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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Partnership with Children, Inc. (PWC) provided whole class, small group and individual mental health services for nine schools during SY 2005-2006.  The effects of these services were examined for their impact on academic performance in English language arts and math as well as on attendance and on students’ behavior as measured by multiple direct observations.  The efficacy of the program was further evaluated in terms of its effectiveness as perceived by parents, teachers and the students themselves.
The summary table on the following page provides an encapsulated overview of the program’s impact on academic performance for language arts and math in relation to two comparison groups.  The first comparison was a set of schools that reside in the same school district as the PWC sites and that were matched to the extent possible on school demographics, notably on percentage of minority students and on the percentage eligible to receive free or reduced price lunch.  The second comparison group was the average performance for the city as a whole.  This citywide schools comparison group enables the reader to determine the efficacy of the PWC program in relation to an overall standard for New York City public schools.

The first two rows of data in the table present scores for schools PWC serves and for the specific students who received individual and/or small group service from PWC, respectively.  Theoretically, the greatest gains should be demonstrated by children who receive direct services, but there should also be a ripple effect throughout the school.

Two sets of scores are presented in the table below: the percentage who achieve standard, scores of Level 3 or higher, and the percentage that remain far below standard, at Level 1.  Obviously, the goal is to increase the former number and reduce the latter.

The first outcome of the PWC program that is evident in the table is the superior performance of students who received individual and/or small group service.  This group demonstrated a greater gain in the percentage of students achieving standards and a greater decline in the percentage who remain far below standard.  The second general finding is the mixed outcomes with regard to PWC schools as a whole.  PWC schools did slightly better than comparison schools in English language arts but not as good in math. PWC schools did uniformly better than the citywide average, on the other hand.  PWC also did uniformly better than the comparison school group in reducing the percentage of students scoring at Level 1.     

A second outcome was the attendance rate increase from the prior year of .6%, compared to a citywide decline of .2%.  Next, as with prior years, there were large and statistically significant reductions in the extent of inappropriate behavior or increases in appropriate behavior displayed by students.  All but one of the behaviors assessed exhibited significant change.  Finally, a majority of parents, teachers and students rated the program as resulting in improved behavior, self-esteem, and other valued outcomes.
PWC Schools and Students: Comparison of SY 2004-05 and 

SY 2005–06 Assessment Scores for All tested Grades: (in percent)
	ELA Level 3+4

	
	2004-2005
	2005-2006
	SY ’05 –SY ’06    Change

	PWC Schools
	44.0
	42.0
	-2.0 = 4.5% decrease

	PWC Students
	53.3
	53.7
	0.4 = 0.8% increase

	Comparison Schools
	51.3
	48.3
	-3.0 = 5.8% decrease

	Citywide Schools
	55.7
	50.7
	-5.0 = 8.9% decrease


	Math Level 3+4

	
	2004-2005
	2005-2006
	SY ’05 –SY ’06    Change

	PWC Schools
	46.4
	48.0
	1.6 = 3.4% increase

	PWC Students
	42.6
	50.9
	8.3 = 19% increase*

	Comparison Schools
	57.6
	62.6
	5.0 = 8.6% increase

	Citywide Schools
	57.5
	57.0
	     -0.5=  0.9% decrease


*3rd grade scores only, performance level scores for other grades were not available

	ELA Level 1

	
	2004-2005
	2005-2006
	SY ’05 –SY ’06    Change

	PWC Schools
	17.9
	17.5
	-0.4 = 2.2% decrease

	PWC Students
	10.2
	9.8
	-0.4 = 3.9% decrease

	Comparison Schools
	12.7
	13.7
	1.0 = 7.8% increase

	Citywide Schools
	11.6
	11.4
	-0.2 = 1.7% decrease


	Math Level 1

	
	2004-2005
	2005-2006
	SY ’05 –SY ’06    Change

	PWC Schools
	18.8
	20.6
	1.8 = 9.5% increase

	PWC Students
	32.4
	18.9
	13.5 = 41.6% decrease*

	Comparison Schools
	14.8
	14.1
	-0.7 = 4.7% decrease

	Citywide Schools
	18.0
	15.7
	-2.3 = 12.7% decrease


*3rd grade scores only, performance level scores for other grades were not available

The sum of all data indicated that Open Heart- Open Mind is a highly successful program in its ability to impact not only students, but parents and teachers as well.  Consistent with prior years, the program has a substantial positive impact on students’ academic, social, and behavioral performance.
Evaluation of Partnership with Children Open Heart – Open Mind Program

