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FROM: 	 Essie McGuire, Senior Legislative Analyst10)tJ..~ee~ 
Vivian Yao, Legislative Analyst ("'0' 

SUBJECT: 	 Discussion - Coordinated Collection of Data by DHHS and MCPS 

The Health and Human Services (HHS) and Education Committees will discuss the 
coordinated collection of data by the Department ofHealth and Human Services (DHHS) and 
Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS). The following individuals are expected to 
participate in the discussion: 

• Uma Ahluwalia, Director, Department of Health and Human Services 
• Dr. Maria Navarro, Chief Academic Officer, Montgomery County Public Schools 

In several recent discussions on the delivery of County support services for vulnerable 
students and their families, including the most recent discussion of the Building Educated 
Leaders for Life (BELL) initiative, Committee members have raised the need to improve data 
sharing policies and practices between DHHS/County Government and MCPS, particularly in 
the context ofprogram evaluation to measure the effectiveness of services. 

The purpose oftoday's discussion is to inform the Committees' understanding of current 
efforts to measure the effectiveness of services as the Council begins its operating budget 
deliberations. 

As background to this discussion, Council staff highlights below some examples of 
program evaluations that involved collaboration between County Government and MCPS. These 
evaluations vary widely in methodology and level of analysis. However, they illustrate the range 
ofefforts over many years to quantify the effectiveness of specific County-funded programs. 



Name of Methodology of I Key Findings Year © 
Program Evaluation 
Linkages to 
Learning 

Longitudinal, quasi-
experimental, 

Improvements math achievement scores, 
decrease in students' negative behaviors and 

1999 12­
28 

control school emotional stress levels, an increased sense i 

design of family cohesion, and greater consistency 
in parenting practices. I 

George B. 
Thomas 

Quasi-experimental, 
randomly matched 

Higher performance in school attendance, 
reading and mathematics performance, and 

2014 29­
34 

Learning pair design GPA. 
Academy 
Excel Beyond 
the Bell 

Outcome analysis . . 
usmg companson 

Higher mean MP A and daily attendance in 
high-participation groups. 

2016 35­
39 

groups 

In preparation for today's discussion, Council staff asked DHHS and MCPS to provide an 
update of program evaluation and research efforts completed to date; a report of data collection 
efforts underway currently; and a discussion of how to address any remaining gaps in program 
evaluation. 

The presentation materials for today (attached at circles 1-11) identify a model and 
structure for developing data sharing practices and policies going forward. It will be 
important to understand how DHHS and MCPS plan to operationalize this approach with 
specific programs. 

Highlights of the presentation materials include the following: 

• 	 DHHS and MPCS partner in many ways to deliver services that address the 
needs of children and their families. Identified partnerships include: Child Welfare 
Services, Linkages to Learning and School-Based Health Centers, High School 
Wellness Centers, Behavioral Health and Crisis Services, transition age youth 
services, early care and education efforts, school health partnerships, Kennedy and 
Watkins Mill Cluster Project and Neighborhood Opportunity Center initiatives, and 
Positive Youth Development services. 

• 	 The agencies are transitioning to an evaluative approach of evidence-based 
outcomes, particularly showing educational growth with an expansion on data 
gathering, disaggregation, and reporting. 

• 	 The agencies are working through legal and data system challenges to sharing 
data. They will be developing an approach to share data from three different levels: 
Student and Family, Program, and Population/Community. The agencies have agreed 
to test the approach to look at educational outcomes of school-age children involved 
in child welfare and Linkages to Learning, with the goal of gradually expanding the 
model to other shared program areas. 
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Council staff appreciates this framework as a positive starting point for this 
transition. The Committees may want to hear more specifically what the next steps are in 
program evaluation. 

• 	 How will the agencies integrate this approach into program evaluation plans currently in 
place? 

• 	 How will the agencies prioritize what programs to evaluate in the future? Is there an 
identified timeframe for completion of the initial efforts outlined in the presentation? 

• 	 How will the agencies identify capacity in either DHHS, MCPS, or another entity to 
support or conduct the identified program evaluations? 

• 	 What is the expected end result of the evaluation process? How can the agencies ensure 
that the results are reliable and demonstrate outcomes that can be used in decision 
making? 

f:\mcguire\2016\hhsed coordinated data collection 030316 i.doc 
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PARTNERSHIPS 
Current and Future State Discussion on Data Sharing 

Montgomery County Department of Health and Human Services 
Montgomery County Public Schools 

A Presentation to Montgomery County Council 
Vma S. Ahluwalia, Director I DHHS 

Dr. Maria V. Navarro IMCPS 

Thursday IMarch 3, 2016 

A Shared History of Partnership 
• 	 Montgomery County Health and Human Services 

(HHS) and Montgomery County Public Schools 
(MCPS) have a rich history of partnerships designed 
to improve the social, emotional, and educational 
outcomes of families and children for whom services 
are designed 

• 	 Long Standing Partnerships 

• Child Welfare 
• Linkages to Learning 

:,"' Department of Health and Human Services 
, .,,' MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBUC SCHOOLS Roclwlile. Maryland 	 -_......,. 
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• Pertinent information regarding any 
Child abuse and neglect 
investigation will be shared as 
appropriate to ensure safety of 
children 

• Partnerships around transportation 
for homeless youth 

• Endless Dreams Training and data 
sharing around Early Warning 

Impacting Ule fUture ofachild Indicators for at risk youth including 
foster youth 

• Best Interest Collaboration Meetings 

Depaltment of Health and Human Services 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

·W Department of Health and Human Services 
~,..,,~ 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS'.' 
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OTHER PARTNERSHIPS 


• 	 Behavioral Health - Use of Crisis Center for homicidal, 
suicidal students and kids in crisis - connectivity with child 
and adolescent mental health, our domestic violence 
programming and with Collaboration Council 

• 	Transition Age Youth - Mental Health, DD, Foster Care, 
Homeless, Substance Abusing and Dually diagnosed, 
Pregnant Teens, Disconnected Youth 

Departmentof Health and Human Services 

PUBLIC 

Other Partnerships (continued) 

• Early Care and Education: 
• Children entering kindergarten ready to learn 

• Early Childhood Council 
• Child Care in Public Space 
• Infants and Toddlers 

• Head Start 
• Child Care Subsidies 

fi.&. . 
W 
·",f Department of Health and Human Services 

MONTGOMERY COLJNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS Rockville, Maryland 
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School Health Partnerships 
• International Admissions and Immunization ­

forefront because of the Children Fleeing Violence 
impact on our community 

• 	School Health Services over 300 staff in Schools 

• 	Public health disease surveillance 
• School Based Health Centers and High School 

Wellness centers 

'J&'y' 
h,,· Department of Health and Human Services 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS Rockville, 

Newer Initiatives over the Last Five Years 
• 	Kennedy Cluster with Neighborhood Opportunity 

Network tied to it - expansion to Watkins Mill ­
focused on addressing kids and families experiencing 
challenges at school; wrap around service referrals, 
improving family functioning, summer meals, school 
breakfast, after school time activities; healthy foods 
market, etc. 

