makes sense to us, and the empirical evidence is consistent with the idea that it is working. Two quasi-experimental studies and our own analysis of all publicly available test data give us some confidence that KIPP causes a significant “KIPP Impact” on students’ test scores. 

KIPP has scaled effectively over the past five years (adding 5-10 schools/year between 2002 and 2007). We estimate that KIPP spends $5,000-10,000 per student (excluding per-pupil funding KIPP receives as a public school replacement, which accounts for an additional $11,000 per student).

2. Teach for America recruits, trains and places recent college graduates in low-income public schools across the country. It’s important to acknowledge the broad potential benefits of this model, which explicitly aims to increase talented people’s interested in education. (For example, KIPP’s two founders and almost all teachers and principals are TFA graduates.) We have confidence that TFA is reliably adding decent-to-good teachers (as good as, or a little better than, other teachers) to the pool.  TFA has increased the number of corps from 2,100 to 2,700 between 2005 and 2007 and plans to reach 4,100 corps members by 2010.  TFA spends $15,000-20,000 per teacher placed. 

3. Children’s Scholarship Fund provides privately subsidized vouchers, allowing children with low incomes to attend private schools. The rigorous studies on this approach imply no statistically significant effect on academic performance (measured by standardized test scores) for the population as a whole, and a possible effect for African-American students. It's relatively easy for us to see how this model could be inferior to KIPP’s in terms of improving disadvantaged children's education, since it’s possible that those who benefit are primarily highly active/motivated families who are proactively looking to send their kid to a particular school and ready to pay for it, and would likely send their kid to private school with or without a scholarship. (We are not clear on how CSF sets its scholarship size, and how well it is avoiding the problem of giving families more than they need to afford tuition.)  The schools CSF recipients attend have an average tuition of $3,000/year and CSF, on average, provides $1,500 requiring families to pay the other half.  We’d guess that the schools CSF students attend spend another $5,000-10,000 per pupil that they raise through their own fundraising efforts.

Achievement First and Replications Inc. are similar to KIPP in that they create new schools.  We prefer KIPP to Achievement First (which hasn’t demonstrated an ability to scale across many schools and has scant available test score data) and Replications (which didn’t demonstrate improved test scores for its students).

None of our other applicants demonstrated any effect on educational outcomes in a way that made what we consider a reasonable attempt to control for selection bias (or produced evidence strong enough to imply that it is generated by more than selection bias).

KIPP
Evidence of Effectiveness
We read two quasi-experimental studies of KIPP (each covering one school) and gathered and analyzed all publicly available test score data.  Both the papers and our own analysis our consistent with the proposition that KIPP has a significant impact on the test scores of its students.

I. Quasi-experimental studies

A. KIPP Diamond Academy: compared the scores of 5th and 6th grade KIPP students to a matched comparison group (matched on previous test scores and other demographic factors) and found that KIPP students significantly outperformed their controls and the one cohort for which we have two years of data significantly improved (both outright and relative to the controls) between 5th and 6th grades. Note that this study matched students on a student-by- student basis so phenomena like selective attrition are not a concern.

B. KIPP Ujima: studied the four cohorts that entered 5th grade from 2002-05 over the course of their careers at KIPP. The researches divided all students into four groups: (a) those that advanced with their class, (b) those that were retained, (c) those that left KIPP entirely, and (d) those that arrived at KIPP in 6th grade or later. Isolating those students that stayed at KIPP from those that left, were retained, or arrived, the researchers found significant improvements in test scores for KIPP students.

II. Analysis of all publicly available test score data

A. The data we gathered. We collected all available data, giving information on 23 of 57 existing KIPP schools (covering 8 of the 18 states in which KIPP has schools). Some data was unavailable because, among other reasons, some states don’t publish test data on the internet or don’t test the grades covered by KIPP schools, or the schools are so new that no scores are available yet.

B. Results. We found that students enrolled in KIPP schools significantly improved their test scores relative to students at neighboring schools. We segmented the data we collected into three groups. (a) Group 1: cohorts for which we only have 5th and 6th grade date; (b) Group 2: cohorts for which we have 5th-7th grade data; and (c) Group 3: cohorts for which we have 5th-8th grade data.