SY 2005-2006

For close to a century now, Partnership with Children, Inc. (formerly Big Sisters, Inc.) has been serving some of New York City’s most at-risk but resilient children.  Its school-based counseling program, OPEN HEART - OPEN MIND, currently operates on the Lower East Side of Manhattan, Fort Greene and Bedford Stuyvesant, Brooklyn, and Long Island City, Queens. OPEN HEART- OPEN MIND is designed to reach children and their families as early as possible in the educational and developmental process and strengthen the positive influences on the child.  It also supplies systemic support to the school community to improve the school climate. The program has won an enthusiastic reception in the schools it serves, with substantial anecdotal data verifying its effectiveness.  To obtain ongoing objective data on the impact of the program, however, Partnership with Children (PWC) supports an annual evaluation of program effects to track students’ progress.   This report focuses on School Year (SY) 2005-2006. Some data, such as select whole-school attendance data, are for the end of SY 2004-2005, the most recent year that these data are available.  In previous reports, school report cards were available prior to the preparation of the PWC evaluation report, and most of the school level achievement data was transcribed from the report cards.  This year, however, the New York State Education Department changed assessment practices and the way that scores are reported.   Scores are reported by grade level because state assessments are now required for all grades 3-8 and the state, not the city, is responsible for test scoring and posting the results to its website. This change of practice caused a substantial delay in obtaining needed data. When the appropriate school level data were not available on the web, the evaluator calculated the relevant data by aggregating across grade levels within a school. 
School Sites and Evaluation Design

The sites where PWC was asked to provide mental health service for SY 2005-2006 were:  PS 140 of Community School District 1 (CSD 1) Region 9; PS 3, 44, 46, 67, and 93 of CSD 13 Region 8; PS 111 of CSD 30 Region 4; and PS 304 and 25 of CSD 16.  Of the three regions, PWC  has been involved the longest, fourteen years, with CSD 1.  PWC entered CSD 13 more than seven years ago when the two entities collaborated to receive funding on the first of two three-year federal grants.   CSD 30 is relatively new to the PWC portfolio; work in this district began during SY 2002-03.  This year, CSD 16 situated in Region 8 received services from PWC.  

As in prior years, the general evaluation design that was used is comparative.  That is, schools receiving PWC services are compared with similar schools that do not receive service from PWC. One major caveat is in order, however. When working in schools that are deemed to be in greatest need within a school district, it is difficult to identify a representative set of comparison schools to interpret comparative outcome data.  Although an effort is made to secure comparable or similar schools to serve as a comparison group, the fact that the school superintendent selects some schools to receive PWC services and does not select other schools in the district, suggests that the selected schools are not entirely comparable to the non-selected schools.  In all 
likelihood selected schools are likely to be deemed by the superintendent as being in greater need either for observable indicators such as low test scores or for more subtle indicators such as poor leadership, inadequate curriculum, poor behavioral control of the student population, etc.  The comparison schools that I selected can be identified from inspection of several statistical tables that appear later in the narrative.  In general, I selected as comparison schools in the same community school district that had at least a 95% minority enrollment and substantial percentages of students who were eligible for the free/reduced price lunch program.  When there were multiple schools within the district whose school number was closest to the number of the school that received PWC services. As an example, P 304 located in CSD 16 participated in the PWC program. The comparison school selected was P 309.  CSD 13 had five schools that received services from PWC and matches to all schools could not be located.  Only four matches were identified. 

METHODS
Schools and Demographics
All schools participating in PWC’s programs have several things in common. They are low-achieving schools enrolling large numbers of poor, minority students. They were also identified for any of several reasons as troubled schools needing additional support. Table 1 below displays a variety of demographic descriptions of the eight schools that are participating in this evaluation report. The data are taken from the SY 2004-2005 Annual School Report.  Note that the data in Table 1 reveal that the lowest percentage of minority youngsters in any of the schools is 90% and that 90% of the students in the majority of schools are eligible for free or reduced price lunch.  No Child Left Behind has resulted in almost 100% fully certified teachers being employed in all of the participating schools.
Table 1
Demographics of Schools Receiving PWC Services: SY 2004-2005
	District
	School
	Grades
	Enrollm*.
	% Minority  (Black  + Hispanic))        H     
	%Free lunch
	% Levels 3+4

(ELA)
	% Tchrs.

certified

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  1
	140
	pk-8
	493
	92.6
	79.9
	42.0
	100

	13
	3
	pk-5
	596
	92.9
	75.4
	61.9
	100

	
	44
	pk-5
	612
	96.8
	92.8
	64.7
	100

	
	46
	pk-5
	455
	96.3
	90.6
	43.7
	97.2

	
	67
	pk-5
	401
	96.1
	92.6
	32.4
	97.1

	
	93
	pk-5
	486
	93.0
	99.1
	56.6
	97.4

	16
	25
	pk-8
	759
	97.0
	94.2
	28.8
	96.6

	
	304
	pk-5
	422
	97.3
	94.2
	36.3
	100

	30
	111
	Pk-5
	384
	92.2
	96.5
	29.8
	100


Data obtained from SY 2005 School Report Card. * Enrollment data as of May 1, 2005

Programs and Services
PWC provides a number of services as part of their Open Heart - Open Mind programming activities.  Several different types of programs and/or services are provided.  First, PWC provides individual counseling to students viewed to be in most dire need. These counseling sessions are designed to build self-esteem, render behavior more socially appropriate, address counterproductive emotional behavior that frequently detracts from learning. When necessary, children are referred to appropriate academic and/or mental health placements.  Counselors work collaboratively with other support personnel in each school. The individual counseling sessions are typically offered on a weekly basis and last for about 40 minutes.