• Positive Youth Development - Street Outreach 
Network, Youth Opportunity Centers, HSWC, etc 

Department ofHealth and Human Services 

(,"'~ MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS Rockville. Maryland 
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A New Context 
• Earlier partnerships focused on the who / what / and 

when 
• How many families and children 

• What services 
• When were the services provided 

• A transition to an evaluative approach of evidence 
based outcomes, particularly those showing 
educational growth, with an expansion on data 
gathering, disaggregation, and reporting 

Department of Health and Human Servi= 

Examples of our Shared Transition 


Department ofHealth and Human Services 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBUC 

•.','",,'" 
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Linkages to Learning 


Then 
• Focused on engagement 

and social emotional 
learning attributes of 
students 

• Analysis of number of 
students impacted and 
comparison not 
participating in the 
program

i'\ Department of Health and Human Services 

Now 

• Analysis on 
improvement in 
measures ofwell-being 
over time, including 
attendance, behavior, 
and achievement, as 
well as family strength 
and resiliency 

it 


Excel Beyond The Bell 

Then 

• Presentation of 
Results for One Year 

• Examined Program 
Attendance and 
Achievement Data 

Department of Health and Human Services 

Now 
• Will focus on FY'16 8th grade 

students in the program and 
determine prior participation 
during middle school years 

• Analysis will focus on those 
who participated throughout 
middle school (grades 6, 7, 
andS) 

• Examination of Program 
Attendance and Achievement 
Data 
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Then 
• Good example of 

tracking number of 
students impacted and 
the services provided 

"!" Department of Health and Human Services 

Kennedy Cluster and Watkins Mill Cluster 


Now 
• Looking at achievement 

data of individual 
students to determine 
the academic effect of 
the social services 
provided 

George B. Thomas 

Then 

• Also known as "Saturday 
School" 

• Out-of-School Time 
(OST) program 
designed to provide 
some services students 
need to overcome 
barriers to their 
academic achievement 

,'" Department of Health and Human Services 

Now 

• 	MCPS is currently 
reviewing the program 

• An eye to transition I 
rethink I restructure 
this program 

• Increasing the number 
of programs that 
support acceleration 
and enrichment of 
students 
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MCPS Program Evaluation Approval 
Process Changes 

~ Mel'S ~ In response to the changing landscape, MCPS 
~ reviewed and enhanced its Program Evaluation 

Approval Process in FY'lS 

~MCPS ~ Provides more time for stakeholders to review 
~ program evaluation requests 

~ MCPS ~ Added a cycle of periodic updates to key stakeholders 
~ to receive updates on the approved Action Plan 

Department of Health and Human Services 

I 

New Initiatives 
• New Initiatives 

• Early Warning Indicators 

• Childhood Obesity Healthy Montgomery 

• Social! emotional learning 

• Office of community engagement 
• Closing the achievement gap - disparate learning 

outcomes by race and ethnicity 

• Development of the Children's Opportunity Fund 

• We are actively seeking grants to enhance existing 
programs 

•l!r 
'~,j ­

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 
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Emerging Theme - the need for 
more and timely data 

• Montgomery County and MCPS each store and track a 
rich set of data that, while focused on the same set of 
customers, is different depending on the particular 
purpose 

• While there is agreement on the need to share the data 
amongst the various programs, a variety of challenges 
exist: 
• Legal 
• Data system requirements 

ii" 
',.,.,. Department of Health and Human Services 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBliC SCHOOLS 

Data Issues 
• Bumping HIPAA with FERPA ­ what are the data use 

agreements; how do we refine the MOU we executed 
for Kennedy Cluster Initiative to share and jointly 
manage with data 

• FARMS/SNAP and Holiday Giving - can we bump data 
to help families in need 

• School health records - ownership by MCPS but access 
by our staff - how to get to data sharing 

• Predictive Analytics - can we get there for these 
multiple populations? 

Department of Health and Human Services 

"""s IIIONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS Rockville, Maryland 
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Framework For Data Sharing 
(aka liThe SandBox") 

• 	Student and Family Specific tier - the most difficult 
and must be done through a very structured consent 
process 

• Program Tier -	 program level data is more aggregate 
and depending on the size of the program could make 
data sharing less identifiable and more feasible 

• 	Population/Community Tier - Easiest to share data at 
the aggregate level 

ii',
•...• Department of Health and Human SelVice. 

Agreement to Test in Two Areas: 
• Considerable work undeIWaywith help of Casey Family 

Programs, ABA Center for Children and the Law, Maryland 
State Department Of Human Resources, MCPS and 
MCDHHS - to look at the educational outcomes of 
school age children involved in child welfare 

• Test data sharing in one non custody program namely 
Linkages to Learning 

• With these learnings develop an MOU and a sandbox 
approach to share data for all three tiers for start of the new 
school year and then gradually expand the model to other 
shared program areas 
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Uma S. Ahluwalia 
Director, 

Montgomery County Department of Health and Human Services 
Rocl<ville, Maryland 

0·240·m·u66 
e. lima AblltwaJja@mQnt~mecyrotIntymd gay 

Dr. MariaV. Navarro 
Chie:fAc4demic Officer 


Montgomery County Public Schools 

Rockville, Maryland 

O. 301179 3"'7 



Final Report on the Linkages to Learning 

Program and Evaluation at Broad Acres Elementary School 


December 2, 1999 

University ofMaryland, College Park 

Nathan Fox, Principal Investigator 

Peter Leone, Co-Principal Investigator 

Ken Rubin, Co-Principal Investigator 

Jennifer Oppenheim, Project Director 


Michelle Miller, Research Coordinator 

Karen Friedman, Data Analyst 


This project was funded by a U.S. Department ofEducation grant (Award #H237F0014). The authors of 
this report gratefully acknowledge the support and assistance of the following people: the staff of the 
Linkages to Learning program at Broad Acres Elementary School; the staff at the experimental and control 
schools, particularly the principals; the Linkages Resource Team; the Linkages partner agencies, including 
Montgomery County Department ofHealth and Human Services, MCPS, CPC Health, Inc., and the Amigo 
Program; Kim Nguyen; Ruth Friedman; Judy Card; the research assistants; Sheri Meisel; John & Margot 
Richters; and the staff of the MCPS Department ofEducational Accountability. A special thanks to the 
parents, children and teachers at both schools for the time they spent helping us understand their needs and 
the impact ofLinkages to Learning. 
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Results! Discussion 

Child Outcomes 
A series of repeated measures analyses of variance were completed on data 

collected from three different sources: primary caregivers, teachers, and children. 
Analyses compared longitudinal changes in child behaviors at the experimental and 
control schools from baseline 1996 to August 1999. Scores were obtained from parents 
on the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL, Achenbach, 1991), teachers on the Teacher­
Child Rating Scale (T-CRS, Hightower, et aI., 1986), and from the children themselves 
on the Levonn Scale of Children's Emotional Distress (Richters, Martinez, & Valla, 
1990). Analyses compared differences in the average scores between children in the two 
schools, and differences among children in the experimental school who did or did not 
receive services through the Linkages to Learning program. 