The table below shows the average % passing for KIPP cohorts, their comparison groups, and KIPP students’ scores relative to district schools.  (The scores we have start at 5th grade and likely include some portion of KIPP’s impact on 5th grade scores; we don’t know the exact date when the tests are given.)
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Group Test 5 6 7 8

Group 1: KIPP: Math 72% 83% - -

Group 1: KIPP: Reading 66% 79% - -

Group 2: KIPP: Math 71% 83% 88% -

Group 2: KIPP: Reading 67% 81% 86% -

Group 3: KIPP: Math 77% 89% 87% 90%

Group 3: KIPP: Reading 73% 86% 85% 89%

Group 1: Public District: Math 60% 59% - -

Group 1: Public District: Reading 63% 63% - -

Group 2: Public District: Math 62% 58% 56% -

Group 2: Public District: Reading 65% 65% 65% -

Group 3: Public District: Math 65% 54% 49% 48%

Group 3: Public District: Reading 66% 64% 64% 69%

Group 1: KIPP - Public District: Math 11% 24% - -

Group 1: KIPP - Public District: Reading 4% 16% - -

Group 2: KIPP - Public District: Math 9% 25% 32% -

Group 2: KIPP - Public District: Reading 2% 17% 21% -

Group 3: KIPP - Public District: Math 12% 34% 39% 42%

Group 3: KIPP - Public District: Reading 7% 22% 21% 19%




KIPP students significantly improve relative to the district between 5th and 6th grade and maintain those gains throughout middle school.
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Group 1: KIPP - Public District: Math 13% - -

Group 1: KIPP - Public District: Reading 12% - -

Group 2: KIPP - Public District: Math 16% 7% -

Group 2: KIPP - Public District: Reading 15% 5% -

Group 3: KIPP - Public District: Math 22% 5% 3%

Group 3: KIPP - Public District: Reading 15% -1% -2%


C. Results accounting for attrition/addition. KIPP schools experience significant student turnover – existing students who leave and new students who arrive. Because our analysis looks at class aggregate scores, it is possible that the perceived improvement in scores is really due to a change in class composition: poorer-performing students may leave and higher-performing students may arrive, which would create the appearance of improving test scores regardless of KIPP’s actual impact.

We have limited information about (a) the number of students who arrive and those who leave and (b) test performance of those who advance from year to year, those who leave, and those who arrive.  The information we do have comes from three papers: (a) the KIPP Ujima paper mentioned above, (b) an unpublished paper by a Harvard Graduate School of Education student on KIPP Gaston College Preparatory in North Carolina, and (c) the KIPP Diamond Academy study mentioned above. All three papers provide data on the number of students who leave; KIPP Ujima paper shows the performance of those who leave and those who arrive, and the KIPP Diamond Academy paper provides performance data only for those who arrive. 

From those sources we take away the following facts:

· 10%-25% of students who enroll at KIPP do not progress with their class from 5th to 6th grade (either because they leave or are retained). Students also leave following 6th and 7th grades, though far fewer do so.

· Students who leave KIPP score significantly worse than those who stay, scoring roughly equivalent to students at district schools.

· Students who arrive at KIPP score significantly better than average students at district schools, but not as high as students already enrolled at KIPP. (One exception: the KIPP Diamond Academy study looks at 17 students who entered in 6th grade, and finds that they performed better than existing KIPP students on reading but worse on math.)

To assess the impact of student attrition and addition, we estimated the improvement of KIPP students from 5th to 6th grade (where most attrition/addition occurs) assuming varying amounts of (a) student attrition, (b) performance of those who left, and (c) performance of those who arrived.  We found that it would take relatively high estimates of the amount of attrition and difference in quality to account for the KIPP effect, and therefore, we don’t think churn explains the entire impact.
· At low levels of attrition (0-10%), there is no case (i.e., failure rate of those who leave or passing rate of those who enter) that explains the KIPP effect.

· At 20% attrition levels, the KIPP impact is wiped out when we assume that: 1) all of those who leave were failing and all of those who entered were average for the local public district; or 2) entering students are at the new KIPP level and those who leave are 50-70% worse than the public district average.

· At 30% attrition, the KIPP impact is wiped out when we assume that: 1) students who leave are 80% worse than the district and enterers are average relative to the public district; or 2) entering students enter at KIPP students' average performance levels and those who leave are 20-40% worse than the public district average.

· At very high levels of attrition (40-50%), churn is a more likely (though we still think not that likely) cause of the KIPP effect: even at 50% churn, the KIPP effect is only explained away when we assume that: 1) all leaving students were at the public district level, and all entering students were already on par with KIPP students; or 2) all entering students were 25% better than the public district average and all leaving students were 25% worse.

III. Other research

KIPP also provided us with six studies that have significant methodological problems (e.g., they don’t deal with student attrition; they don’t have a reasonable comparison group). All imply effects consistent with the results above.