The second type of programming offered by PWC is small group counseling, for students whose needs are deemed somewhat less severe than those of students receiving individual counseling.  The general objectives of the small groups are similar to the individual sessions: develop appropriate social skills, build self-esteem, and community spirit and identity.

In addition to working directly with students, PWC offers support/consultation to teachers in their relationships with students and their parents as well as in developing effective classroom management strategies.  PWC provided Full Classroom modality and Staff Professional Development.  PWC also works with families to increase parental involvement in the schools, advocate for families who might not be able to do so by themselves and provide crisis intervention when needed.  As part of their work with families, PWC  provides parent workshops, home visits and casework services.  Finally, PWC participates in the school governance structure, assisting in school-wide agenda setting, collaborating with other support personnel in the school, and participating in various committees.

According to the PWC data files, 1443 students received some type of service from PWC during the 2005-2006 school year, about 50 fewer than were served the previous school year.

RESULTS
Prior years’ reports began with a validity check to determine that children receiving more intensive services, individual versus small group interventions, for example, were rated by teachers as having more severe behavior issues.  These analyses are not included herein because this relationship was demonstrated in all previous years and there was no need to reproduce what would likely be the same findings once again. However, Table 2 produces a simple tabulation of the number of students who received different levels of services during SY 2005-2006.  Only students who received a single service are tabulated.

Table 2

Frequency of Service Types

Service Type

Frequency
Full class

576

Small group

407

Individual

184

1167 students received a single service.  When this number is subtracted from the total of 1443 students on the PWC data file, the remaining 276 students receive more than a single service.

Section 1: Children Receiving Service and Academic Achievement

For the current evaluation, data regarding type of service students received was available for almost the entire population of students who were served by PWC staff in the eight schools. Information on type of service each received was available for 1503 students who were impacted by PWC services, either individual, small group or full class service.  This time, however, the data are presented separately by gender and race/ethnicity and then, separately by grade level, by the mean achievement level expressed as scale scores 

The breakdown of services and their relationship to academic performance are provided in Tables 3 and 4 below.  Note that the ELA scores are calculated with two sets of data.  In grades 3 and 4, performance levels were used, since that metric constituted the bulk of the data reported on PWC data files.  For the remaining grades, scale scores were used.  For the math data, performance level was used only for the third grade data.  The remaining data was calculated in scale score metric. 

Table 3

ELA Scale Scores by Current Service

(No scale scores available for 3RD and 4TH grades by current service level..  Analyses of the grades by performance level

 3rd Grade ELA Performance Levels by Current Service




	
	Full class
	Small Group
	Individual

	Level 1
	29
	37
	6

	Level 2
	52
	62
	7

	Level 3
	52
	56
	4

	Totals
	133
	155
	17


4th Grade ELA Performance Levels by Current Service




	
	Full class
	Small Group
	Individual

	Level 1
	3
	7
	0

	Level 2
	18
	25
	12

	Level 3
	7
	26
	6    

	Totals
	28
	58
	18


5th Grade ELA Scale Scores by Current Service
	
	Full class

	Small group
	Individual

	Mean (St. Dev.)
	634.6 (40.3)
	646.2 (29.1)
	634.0 (19.1)


	N of students
	52
	61
	5


6th Grade ELA Scale Scores by Current Service
	
	Full class

	Small group
	Individual

	Mean (St. Dev.)
	637.9 (35.6)
	671.1 (24.5)
	574

	N of students
	69
	49
	1


  7th Grade ELA Scale Scores by Current Service

	
	Full class

	Small group
	Individual

	Mean (St. Dev.)
	
	678.9 (27.4)
	577 (24.2)

	N of students
	0
	21
	3



8th Grade ELA Scale Scores by Current Services

	
	Full Class
	Small Group
	Individual

	Mean (St. Dev.)
	
	634.1 (28.4)
	635.5 (26.0)

	N of students
	0
	7
	4


In general, the data demonstrate the impact of PWC services on ELA performance.  Most specifically, students who receive small group interventions tend to perform better than students who only receive full class services.  While it is possible that more capable students are selected for small group services, this possibility is remote. As in prior years, students who receive small group instruction perform better than those who receive individual service; there are too few students by grade level who receive individual service to draw definitive conclusions. Another noteworthy feature is that the majority of services are provided to students in 3rd grade.

Table 4

Math Scale Scores by Current Service

3rd Grade Math Performance Levels by Current Service




	
	Full class
	Small Group
	Individual

	Level 1
	18
	3
	5

	Level 2
	43
	2
	8

	Level 3
	72
	1
	6  

	      Totals
	133
	6
	19


4th Grade Math Scale Scores by Current Service
	
	Full class

	Small group
	Individual

	Mean (St. Dev.)
	638.8 (40.4)
	653.4 (31.0)
	659.3 (27.5)

	N of students
	38
	226
	15


5th Grade Math Scale Scores by Current Service
	
	Full class

	Small group
	Individual

	Mean (St. Dev.)
	646.1 (36.4)

	620.2 (26.3)

	621.4 (38.9)


	N of students
	30
	13
	7


6th Grade Math Scale Scores by Current Service
	
	Full class

	Small group
	Individual

	Mean (St. Dev.)
	