Each of the following sections begins with a concise summary of the major 
findings. This is followed by a more detailed explanation of the data analyses. In 
addition, graphs are included to clarifY the results pictorially. 

A. Emotional and Behavioral Outcomes: Parent Report 

Findings: 
Parents in the school with the Linkages to Learning program reported a significant. 

decrease ofchildren's negative behaviors over three years. Decreases were reported on 
both the externalizing and internalizing subscales. At baseline, children in the 
experimental school exhibited more negative behaviors than children in the control 
school. However, by the end ofthe third year ofthe Linkages to Learning program, 
children at the experimental school hadfewer negative behaviors than those at the 
control school. This suggests that Linkages may have had a positive, school-wide impact 
on the prevalence ofparent-reported behavior problems. 

The CBCL assessed parent perceptions of children's emotional and behavioral 
difficulties. The overall ANDV A results and simple effects at baseline and again at the 
end of the third year indicated no significant differences between the two schools on 
either of the two major subscales: externalizing and internalizing problem behaviors. 
There was an overall decrease in the mean problem behaviors on both subscales over 
time and this main effect was significant. In addition, there were similar significant Time 
x School interactions for both the externalizing (F(2,66) = 13.43, p. < .001) and 
internalizing (F(l,67):= 6.38, p < .014) subscales. Figures 7 and 8 graphically illustrate 
these interactions. As can be noted for both internalizing and externalizing behaviors, 
there was a sharp reduction in problem behaviors among children at the experimental 
school. While there was some reduction in behavior problems reported by parents at the 
control school, this change was considerably smaller. 
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Figure 7. Parent Reported Child Externalizing Behaviors by School 
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Figure 8. Parent Reported Child Internalizing Behaviors by School 
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Post hoc comparisons explained this interaction further. Longitudinally, children 
from the control school showed no significant change on either the externalizing scale 
(t(36) = .22, p. .823) or the internalizing scale (t(36) .14, p. = .893). In contrast, the 
scores for the children from the experimental school showed a significant decrease in 
both types of problem behaviors (externalizing, t(31) == 4.45, p. < .001; and internalizing, 
t(31) 3.78, p. < .001). 

The fact that children at the experimental school started out with more problem 
behaviors than those at the control school indicates that these findings should be 
interpreted with some degree ofcaution. Some improvement in students' behaviors may 
be associated with a regression to the mean statistical artifact. On the other hand, there is 
some evidence to suggest that children showing severe problem behaviors in early 
primary school years tend to regress further by grade level. This trend is not evidenced 
among children at the experimental school. It is hypothesized that the presence ofthe 
Linkages to Learning program at that school may be a factor serving to mitigate against 
such an increase in behavior problems over time. 

Differences in CBCL Scores by Services 

. .. 'Findings: 
.. 

The second way that changes in the CBCL were examined was to evaluate 
differences between children in three groups: children at the control school, children at 
the experimental school who had received direct services through the Linkages to 
Learning program, and children at the experimental school who had not received 
services. Over time, there were significant differences between the three groups on both 
the externalizing and internalizing subscales. Children who had the highest scores on 
the CBCL were those who were receiving Linkages services. This suggests that the. 
children who. needed services most were the ones who received them. 

The reported externalizing problem scores for children receiving services were, 
on average, more than 2 points higher than those of children not receiving services in the 
same school, and 4 points higher than scores of children in the control school. While the 
baseline differences were not as dramatic for the internalizing subscale, the differences 
were in the same direction. 

By the end ofthe study, parent-reported problems for children receiving services 
had dropped to the level of children at the control schooL The most apparent drop was 
on the externalizing subscale, where the average 4-point difference had disappeared. It 
appears that the program had a positive effect, at least in terms ofparents' perceptions of 
their children's emotional and behavioral problems. 

In addition, an interesting result was shown for children in the experimental 
school who were not receiving services. Similar to the children who were receiving 

26 




services, this group also showed a dramatic decline in parent-reported problem behaviors 
on both subscales. In fact, the decline for this group was even greater than for those 
receiving services, particularly on the internalizing subscale. This finding suggests that 
the Linkages to Learning program may be having a general effect on the emotional 
climate of the school. Even parents ofthose children not directly receiving services were 
reporting significant improvements in the behaviors of their children. It is possible that 
these children, whose behavioral problems were likely to be less severe and entrenched 
than those of children receiving services, were more likely to make behavioral gains with 
even a minimal level of intervention (e.g., program presence in the school, program 
impact on teacher or parent attitudes, etc.) Figures 9 and 10 illustrate the changes in 
CBCL scores for children in the three groups from baseline to 1999. 

Figure 9. Parent Reported Child Externalizing Behaviors for Three Groups 
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Figure 10. Parent Reported Child Internalizing Behaviors for Three Groups 
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B. Emotional and Behavioral Outcomes: Teacher Report 
Data on children's behavior in the classroom were collected from teachers using 

the Teacher-Child Rating Scale (T-CRS). Teachers completed checklists each year to 
document the behavioral strengths and weaknesses they observed among their students. 
The T·CRS groups items into positive and negative behaviors. Negative behaviors 
include things like being disruptive in class, poor motivation, and defiant behavior. 
Examples of positive behaviors include coping well with failure, being sensitive to other 
children's feelings, and tolerating frustration well. 

Negative Behaviors 

Findings: " 
The trend in children's negative behaviors over time as reported by classroom .. 

teachers indicated apositive effect/or the Linkages to Learning program. While children 
at the control school showed an increase in negative behaviors as they got older, the .'. 
children at the experimental school did not show a similar trend 

Analysis of teacher ratings on the T ·CRS indicated a positive effect for the 
Linkages to Learning program, although the interaction for school over time was not 
statistically significant (F(l,93) = 3.58, p. .062). Scores for children at the control 
school increased almost a full point on the negative subscale, while scores for children at 
the experimental school remained virtually unchanged over three years. At baseline, 
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teachers at the experimental school reported children as having significantly more 
negative behaviors (t(98) = 3.85, p. < .001) and significantly fewer positive behaviors 
(t(98) = -2.10, p. = .038) than teachers at the control school. At the end of the third year, 
however, the schools were no longer statistically significantly different from each other 
on the negative subscale (t(111) 1.62, p. = .108). That is, children at the control school 
demonstrated an increase in negative behaviors as they got older, while children at the 
experimental school did not show a similar trend, even though they had more risk factors. 
Figure 11 provides a graphical depiction of this finding. 