Cost
KIPP schools receives funds from several sources: (a) per-pupil funding for each student enrolled, (b) state and federal grants mandated to support new schools, (c) support from the KIPP Foundation, and (d) private donations from corporations, foundations, and individuals. We have detailed budget information for the four KIPP schools in New York City and used that data to estimate KIPP’s cost per student.
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Total KIPP NYC expenses $18,885,284 $19,900

 - excluding per-pupil funding $8,424,457 $8,877

 - excluding government grants $6,902,697 $7,274

 - excluding KIPP foundation expenses $4,254,887 $4,484


Teach for America
Evidence of Effectiveness
We reviewed the two experimental/quasi-experimental studies that evaluate TFA teachers' impact on their students' scores on state mandated math and reading exams. We are convinced by the results of the Mathematica study (which found TFA teachers have a small but statistically impact on math scores and no impact on reading scores) because of its breadth (covering schools across the country) and methodological rigor (randomized, controlled design), and we question the results of the Arizona study (which found that TFA teachers negatively impact their students' scores) because its design is open to highly plausible alternative explanations.

A. Mathematica study: compared test scores of 1st-5th grade students randomly assigned amongst TFA and non-TFA classrooms in the same grades and same schools. The study found that students in classes taught by TFA corps members showed greater increases in math standardized test scores percentile rank over the course of instruction year than their peers in classes taught by non-TFA teachers in the same schools.  On the reading exam, students in TFA classes showed the same results.  The study evaluated 100 teachers' classes and was distributed over 6 of TFA’s urban and rural program regions.

B. Arizona State study: compared the performance of students taught by regularly certified and under-certified teachers (including TFA corps members), and found that students of TFA corps members performed commensurate with other under-certified teachers and worse then regularly certified teachers. Unlike the Mathematica study, this study compared levels of performance (as opposed to changes in performance) and did not match teachers on their students’ test scores from previous years, leaving open the possibility that certain teachers received classes that were already performing at levels significantly higher or lower than those received by the teachers with whom they were compared.

Impact of increased donations

TFA’s New York area-Executive Director said that TFA-New York was not planning to increase its number of teachers. She said that the number of teachers needed is a function of the public school system’s needs, and they don’t need more teachers at the moment.

According to TFA’s website, the number of corps members increased from 2100 to 2400 between 2005 and 2006 with plans to increase the number to 4200 by 2010. (According to its 2006 IRS Form 990, TFA had 2900 corps members for 2007.)

Cost
We have two sources for TFA costs: (a) the latest IRS Form 990 available on Guidestar (2004) and (b) the New York City budget sent as part of its application.

A. In 2004, according to its 990, TFA spent $40 million and had approximately 2,000 corps members.

B. In 2007, TFA spent $15 million in New York (including New York’s share of national overhead) and had 1,000 corps members.

Children’s Scholarship Fund

Evidence of Effectiveness
The academic debate on the effectiveness of school vouchers largely focuses on an experiment conducted in New York City.  Students interested in the voucher program applied to a lottery and researchers examined the subsequent standardized test performance of those who received vouchers relative to those who did not. 

The academics studying this issue differ on the results. All agree that there is no evidence for a significant impact of vouchers on test scores for the population as a whole.

· Harvard University researchers found a statistically significant impact on the academic performance of African-American students.

· Princeton University researchers argue that the impact on African-Americans depends heavily on the classification of students from the Dominican Republic and that reclassifying those students’ race erases the statistically significant impact.

· Mathematica researchers initially agreed with the Harvard researchers’ conclusions about impact, but changed their position after considering the Princeton researchers’ arguments, concluding that “one must remain cautious when interpreting the findings for African-Americans.”

While the logic of the voucher model is strong, we are not convinced that vouchers significantly improve the education of the students that receive them.

Other research papers we’ve looked at studying vouchers contain a systematic bias between the treatment and control group – the studies include those who receive vouchers and choose not to attend private schools in the control – and we therefore have not detailed them here. The findings of those studies are consistent with the results above (i.e., no effect on the population as a whole; statistically significant impact on African-Americans).

Cost

CSF spends approximately $30 million to provide scholarships to 25,000 children. Average tuition at a school attended by a CSF scholarship recipient is $3,000. 

The parochial schools which CSF students attend also conduct their own fundraising.  We don’t have expenses for the schools in which CSF students enroll (these schools are religious institutions and are not required to file their financials publicly), but we do for one of our applicants, a parochial school in New York City applied to us for a grant. They have total expenses of $3.5 million and serve approximately 300 students, spending $12,000/student.