	674
	

	N of students
	0
	1
	0


7th Grade Math Scale Scores by Current Service
	
	Full class

	Small group
	Individual

	Mean (St. Dev.)
	
	662.3 (30.7)
	572.3 (63.7)

	N of students
	0
	4
	3


8th Grade Math Scale Scores by Current Service
	
	Full class

	Small group
	Individual

	Mean (St. Dev.)
	
	628.5 (42.4)
	596.5 (53.5)

	N of students
	0
	8

	4


Math data reveal a somewhat similar picture to ELA outcomes. Students who receive small group and individual services tend to perform better than students who receive full class interventions.  Also note, however, that relatively few students receive small group and individual interventions in 6th grade and higher. 

Tables 5 and 6 below recast the services data in ways that have not been reported on previously, to the best of my recollection. Here I report who gets served by particular interventions. 

Note that in Table 5 it is apparent that girls are served in small groups in a 3:2 ratio to boys; however, boys are served individually in a ratio of 3:2 to girls. 

Table 5

PWC 2006 Percent Current Service by Gender
	Service
	Female
	Male
	N

	Full class

	48.3
	51.7
	576

	Small group
	60.4
	39.6
	407

	Individual
	39.7
	60.3
	184


Table 6

PWC 2006 Percent Current Service by Ethnicity/Race

Service
	
	African American
	Hispanic
	Other
	
N

	Full class
	63.6
	31.7
	3.8
	555

	Small group
	64.9
	24.7
	4.7
	405

	Individual
	63.0
	30.9
	2.8
	181


In contrast to the substantial disparities in service provided relative to gender, there is no disproportionate service provided to children by race/ethnicity.

The initial section of achievement results concentrates on reading and math achievement scores for all schools participating in PWC programming.  Because the scaled scores for the ELA assessment was not consistently available, the analyses are confined to performance levels.  This metric, the percentage of students achieving or surpassing State standards is the most commonly appearing indicator of performance in the published media.  Some students had pass/fail designations recorded for them, and where appropriate, these designations are also tallied, but in a separate table.

The initial analysis of achievement data focused on the percentage of students in each participating school achieving standards in grades 3 through 8. These data include students who participated in the State assessments in Grades 4 and 8 as well as students in grades 3, 5, 6, and 7 who participated in the New York City Department of Education assessments.  Two years of data are presented to provide a historical context to the performance trends.  English Language Arts scores are presented first followed by math.  Prior years’ scores can be obtained in the SY 2004-2005 report.  Overall averages (means) appear immediately below the tabled data.  Table 7 contains the ELA data followed by Table 8 displaying the corresponding math scores.

Table 7

Two Year ELA Results in Percent: Percent Level 3 + 4 in Grades 3-8

Comparison of PWC and Non-PWC Schools for Percent Achieving Standards: ELA

PWC Schools


                          Non-PWC Schools
	District/School
	SY 2004-2005
	SY 2005-2006
	District/School
	SY 2004-2005
	SY 2005-2006

	1/140
	41.4
	28.6
	1/20
	70.2
	63.7

	13/3
	61.7
	52.8
	13/282
	68.2
	65.9

	13/44
	64.5
	60.9
	13/287
	45.6
	37.1

	13/46
	44.0
	46.9
	13/305
	37.7
	38.7

	13/67
	32.4
	30.3
	13/307
	39.0
	38.0

	13/93
	56.4
	53.2
	
	
	

	16/25
	28.4
	19.5
	16/308
	47.9
	46.5

	16/304
	36.0
	29.1
	16/309
	41.6
	40.6

	30/111
	29.8
	37.2
	30/92
	60.3
	56.0

	Mean
	43.8
	39.8
	
	51.3
	48.3


Table 8
Comparison of PWC and Non-PWC Schools for Percent Achieving Standards: Math

PWC Schools

                                      Non-PWC Schools
	District/School


	SY 2004-2005
	SY 2005-2006
	District/School
	SY 2004-2005
	SY 2005-2006

	1/140
	43.1
	36.3
	1/20
	71.5
	78.2

	13/3
	65.5
	56.9
	13/282
	68.7
	77.4

	13/44
	63.2
	72.5
	13/287
	56.9
	58.4

	13/46
	54.6
	58.9
	13/305
	46.9
	57.8

	13/67
	33.3
	31.5
	13/307
	47.8
	53.7

	13/93
	66.7
	70.1
	
	
	

	16/25
	23.3
	25.8
	16/308
	48.0
	48.1

	16/304
	40.2
	36.2
	16/309
	57.0
	59.1

	30/111
	28.0
	44.1
	30/92
	63.7
	68.0

	Mean
	46.4
	48.0
	
	57.6
	62.6


Note that the overall summaries of ELA and math scores indicate that the comparison school declined slightly less and the math scores improved slightly more than the PWC schools.


Tables 9 and 10 below present similar data to the preceding two tables, but this time for Level 1 scores.