Figure 11. Teacher Reported Child Negative Behaviors by School 
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As Figure 11 illustrates, children in the control school went up almost a full point 
on the negative subscale over the course of the study. One possible explanation is that as 
children get into the higher elementary grades, the classroom becomes a more structured 
environment. Negative, acting-out behaviors become more apparent, particularly among 
children at-risk for academic and behavioral problems. It is also possible that as children 
get older, teachers' expectations for conforming behaviors get higher. When children fall 
behind in the academic domain, they may be more likely to respond by acting-out. Such 
behaviors can be attempts to distract from their academic difficulties, or may be 
expressions of frustration, anger or poor self-image. 

Since children in the experimental school represent an equally, if not more, high­
risk population than children in the control school, it was reasonable to expect a similar 
increase in teacher-reported negative behaviors as these children got older. In fact, at 
baseline, teachers at the experimental school reported children as having significantly 
more negative behaviors and significantly fewer positive behaviors children at the control 
school. However, at the end ofthe third year, the schools were no longer statistically 
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different from each other on the negative subscale. While children at the control school 
showed an increase in negative behaviors as they got older, the children at the 
experimental school did not show a similar pattern. This was true both for children in the 
experimental school receiving Linkages to Learning services, and those not receiving 
services. It is possible to speculate that the Linkages to Learning program was one 
important factor in preventing this increase in negative behaviors over time. 

Positive Behaviors 

Findings: 
No significant differences were found among the three groups in terms ofchange 

in positive behaviors. 

B. Emotional Outcomes: Child Report 

F ' d' •. ~ m mgs: .. ... ... 
As expected, children in the experimental school reported significantly higher .. 

emotionaldistresslevels at baseline than children in the control school .. Three years 
later, however, distress scoresfor children in the experimental school were lower than 
those ofchildren in the control school. . . 

... 

Just as parents and teachers reported on children's behavioral functioning at home 
and in the classroom, children reported on their own perceptions and experiences of 
emotional well-being, The Levonn Scale was used to assess a child's perception ofhislher 
own level of emotional distress. For this measure, children reported on the extent to 
which they experienced symptoms of anxiety, depression, distractibility, and poor self­
esteem. 

Analyses by ANOV A indicated a significant School x Time interaction (F(2,116) 
6.80, p. = .0 I 0). At baseline, the two schools were significantly different (t(l 16) 

2.56, p. = .012) from each other, with children at the control school reporting 
significantly lower distress levels. The levels ofdistress among children at the 
experimental school remained stable over the three year period. However, the scores for 
the children the control school increased significantly (t(43) 3.41, p. = .001) and 
surpassed scores for children at the experimental school. Figure 12 illustrates this finding. 
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F' ure 12. Child Emotional Distress b School 

5 

4 

3 

2 

n=118 

-+- Experimental -M- Control 

I ... .,;>f. 
• _f����'- • 

fllll'fIIII'ff/A 
• filii' 

fIIII'fIIII' 

~-

1996 1999 

At this point, we can only speculate about the reasons for an increase in distress 
symptoms among children at the control school. It is possible, for instance, that as 
children get older and have greater self-awareness, they are more able and more likely to 
report on their internal experiences of sadness, anxiety or low self-concept. It is also 
possible that as children get older and parents, teachers, and even peers place greater 
expectations upon them, they are more likely to experience stress. Common stresses 
experienced by school aged-children include those related to academic success, social 
acceptability, and family factors such as divorce. Again however, what is most notable 
here is that while we would speculate that children at both schools would be similarly 
vulnerable to the effects of such stresses, only those at the control school show increases 
in distress levels overtime. This finding suggests that the presence of the Linkages to 
Learning program at the experimental school may be serving as a protective factor 
against such increases in emotional distress. 

C. Academic Outcomes 

Findings: 
Results from the math subscale ofthe academic achievement screener indicated 

some positive effects ofeducational services provided to children through the. Linkagesto 
Learningprogram. Children at both schools had significantly higher math achievement 
scores at the end ofthe three-year study than at baseline. However, children receiving 
educational services through the Linkages toLearning program improved significantly 
more than those at the experimental school who did notreceiveservice$. ". 

" ' .. , 
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To detennine if the Linkages to Learning program had an impact on academic 
achievement, children were assessed with the Woodcock-McGrew-Werder Mini-Battery 
of Achievement (1994). Data were collected by trained research assistants, nonned to 
standardized scores by age, and analyzed by repeated measures analyses ofvariance. 
Results from the math subscale indicated some positive effects ofdirect educational 
services to children. Children at both the experimental and control schools had 
significantly higher math achievement scores at the end ofthe three-year study. 
However, when children at the experimental school were divided into two groups, those 
receiving direct educational services and those not receiving services, the group receiving 
services improved significantly more. The two groups at the experimental school were 
different at baseline (t(71) == .32, p. = 001), but by the end of the study those receiving 
services had made considerably greater gains, and the difference between the groups was 
no longer significant (t(73) == 1.05, p. == .297). These changes are depicted graphically in 
Figure 13. 

Figure 13. Math Achievement by 3 Groups 

-+- Exp-No Serv ...... Exp-Serv ... Control 

120 

- ...•••••••110 *_••• ­ ...:,100 
~ .........-

.J. 


'-6a ...............

90 " 
80 i 

I1996 1999 

n=117 

As Figure 13 illustrates, the perfonnances of children within the two groups at the 
experimental school were different. While the children not receiving direct educational 
services started out with higher math achievement scores, by the end of the study the 
children receiving services had made such gains that they were now approaching the 
achievement scores of their peers in the no-service group. Again, as in earlier examples, 
children in the service group had the lowest achievement levels of all children. This 
indicates that the children who received help were in fact those with the greatest need. 
By the end of the study, children who received services scored closer to their same­
school peers than they did at baseline. Thus, when children at the experimental school 
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not receiving services were viewed as a control group, the Linkages intervention seemed 
to have a positive effect on this aspect of academic functioning. That is, the children 
receiving services showed significantly greater improvements than their no-service peers. 
In fact, their gains more closely mirrored those of the children in the control school. 

This positive impact of the Linkages to Learning program on math achievement 
was not found for either the reading subscale or the writing subscale ofthe achievement 
measure. One important considemtion is the fact that a significant number of the children 
at the experimental school had limited English proficiency, which could have confounded 
reading and writing scores. Math scores, because they are less language-dependent, may 
be less influenced by this factor. 

Parent Outcomes 

A. Depression 

F~fu~: . • . 
Since Linkagesto Learning services were available to parents at the experimentaJ· 

school, it was anticipated that parents would show. improvement in some areas of . . 
emotional functioning andparenting skills. While .levels ofdepre~sion did not differ 
significantly between the two schools, the trends were interesting. Parentsatthe school . 
with the Linkages to Learning program reported being less depressed over time, while 
those at the control school remained unchanged. 