Table 9

Comparison of PWC and Non-PWC Schools for Percent Scoring Level 1: ELA         

PWC Schools                                                  Non-PWC Schools       

	District/School
	SY 2004-2005
	SY 2005-2006
	District/School
	SY 2004-2005
	SY 2005-2006

	1/140
	12.4
	15.6
	1/20
	  1.9
	  3.3

	13/3
	  9.9
	12.0
	13/282
	  5.8
	  5.4

	13/44
	  5.4
	  4.4
	13/287
	22.8
	22.7

	13/46
	15.2
	16.3
	13/305
	15.8
	14.2

	13/67
	22.5
	23.2
	13/307
	22.0
	25.0

	13/93
	10.9
	10.2
	
	
	

	16/25
	26.7
	24.6
	16/308
	12.7
	12.6

	16/304
	28.1
	28.5
	16/309
	12.9
	15.2

	30/111
	29.8
	22.7
	30/92
	  7.6
	10.9

	Mean
	17.9
	17.5
	
	12.7
	13.7



Table 10

Comparison of PWC and Non-PWC Schools for Percent Scoring Level 1: Math

PWC Schools
                       Non-PWC Schools
	District/School
	SY 2004-2005
	SY 2005-2006
	District/School
	SY 2004-2005
	SY 2005-2006

	1/140
	17.5
	20.8
	1/20
	  5.3
	  5.2

	13/3
	10.2
	14.5
	13/282
	  8.1
	  8.4

	13/44
	10.1
	  7.5
	13/287
	19.0
	17.8

	13/46
	11.2
	15.7
	13/305
	16.9
	13.0

	13/67
	23.7
	31.5
	13/307
	20.0
	27.9

	13/93
	  6.9
	  7.2
	
	
	

	16/25
	34.2
	27.4
	16/308
	16.9
	17.3

	16/304
	25.7
	33.0
	16/309
	16.5
	13.5

	30/111
	30.1
	27.9
	30/92
	15.8
	10.0

	Mean
	18.8
	20.6
	
	14.8
	14.1


The Tables revealing Level 1 scores are in essence a mirror image of the previous tables indicating the percentage of students achieving standards.  PWC schools witnessed a slight increase in the number of students scoring at Level 1 whereas the comparison schools experienced a slight decline.


Table 11 is essentially a repetition of Tables 7 and 8, but this time data are presented relative to district level performance, which appears as the top line of each set of schools.  

Table 11
Percent of Students Achieving Standards:  Individual PWC Schools in Comparison to Overall District Average


Percent 3+4
Percent 3+4

Percent 3+4
Percent 3+4 




ELA 2005
ELA  2006

Math 2005
Math 2006

District 1

52.5

50.1


54.7


58.1


P140

41.4

28.6


43.1


36.3

District 13

44.7

43.1


45.3


48.2

P 3

61.7

52.8


65.5


56.9

P 44

64.5

60.9


63.2


72.5

P 46

44.0

30.3


54.6


58.9

P 67

32.4

30.3


33.3


31.5

P 93

56.4

53.2


66.7


70.1



Mean

51.8

45.5

Mean
56.7


58.0

District 16

37.8

38.3


40.0


42.6


P 25

28.4

19.5


23.3


25.8


P 304

36.0

29.1


40.2


36.2


Mean 

32.2

24.3

Mean 
31.8


31.0

District 30

60.5

58.6


60.2


64.8

P 111

29.8

37.2


28.0


44.1

Note that PWC schools performed slightly more poorly than the average for most of the districts as a whole.  Again, the PWC schools were selected because they were the most needy schools in the district, and that fact is important in evaluating school performance.

A more detailed breakdown of the academic data appears in Tables 12 and 13, for ELA and math scores, respectively. 


Table 12
Distribution of ELA Performance Levels: By School and Grade Level (in Percent)
District 1

	School
	Grade/N

(N School)*
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	
140
	3/40 (43)
	27.9
	25.0
	44.2
	47.5
	27.9
	27.5

	
	4/7 (41)
	17.1
	0

	61.0
	85.7
	22.0
	14.3

	
	5/37
      (41)
	22.0
	24.3
	34.1
	29.7
	43.9
	45.9

	
	6/2 (51)
	15.7
	50.0
	56.9
	0

	27.5
	50.0

	
	7/9 (81)
	11.1
	22.2
	63.0
	44.4
	25.9
	33.3

	
	8/11 (96)
	10.4
	9.1

	61.5
	54.5
	28.1
	36.4

	Totals
	       (353)
	15.6
	
	55.8
	
	28.6
	


* Grade/N (N School) refers to, respectively, Grade level, Number of students for whom PWC data are based, and Number of students for whom school level data are based.  To illustrate, in 3rd grade PWC worked with 40 of 43 students for whom school reported scores.