.. 

Data were collected from children's primary caregivers to assess their level of 
emotional functioning (BriefSymptom Inventory, BSI, Derogatis & Melisaratos, 1983). 
On this inventory, parents indicated on a 5-point Likert scale whether they had 
experienced a number of physical and emotional "symptoms" during the past 7 days. Of 
particular interest to this study was the subscale which assessed depression, since a high 
correlation between maternal depression and child behavior problems has been 
demonstrated in previous research. At baseline, parents at the experimental school 
reported slightly higher depression ratings than parents at the control school. By the end 
ofthe study, while depression scores of the control school parents had not changed, there 
was a decrease in comparable scores for parents of children in the experimental school. 
Figure 14 presents these findings graphically. 
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Figure 14. Primary Caregiver Level of Depression by School 
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B. Family Cohesion 

Findings: 
A significant positive changefor parents in the experimental school was evident 

in the amount offamily cohesion reported bythe primary caregiver . .Parents at the 
experimental school reported a significant increase in family cohesion over time that was 
not evident among parents at the control school. 

The cohesion sub scale of the Family Environment Scale (FES, Moos & Moos, 
1981) was used to assess this area of family functioning. This subscale was ofparticular 
interest because it correlated significantly with children's CBCL scores. Analyses 
indicated that there were significant differences between the two schools and over time. 
That is, the two schools were significantly different at baseline, with parents at the 
experimental school reporting less family cohesion. By the end of the study, cohesion 
scores were no longer significantly different for parents at the two schools. Here again, it 
is possible that activities offered through the Linkages to Learning program (such as 
activities aimed at reducing social stressors, and improving emotional health, parenting 
and family functioning) may have resulted in some positive impact on families at the 
experimental school. Figure 15 illustrates these findings. 

34 




Figure 15. Family Cohesion by School 
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C. Consistency in Parenting Practices 

Findings: ... . .. . . ... 
Severalaspectso!parentingstyle were assessed. Findings related to.consistenry 

inparenting were particularly encouraging. Parents receiving services through the 
Linkages to Learning program demonstrated greater gains in consistency than parentsal . 
the experimental school who did not receive services, andparents at the control school. 

Subscales of the Parenting Dimensions Inventory (PDI, Slater & Power, 1987), a 
multidimensional assessment ofparenting. were used to measure differences between the 
schools and over time on various aspects of parenting. When measuring consistency in 
following through on discipline, differences were found among all groups, although these 
were not statistically significant. The trends, however. were very encouraging. While 
parents at the control school showed slight increases in consistency over time, parents at 
the experimental school who did not receive Linkages services reported decreases in 
consistency. Parents at the experimental school who received Linkages services made the 
greatest gains. This finding, which is shown in Figure 16, suggests a positive effect of 
program services on this aspect ofparenting practices. 
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Figure 16. Consistency in Childrearing Practices by Three Groups 
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D. Use of Physical Punishment 

Findings: 
Use ofphysical punishment was another area ofparenting that was assessed. 

While parents in all three groups increased reliance on physical punishment as their· 
children got older, parents at the control school andparents who were receiving 
Linkages to Learning services increased only slightly. However, parents at the 
experimental school who were not receiving services increased significantly in their use 
ofphysical punishment. . 

There was a significant difference between the two schools at baseline (t(64) = 
3.2, p. = .002) and also at the end of the study (t(67) 3.32, p. .001). At both points in 
time, parents at the experimental school reported greater use ofphysical punishment. 
When comparing parents at the experimental school who did not receive services, parents 
receiving Linkages services, and parents at the control school, there was a significant 
Group x Time interaction (F(2,63) 6.10, p. = .004). There were also significant 
differences found between the three groups (F(2,63) 12.00, p. < .001) and over time 
(F(2. 63) = 11.94, p. = .001). That is, the three groups were significantly different from 
each other at baseline and were still significantly different at the end of the study. 

While all three groups increased in their use of physical punishment, parents at 
the control school and parents who were receiving Linkages to Learning services 
increased only slightly. However, parents at the experimental school who were not 
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receiving services increased significantly in their use of physical punishment. Findings 
suggest that providing parenting support and education to families with high risk factors 
may lead to the development and use ofdiscipline strategies other than physical 
punishment. When these services were not used by parents within this high-risk 
population, use ofphysical punishment increased significantly more. Differences in use 
ofphysical punishment among the groups, and changes overtime, are depicted in Figure 
17. 

Figure 17. Use of Physical Punishment by Primary Caregiver by Three Groups 

...... Exp-No Serv ...... Exp-Serv ... Control 

2.5.-----------------------~----------~----------. 

2+------------------------+----~~~------------~ 

1.5+--------------------=~~------------------~ 

1 +-----------~~--~-----+----------------------~ 

O.5+---------~~....~~~~~------~~--------~••O+-----------~-----------+----------------------~ 
1996 1999 

n=67 

E. Consensus 

Findings: . 
While not all children in the study were from two-parent families, additional data 

assessing the quality ofthe relationship between parents in couples were collected from 
primary caregivers with partners. Findings indicate that ratings ofconsensus among 
partners at the experimental school increased more than, and even surpassed, scores 
among couples at the control school. 

At baseline, partners at the experimental school had significantly lower consensus 
scores than partners at the control school (t(19) == 12.63, p. < 001) on the consensus 
subscale of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976). Parents at both schools 
showed a significant increase in their consensus scores. However, at the end of the study 
consensus among partners at the experimental school had increased more and even 
surpassed the consensus scores for parents at the control school. There was no longer a 
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significant difference in parental agreement scores between the schools after three years. 
Figure 18 depicts this outcome. 

Figure 18. Consensus Between Partners by School 
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Teacher Outcomes 

Findings: 
There were no significant differences between teachers at the two schools in 

terms of job satisfaction. . . 
... . .. 

To determine whether there were significant differences in teachers' perceptions 
of their job satisfaction between the two schools, data were collected on the Maslach 
Burnout Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). It was hypothesized that teachers at the 
experimental school would report higher levels of emotional exhaustion, more student 
depersonalization, and lower feelings ofpersonal accomplishment due to the significant 
population of students with multiple and severe psychosocial stressors (e.g., poverty, 
abuse) at that school. However, a series of independent t-tests and analyses of variance 
did not support these hypotheses. No significant differences were found between 
teachers at the two schools at baseline or at the end of the study on any of the three 
Maslach subscales. There were also no differences over time or significant interactions. 