District 13



	School
	Grade/N (N School)
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	3

	3/14 (104)
	13.5
	14.3
	36.5
	42.9
	50.0
	42.9

	
	4/28 
   (92)
	12.0
	10.7
	32.6
	35.7
	55.4
	53.6

	
	5/2 (88)
	10.2
	50.0
	36.4
	50.0
	53.4
	0

	Totals
	      (284)
	12.0
	
	35.2
	
	52.8
	


	School
	Grade/N (N School)
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	44
	3/0 (106)
	3.8

	0
	26.4
	0
	69.8
	0

	
	4/28 (98)
	7.1
	14.3
	28.6
	28.6
	64.3
	57.1

	
	5/0 (93)
	2.2
	0
	50.5
	0
	47.4
	0

	Totals
	      (297)
	4.4
	
	34.7
	
	60.9
	


	School
	Grade/N (N School)
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	46
	3/39 (65)
	29.2
	20.5

	38.5
	38.5
	32.3
	41.0

	
	4/11
      (36)
	11.1
	 9.1
	38.9
	27.3
	50.0
	63.6

	
	5/0 (59)
	 5.1
	0

	33.9
	0
	61.1
	0

	Totals
	      (160)
	16.3
	
	36.9
	
	46.9
	


	School
	Grade/N (N School)
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4 PWC

	67
	3/41 (57)
	29.8
	22.0

	40.4
	36.6
	29.8
	41.5

	
	4/21 (44)
	37.3
	33.3
	43.2
	42.9
	29.5
	23.8

	
	5/4 (54)
	13.0 
	0
	55.6
	75.0
	31.5
	25.0

	Totals
	      (155)
	23.2
	
	46.5
	
	30.3
	


	School
	Grade/N (N School)
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4 PWC 

	93
	3/0 (66)
	16.7
	0
	27.3
	0
	56.1
	0

	
	4/7 (81)
	11.1
	0
	49.4
	57.1
	39.5
	42.9

	
	5/0 (69)
	  2.9
	0
	30.4
	0
	66.7

	0

	Totals
	      (216)
	10.2
	
	36.6
	
	53.2
	


District 16

	School
	Grade/N

(N School)*
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	25
	3/14 (102)
	34.3
	35.7
	46.1
	42.9
	19.6
	21.4

	
	4/6 (50)
	36.0
	33.3
	42.0
	66.7
	22.0
	0

	
	5/0 (75)
	26.7
	
	48.0
	
	25.3
	

	
	6/0 (68)
	10.3
	
	70.6
	
	19.1
	

	
	7/0 (81)
	23.5
	
	59.3
	
	17.3
	

	
	8/0 (76)
	15.8
	
	69.7
	
	14.5
	

	Totals
	     (452)
	24.6
	
	56.0
	
	19.5
	


	School
	Grade/N (N School)
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4 

PWC

	304

	3/15 (59)
	45.8
	40.0
	27.1
	20.0
	27.1
	40.0

	
	4/27   (51)
	17.6
	  7.4
	51.0
	66.7
	31.4
	25.9

	
	5/2 (69)
	21.7
	0
	49.3
	100
	28.9

	0

	Totals
	      (179)
	28.5
	
	42.5
	
	29.1
	


District 30

	School
	Grade/N (N School)
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4 PWC

	111
	3/10 (74)
	29.7
	20.0
	39.2
	70.0
	31.1

	10.0

	
	4/10 (45)
	17.8
	0
	48.9
	60.0
	33.3
	40.0

	
	5/10 (88)
	19.3 
	0
	36.4
	80.0
	44.3

	20

	Totals
	        (207)
	22..7
	
	40.1
	
	37.2
	


Table 13
Distribution of Math Performance Levels: By School and Grade Level (in Percent)
District 1 

	School
	Grade/N

(N School)
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	140
	3/39 (42)
	9.5

	10.3
	31.0
	28.2
	59.5
	61.5

	
	4/ 7 (42)
	11.9
	0
	33.3
	14.3
	54.8
	85.8

	
	5/37 (41)
	19.5
	18.9
	29.3
	29.7
	51.2
	50.4

	
	6/1 (55)
	20.0
	0
	045.5
	0
	34.5
	100

	
	7/9 (87)
	24.1
	22.2
	49.4
	33.3
	26.4
	44.4

	
	8/12 (94)
	27.7
	41.7
	51.1
	50.0
	21.2
	8.3

	Totals
	        (361)
	20.8
	
	42.9
	
	36.3
	



District 3 

	School
	Grade/N  (N School)



	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	3
	3/15 (109)
	11.0


	
	22.0
	
	66.9
	

	
	4/29 (100)
	20.0
	
	26.0
	
	54.0
	

	
	5/2 (94)
	12.8
	
	39.4
	
	47.9
	

	Totals
	 (304)
	14.5
	
	28.6
	
	56.9
	


	School
	Grade/N 
(N School)
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	44
	3/0 (110)
	  7.3
	0
	10.9
	0
	81.8
	0

	
	4/0 (101)
	  2.0
	0
	20.8
	0
	87.2
	0

	
	5/0 (94)
	13.8
	0
	29.8
	0
	56.4
	0

	Totals 
	      (305)
	7.5
	
	20.0
	
	72.5
	


	School
	Grade/N (N School)
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	46
	3/38 (82)
	26.8
	13.2
	25.6
	34.2
	47.6
	52.6

	
	4/12 (48)
	  8.3
	8.3
	29.2
	16.7
	62.5
	75.0

	
	5/0 (68)
	  7.4
	0
	22.1
	0
	70.5
	0

	Totals
	      (197)
	15.7
	
	2534
	
	58.9
	


	School
	Grade/N (N School)
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	67
	3/39 (59) 
	23.7
	15.4

	30.5
	33.3
	45.8
	51.3

	
	4/20 (47)
	36.2
	30.0
	42.6
	40.0
	21.2
	30.0

	
	5/4 (56)
	35.7
	75.0
	39.3
	25.0
	25.0
	0

	Totals
	      (162)
	31.5
	
	37.0
	
	31.5
	


	School
	Grade/N
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	93
	3/0 (65)
	  4.6
	0
	16.9
	0
	78.5
	0

	
	4/1 (85)
	11.8

	0
	25.9
	0
	62.4
	100.

	
	5/0 (71)
	  4.2
	0
	23.9
	0
	71.8
	0

	Totals
	(221)
	7.2
	
	22.6
	
	70.1
	


District 16

	School
	Grade/N

(N School)
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	25
	3/

 (102)
	20.6
	
	38.2
	
	41.2
	


	
	4/ (47)
	29.8
	
	40.4
	
	29.8
	

	
	5/ (77)
	29.9
	
	45.5
	
	24.7
	

	
	6/ (67)

  
	29.9
	
	46.3
	
	23.9

	

	
	7/ (79)
	26.6
	
	55.7

	
	17.7
	

	
	8/

 (77)
	31.2
	
	54.5
	
	14.3

	

	Totals
	    (449)
	27.4
	
	46.8
	
	25.8
	


	School
	Grade/N
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	304
	3/15 (62)
	38.7
	40.
	30.6
	26.7
	30.6
	33.3

	
	4/27 (53)
	17.0
	14.8
	24.5
	22.2
	58.5
	63.0

	
	5/2 (70)
	40.0
	100
	35.7
	0
	24.3
	0

	Totals
	      (185)
	33.0
	
	30.8
	
	36.2
	



District 30
	School
	Grade/N
	Percent Level 1 School
	Percent Level 1 PWC
	Percent Level 2 School
	Percent Level 2  PWC
	Percent Level 3+4 School
	Percent Level 3+4  PWC

	111
	3/12 (84)
	34.5
	33.3
	27.4
	50.0
	38.1
	16.7

	
	4/10 (49)
	20.4
	10.0
	22.4
	30.0
	57.2
	60.0

	
	5/10 (89)
	25.8
	30.0
	31.5
	50.0
	42.6
	20.0

	Totals
	        (222)
	27.9
	
	27.9
	
	44.1
	


Table 14 presents a direct comparison between SY 2004-2005 scores and SY 2005-2006 scores for ELA performance.

Table 14

Comparison of SY 2004-05 and 2005-06 ELA Scores: Percent Scoring Level 3+4

	District/School

	SY 2004-2005
	SY 2005-2006

	1/140
	41.4
	28.6

	13/3
	61.7
	52.8

	13/44
	64.5
	60.9

	13/46
	44.0
	46.9

	13/67
	32.4
	30.3

	13/93
	56.4
	53.2

	16/25
	28.4
	19.5

	16/304
	36.0
	29.1

	30/111
	29.8
	37.2





Mean                  43.8



        39.8

Finally, Table 15 presents data for students not having numerical scores, but whose scores were recorded on PWC data files as pass/fail

Table 15
Frequencies of PWC 2006 Students Who Had Scores of Pass/Fail on Assessments 






ELA




Math

Grade Level

Pass

Fail


Pass

Fail

3



  53

22


  46

12

4



  16

  2


  57

  4


5



209

32


161

59

6



    9

  3


    9

  3

7



    8

  6


    0

  0


8



  10

  2


  10

  2


 


Totals

305

67


283

80

Table 15 reveals an 82.0% pass rate on the ELA assessments and a 78% pass rate on the math assessments.

Section 2: Attendance
Attendance data are presented in Table 16.  The analyses reported compare attendance of PWC children for SY 2004-2005 and SY 2005-2006
Table 16

Comparison of 2004-05 and 2005-06 PWC Attendance

Attendance for SY 2004-2005 and 2005-2006:  By School and Total



	

District
	School
	School Attend. SY 2005
	PWC Attend. SY 2005
	N      PWC   SY 2005
	School Attend. SY 2006
	PWC Attend. 2006
	N    PWC  SY 2006

	1
	140
	89.1
	91.9
	147
	91.0
	93.0
	162

	13
	3
	90.5
	91.0
	146
	90.4
	90.5
	156

	
	44
	89.6
	89.7
	117
	89.8
	90.4
	115

	
	46
	90.4
	92.3
	142
	90.6
	92.6
	153

	
	67
	89.8
	91.6
	127
	90.7
	91.6
	159

	
	93
	89.6
	88.7
	109
	89.0
	88.5
	117

	16
	25
	87.2
	N/A
	N/A
	87.4
	88.9
	123

	
	304
	88.3
	N/A
	N/A
	88.9
	88.8
	133

	30
	111
	88.0
	81.0
	  93
	88.7
	86.3
	93

	
Totals
	
	89.2
	89.5
	1192
	89.6
	90.1
	1277

	Citywide
	
	88.59
	
	
	88.44
	
	


Section 3: Behavior

In addition to collecting achievement scores, the evaluation was concerned with changes in students’ and teachers’ ongoing behavior.  In the case of children the concern was whether there were changes in their time on task and in the extent to which they engaged in appropriate, prosocial behavior.  In the case of teachers, the concern was whether teachers learned to establish more positive classroom climate by reinforcing and recognizing students’ accomplishments.  These data are presented in Table 16, with the bottom two behaviors in the table focused on teachers’ instructional behavior and the remaining variables focused on students.