Findings from the study of the Linkages to Learning program at Broad Acres 
Elementary School are quite encouraging. Data from mUltiple sources, assessing 
functioning across several domains (e.g. behavioral, emotional and academic), indicate 
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positive outcomes for children and families. In some areas, functioning of children and 
parents at Broad Acres improved over time, while functioning of children and families at 
the control school did not. For example, parents reported significantly decreased 
behavioral problems among their children at Broad Acres, while parent-reported 
problems at the control school remained stable over time. Similarly, parents at Broad 
Acres reported slightly lower ratings of depressive symptoms, and higher rates of family 
cohesion over the course of three years, while control school parents reported virtually no 
change. 

Furthermore, while teacher-reported negative behaviors and children's self­
reported emotional distress symptoms increased at the control school, functioning of 
children at Broad Acres remained stable in these areas. While it is not entirely clear why 
these problems increased among the control sample, it is reasonable to expect to see 
similar trends among children in both populations. This suggests that the presence of the 
Linkages to Learning program at Broad Acres may have been serving to prevent such 
behavioral and emotional problems from increasing. 

Even more compelling are the findings that demonstrate particularly positive 
gains among children and families at Broad Acres who received direct services through 
the Linkages to Learning program. Children who received educational support from the 
Linkages program made the greatest improvements in math achievement ofall groups of 
children, for example. Parents participating in the program also made the greatest gains 
in terms ofconsistency in parenting practices. 

Future research on children and families like those at Broad Acres is needed to 
assess the sustainability ofthese outcomes. In particular, we need to understand whether 
or not children maintain positive gains as they move into middle and high school, and 
whether such changes make a difference in these children becoming self-sufficient, well­
adjusted and productive members of society. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The racial/ethnic gap in academic achievement is a long-standing 

concern in education. Some of the root causes of the gap are better 

understood by examining the issues and challenges that confront 

African American and Hispanic students from low-income families, 

many of whom also live in households where English is a second 

language. In these situations, solutions to closing the achievement gap 

must include access to a broader range of services than are available 

through a school system. Out-of-school time (OST) programs have the 

potential to provide some of the services that students need to 

overcome barriers to achieving their academic potential. This 

evaluation describes the results of one OST program, The George B. 

Thomas, Sr. Learning Academy Saturday School program. 

The George B. Thomas, Sr. Learning Academy, Inc. (GBTLA) was 

established in 1986 by members of the Mu Nu Chapter of Omega Psi Phi 

Fraternity, Inc. The first learning academy, the Olney Saturday School, 

began in 1986 with 21 children and 19 volunteers at a day care center at 

the Housing Opportunities Commission in Olney, Maryland. The 

program has grown significantly since then. The current Saturday 

School program serves more than 3,000 students per year at 12 

Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) high schools. 

The GBTLA founders recognized that an increasing number of poor and 

minority children in the community needed additional academic 

support to be successful in school. They believed that self-confidence 

was key to academic success. Saturday School actiVities were 

structured to provide a nurturing environment that would enhance 

students' positive beliefs about themselves as well as build their 

knowledge and skills. 

Over the past 28 years, GBTLA has provided services to tens of 

thousands of at-risk students. During that time, there has been 

abundant qualitative and anecdotal evidence that students benefit from 

program participation. This evaluation is the first to use a quasi~ 

experimental design to describe quantitative academic outcomes for 

treatment and comparison groups. 

The evaluation design ensured that any differences in performance at 

the end of the year could be attributed validly to program effects. To 
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accomplish that, the evaluation sampling procedure randomly selected 

matched pairs of students who were expected to have the same levels 

of performance at the end of the school year. The statistical controls 

and matching procedures accounted for differences in academic 

outcomes that might be explained by participants' grade levels, 

demographics, or prior achievement. 

Between October 2012 and April 20131 Saturday School offered 

program participants more than 65 hours of focused academic 

instruction. Program participation of 35 hours or more was associated 

with positive academic outcomes among students in Grades 1 to 12. 

The effects are noteworthy for two reasons-the consistency in 

program effects across multiple measures and grade levels; and the 

relative magnitude compared with outcomes reported in the literature 

for other OST programs. 

Among students in Grades 1 to 121 Saturday School participation was 

associated with higher levels of academic performance that were both 

statistically and practically Significant. Participants in the treatment 

group had higher performance in these areas: 

• Grades 1 and 2 

o School attendance 

• Grade 3 
o Reading benchmark attainment 

o Mathematics benchmark attainment 

• Grades 4 and 5 

o Semester 2 Reading GPA 

o Semester 2 Mathematics GPA 

• Grades 6 and 7 

o Semester 2 English GPA 

o End-of-Year English Course Marks of B or Higher 

o Semester 2 Mathematics GPA 

o End-of-Year Mathematics Course Marks of B or Higher 

• Grades 9 toU 

o End-of-Year GPA 

Program participation also was associated with small to moderate, 

mostly non-significant, practical differences in the academic attainment 

of elementary and middle school students who were performing below 
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grade level in fall 2012. Participants in the treatment group had higher 

performance in these areas: 

• 	 Grades 1 and 2 


a School Attendance (also statistically significant) 


a Reading Benchmark Attainment 


• 	 Grade 3 


a Reading Benchmark Attainment 


a Mathematics Benchmark Attainment 


• 	 Grade 4 and 5 

a Semester 2 Reading GPA 

a Semester 2 Mathematics GPA 

a End-of-Year Mathematics Course Marks of B or Higher 

• 	 Grades 6 to 8 


a Semester 2 English GPA 


o 	 End-of-Year English Course Marks of B or Higher 

o 	 Semester 2 Mathematics GPA 

a 	 End-of-Year Mathematics Course Marks of B or Higher 

(also statistically significant) 

There were small, non-significant, practical differences in the academic 

attainment of high school students who were performing above grade 

level in fall 2012. High school students in the treatment group were 

more likely to be academically eligible in spring 2013 and had higher 

end-of-year marking period averages. 

Saturday School narrowed achievement gaps by helping students 

overcome barriers to achievement that are associated with 

race/ethnicity and poverty. The program provided rigorous instruction 

that was delivered by teachers who were familiar with students' 

academic and emotional needs. The combined program characteristics 

of academic rigor and a nurturing environment were associated with 

Significant academic outcomes. Elementary, middle and high school 

students of all ability levels were able to use this resource to better 

achieve their academic potential. 

The results of this program evaluation provide quantitative evidence of 

the importance of OST programs such as Saturday School for helping to 

narrow achievement gaps. In addition, the statistical analyses provide 

support for anecdotal evidence from students, teachers, and parents 

who served as key informants for this evaluation. 
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The evaluation design for this study included a program site visit to 

collect data from key informants about their reasons for participating in 

Saturday School and the impact that participation has had for them. 

Their remarks reinforced the GBTLA founders' beliefs that a program to 

build academic skills and personal self-confidence could help close 

achievement gaps. 