Table 16
Means (St. Dev.) of Pre- and Post Behavioral Frequencies

	Behavior
	Fall, 2005

(N=215)
	Spring, 2006

(N=216)
	Prob.

	In seat
	12.8 (3.9)
	13.5 (3.6)
	<.05

	Out of seat
	  3.1 (3.8)
	2.5 (3.6)
	<.06

	Verb. Interaction

Teacher (positive)
	1.6 (2.0)
	3.3 (4.1)
	< .001

	Verb. Interaction

Teacher (negative)
	1.5 (2.0)
	0.4 (0.8)
	<.001

	Verb. Interaction

Peer (positive)
	1.7 (2.4)
	3.1 (4.1)
	<.001

	Verb. Interaction 

Peer (negative)
	1.8 (1.9)
	0.8 (1.3)
	<.001

	Self-stimulation
	3.8 (2.6)
	2.2 (1.9)
	<.001

	Stimulation toward

Others
	1.7 (2.3)
	0.5 (1.0)
	<.001

	On-task (passive)
	6.1 (3.8)
	7.8 (4.5)
	<.001

	On-task (active)
	4.5 (3.7)
	4.9 (3.9)
	=.21(NS

	Off-task
	5.4 (2.6)
	3.3 (2.1)
	<.001


NS = not significant
The observational pre-post analyses reveal a similar pattern of consistent behavioral improvement across virtually all behaviors assessed.  Only on-task active, which also showed improvement, failed to reach conventional levels of statistical significance.

Section 3: Student, Parent and Teacher
A maximum of 103 students, 81 parents and 87 teachers responded to a rating scale regarding their perceptions of the impact of the PWC program on students.  Below in Tables 17, 18, and 19 appear the quantitative data for the three groups of respondents, teachers, parents, and students, respectively.  For each group, responses were recorded on a 5-point scale, scored as follows: 

1=Not at all; 2=Just a little; 3=A fair amount; 4=A good amount; 5 = A lot

Table 17

          Student Responses to Interview Questions (In Percent)

How much has PWC changed your behavior in school to be more positive? (N=94)

	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	0
	2
	6
	26
	60
	91.5%


Do you do more homework now than in beginning of year? (N=72)

	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	2
	7
	10
	20
	33
	73.6%


Has your attendance improved since the beginning of the school year? (N=56)
	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	4
	7
	9
	13
	23
	64.3%


Do you do better academically now than in the beginning of the school year? (N=93)

	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	1
	3
	18
	23
	48
	76.3%


Do you feel better about yourself?  (N=103)

	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	0
	3
	1
	22
	77
	74.8%


Has PWC helped you like school more now?  (N=101)

	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	1
	2
	11
	16
	71
	86.1%


Table 18

          Parent Responses to Interview Questions (In Percent)

Does your child do more homework now? (N=58)
	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	8
	3
	17
	29
	1
	51.7%


Is your child’s attendance better? (N=25)
	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	3
	3
	3
	6
	10
	64%


Does your child do better academically than at the beginning of the school year? (N=76)

	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	0
	5
	12
	25
	34
	77.6%


Does your child feel better about himself/herself? (N=81)
	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	0
	2
	8
	22
	49
	87.7%


Table 19

          Teacher Responses to Interview Questions (In Percent): 

Comparison of 2004-2005 Responses with 2005-2006 Ratings

Last column headed “4+5” has two data points.  The first is for the current school year, the second for last year.
How has PWC helped improve this student’s behavior in school? (N=78)

	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	4
	9
	17
	26
	22
	61.5%/63.3%


How has PWC helped this student in liking school more? (N=87)
	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	1
	15
	10
	28
	33
	70.1%/61.6%


How has PWC helped this student do his/her homework more now? (N=69)

	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	10
	14
	15
	14
	16
	43.5%/48.0%


How has PWC helped this student improve attendance (N=37)

	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	1
	5
	11
	11
	9
	54.1%/57.1%


How has PWC assisted in improving of this student’s academic functioning? (N=82)

	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	3
	17
	19
	22
	21
	52.4%/52.5%


How has PWC assisted this student in improving his/her self-esteem? (N=85)

	1=Not at all
	2=Just a little
	3=A fair amount
	4=A good amount
	5=A lot
	4+5 (%)

	0
	5
	6
	32
	42
	87.1%/66.7%


Comparison of teacher ratings for the current year and the year immediately before indicate that, overall, they viewed the program somewhat more positively this year.  This is especially true for teacher perceptions of self-esteem enhancement. It was also the case, to a lesser degree with teacher ratings of liking school.