"I came here because I wasn't that good in math. I wasn't always 

able to grasp the mathematical skills as quickly as some of my 

other classmates . ... I also wanted to better my analytical skills 

and [reading comprehension] skills. And Saturday School has 

definitely helped me. ... When I go back to school it feels kind of 

like I'm more advanced than the others now. My grades 

improved. I'm able to maintain a 3.5. I'm proud of myself. And 

I'm taking harder classes which means I push myself more." 

-African American High School Student 

''Students get to practice the skiJ/s that maybe they don't have the 

time to practice [at school] at their own pace. We are able to sort 

out or target and differentiate the needs they have as 

students. "-Saturday School Teacher 

"The sixth day of learning just gives students an extra boost. ... A 

lot of times being in a classroom all week [the children] are not as 

relaxed as they are on Saturday and not as willing to take 

chances. I think Saturday School gives them the opportunity to 

take more chances and become risk takers in their education and 

it also builds their confidence. They do well in Saturday School 

and they bring that back to the classroom. And then they do a 

little better in the classroom. "-Saturday School Teacher 

"They teach . .. confidence here. When [teachers] call on them, 

they have to stand and give their answers. They are supposed to 

be really respectfUl too. My son really knows you have to toke 

your hat off when you come in. They are ready to work. I see him 

being very confident as part of the program. For reading I was 

concerned . . . his marks were not as high as the math . .. and the 

writing was just atrocious . ... When he came here, the [reading 

instruction] started with writing in a journal or on a topic. He'll 

write pages and then get up and read it in front of the whole 

class. "-Parent of2nd Grade Saturday School Student 
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SuJlltWlryofOuteomeAnalysis onAcademicalldJJehaviotal GainsFrOOJ the Excel 
:&yQnd tbeBeRPropam Piping die ~l+-2f)lS'$chooJ V~~ll' 

By H~len Wa.ug~PlJ,.D. & KeciaAddisot4 Ph.D. 

Ba,ckgroWtci 

The office, orShated ,Acco,untablJitY (PSA}qollductedatiQlitcotneanalysistoeJ{~. what 
benefits students<gained fromparlipipatingintn,eE)tcel Beyond the B~I1 t~in,):pr(Jgratn; 'rhrQllg'll 
offering safe, quality, andaccessible~¢r-sehp()l activiti~$"EBB is a Qol1;a~rative erf()rt;~g' 
tp inspire mj.dd,le ~chpol$tudet:lts.t() t~ize t4eit'mll pote~tigl~ m.pll,tl;tinga¢aderoicmulbeln\yiol.'al 
a<i)1ievement, btJild.ingpo~itive ~latlol1$bip$, ~4 ,inc@sJng involvement 'With theit ,schpoland 
community. Asa comprehensiveenric.:tu:nenfoppoftuili1y. including an after.-schooln:u'ttition 
ptogram and expanded transportation services, EBB is offered at S¢lect1l1idd~e$4ho()ls a,t nQ cost 
to families~ 

Purpose 

The purpose ofthis outcol11eanalysis was to examine.thepotentiaLacademicand,behavioral impact 
of EBB during th~ 2015 s¢hool year by comparing students wh9P~¢ipatedin EBB with their 
non-p$1icipating peer~ frQm$itnilar detnographig ~ckgrounds. 

Participants and cOlllp!l.risOll stud~nts 

EBB 2015 participants incluqed Grade~ 6 throllgh,8 students from seVen middle schQQls.who were 
wgistered in the program for at least one Qithe three sessions ()ffereq during the school year. A 
comparison grbup was created tortlatch the 'EBB participants by grade level~ race/etbnicity, 
gender, receipt ofFree and Reduced PrlceMeals System (FARMS),Englishfor Speakers ofOthet 
Languages (ESOL), and special education services. Students in the comparison group were not 
enrolled in EBB quring 2015 and weteconsidered non-:participants. The EBB participants were 
grouped according to thellUitlber of dayS they attended the after-school activities throughout the 
year: 1) high~participatidn group (registered and attended 11 days otmoreduringtheyear) versus 
2) low~participationgroup (registered and attended fewer than 11 days or had rio attendance during 
the year). Pru'ticipants were theh divided. into the two roughly equal gtoups. 

Researchqllesnolls 

1) 	Did studentS in th~.high-participatiol'l gt'oup perforlll better than those in the low· and'non, 
p~cipatiOll gtoupsin tertns of the M~;l$uresofAcadem:icProgtess-Reading(MAp..:}t) 
Raush Unit (RIT)scor.eand the ~~tage 'Marld.t\g Period Averetge (.MFA) in2Q1 5J after 
adju$g forstud~tpriQr p~rtOl1P.anceand(JeJ;nographlcs? (The$aJlle 'N¢$tion is asked to 
compare low-with nOti...particlpation groups.)' ' 
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Outcome, measures 

Theacadenuc outcome measures 'inciudedtbe 2015 spr1ngMAP;:'& ,InT,' score .~ ',~ .~ 
marking periodavera~ (MPA) (rangingfi."Qni 0 to 4) Jot tile _e.~1 y,ear~ 'the Pehavil\lr~ 
outcomes ~em~ured onfh~ti:1teofdailyattendance:(rangi,ngfrom 00,4 to iOO%) and whethet 
or not a student was c.hrqnically~neligibl¢ G~e., fQratIeast ~matkins: pet'iQcis) 11120l5. 

Analy8~s 

Advanced statistical pro~~~;~d,ttl euminediffetences between high., low-,.and nQfi~ 
participation ~ups.paired tC.$pe¢ti~lY~ ,ov.ettbeir mean MA.P-RRlTscores.mean MPAs. mean 
daity attendance rates, and. p:r()babilities ofbeing chronically jneligibl~> whilc,adjustingfor ~dent 
qemQgraphics and pdorpeIfor.m.ance of behavior. Analyses were conducted for students from 
different' grade levels and:raciallethnicgroup$ as a whole .andsepf;J1'ately. A.rudy~$ on the lllean 
MPA andthe,probabHity for ehroni~ ineligibility did not m~lllde Ol1tde Q; Qecausc110 applica1;le 
information in the prior year could be used for stati$ticaL adjI;lStment. 

Results 

The benefit from participating in BEla wasttot found to be st~tisti(;al1y ~dgnificant 01'1 meaSUTt;lS 
related toMAP·R and chronic 11'leligibi1ity, Ffowever, studt;nts in the high:-p~jcipa:tiongrQtJR 
showed higher mean MPA and dailyattendance rate thmstudentfiin the 10w~ atidnon·participAtion 
groups. Tables 1 to 4 present results On measures related to themef;U:1MPA,and dailyaften:dance 
rate for all students and byraciallethnic, group and grade level~ comparing the high· with the low­
partic~patiort groUJ?sandthehigh- with the non ..participation groups, respectiv~IY, 

Table 1 shows that theadjtisted mean diffetencebetween the high- and low""participation groups, 
in the meanMPA (i.e.tthe·between.,grouPlllean difference obtainedaftet controlling for the mean 
M,i>A in prior year and demf)graphics) is'si!WflC8nt for Gra4es'J and 8 stud~.nts"as a whole,group 
and also significant for Black otAfrlcan Ameti~ and Hispanic/Latino students and .Grade? in 
partjculat~ Sitfii1arly, the adjUSted mean difference in the. mean WAfs significanthetween, the 
high-and, non·participatiOll groups for all students and fo.r Black or African American and 
Hispanic/Latinostudents and Grade 7"plus it is also significanttofarade 8 (fablc2). Specific~y} 
studeuts with higher EBB p~c;ipatio,q.(attep<ied2()15 EBB activities fQr 11 otm9te w.ys) earned 
a sigt;lificaptly highq average .MJlA.~an th()se with lower (entolJed in EHBin 2Q15 but a,ttendecl 
for fewer than 11 days or did, not attend atal\) or noEBR participation; (not enrolled inBBB in 
2015). this academic 'benefit i~ also noticeable for underserved$ldents. Caution is needed for 
interpretation because the results are likely to be confounded by summer programs and/or other 
factors. 
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36 
.BL 195 .2.8~ .011 
WH 15 
HI 103 
MU 11 3.22. .3.t5 -.03 .094 .766 
Gt/ute 7 19-7 .2.91: 19Q 2.85 .l~ ,()43 .003 
Grade 8 ;165 3,OJ 176 2.96 .05 .041" .180 
"Adjusted mean diftbrellee=sdjusted mean fQr the lligll-participatlongroup - adjusted mean.for thelGw-panieipationgroup. 
adjusted for rm::eletlJl]icity. g<:ilt;ler, receipt i?fES<;lL,F,AR:l\.1S, and spccialei:!.lJcanoJisCr\iiceii, ilild!he mean MPA ill.prioqiear. 
"The adjusted :mean difference issi~cant at .the .(}SJeveL 

Table 2 

Aqjlist~d MQ8P~and Mea:nDitletenceBetween.the High,;,andNOIH~B:a ParticipatiqD Groups 


"Adju$letl . ' . . .' . rcwthetwn:-p~Il:t~cip,iltli:mgroup, 
~djusted for gender, reCeipt ot'ESoL~ r cw..lVJ:.:J. .' education serVices, and thernelin MPAin prior year. 
"The adjusted mean difference·~ significant at the.OS Itlvel. 

Table 3 shows. that theruij\lS:~ mean difference Petween. the high- and lQw-participation .groups 
in the <iaily J~ndMC~~e (i.~;~ lh~ ~ween-grouprneat14iff~cnce obtain~illiftel'cptltrolling for 
the daily attenda.n.ce ra~ in priot year~d d~ogra.phic~) is signifi"ant forQra4~s.6 tm;ough 8 
studehtSas a whole gtQup and alspsi$riificant for BlaqkorAtl:ican AmericarrandBispaniclLatiuQ 
students and Grades 6 and 8 in.pwcUlar. Similarly, the . adjusted mean difference in the daily 
attendance rate is also significant between the high- ana rion~parlici.pation groups fofai1 students 
and the same, raciaIJetbnic groups and grade levels (Table 4). Spe.cificaUy, students. with higher 
EBa Participation (attE)nded 2{)15EBB ac~iviti~sfor.]1Qr mon:= daysYhad asignificantlyhigher 
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http:attenda.n.ce
http:i?fES<;lL,F,AR:l\.1S


~I 96.43 ;98 .017 
BL 335 96.20 ;8.2 .314 .OQ9 
wa 51 9352 1.~44 :775 .067 
.In 2{)2 94.34 1.01 353 .004 
MU 32 96.25 1.12 1.137 .n? 
Grade 6 339 95,15 1.06

'. 
.303 .0.01 

Grad~7 197 J89 95.08 /51. .367 .122 
Grade 8 166 9 116 95,46 1.(1,4 .346 .003 
aAdjustl:dznean diffetencc910jtisted mean· for the JUgh~p8rticipati9Iigrou:p~ adjUSted mean fur the!4w.p;nt.icipatiQn grQUP, 
adjijsted for mce/c;thnicilY~ gender. receipt Qf:estlI;. FARMS. andspeelaleducation services, ami'the daily aitendance ratcin 

priotyear. . 

{>Tbe ~jl.!~ted.mcan difference iii significant at the ;05 :level. 


Table 4 

Adjusted Means and.MeanDifferenee Between the High- and tJon-EBB Participation Groups 


in the Dail: Attendance Rateiri 2015' Grades 6, 7., and 8 

Average daily attendance ~ 

97.34 96.83 .51 .399 ,201 
BL ~3$ 97:01. 96.24 .77 :255 ,003 

WH 
In 
MU 

.51 
2.02 
32 

94.93 

95:61. 
95.49 :54 

.. 92A3 
94.22 

94.72 

2,SQ 

1.39 
.78 

1.121 
.360 

.920 

;<]27 
.000 
.400 

Grade 6 339 96.25 607 95.37 .88 ~244 .000 
Grage 7 197 9S;6S 397 95:,14 51 .324 .111 
Grade 8 166 9~A4 ~S3 93.85 1.59 .479 .001 
tAdjUStcidmelll1. differ,e~djusted mean for '!he hjgh':pupcipatioil gtoup- adjuste.d me~n fot the;no!l·p~tticip~tiQll group. 
adjusted forrace/ethnicity, gender, r~iptofESOL. FARMs. and .specialedpootion services; and Ule dilily~ntlancenrtein 
priory-ear: 
bThe :adjusted meal! diff.erence ill signifi¢8i1tanhe .Q51eve1. 

daily fitterid:ance rate thai1t,hosewith lower (enrolled in20tS EBB butattended.for fewei' than IJ 
days otno attendance) Of, no EBB participation (not enrolled in 2015 EBB). This behavioral 
benefit is also noticeable for underservedstudents. 

4 



Ingt;nera1" stud,enis whe atterld~·1mBfor 11 d~YSQr mQre ~ totllld tQl:lavc·ilJ.ijglier ;fl.Vttr. 
!\if'PAancl d.ai~y 4~e rate th~ tho~·v.ilJ() ~114e4f~ ~Il..l1 '&\ysl;Uld fuusewhe were 
notentolIe4 m2Qt5 BJ:e. JnsignificantreStaits·fOr $(mle~<iia1te~gtt:f'lip$;ti1ay be pxplruned by 
thesmall~)¢ siZe. MeanwhUe~ Ibw EBB ,participation (attending feWefthan. .11 days or 110 
attendancetnougnenroIJed) iSfoiuidindistinguishablefrom. tlo:n"EBBparticlpation.intennsof the 
academie,a,nd be~oral outeom~measures. 
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