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Summary of Findings 
 

 

A preliminary data analysis for the CITRS/Character Counts! (CC!) initiative in the Buffalo 
Public School District (BPSD) was conducted on public school data provided by the New York 
State Department of Education (NYSED) and the BPSD’s Office of Student Support Services. 
This comparative analysis was conducted between the experimental group of 22 schools that 
received the CC! implementation and our quasi-control group of 40 remaining schools in the 
BPSD that did not receive the CC! implementation. It is important to note that the positive 
impacts of the CC! program were not expected to be evident until 3 years of program 
implementation. However, after only 1 ½ years of implementation, positive impacts like 
increased graduation rates and improvements in academic proficiencies have been identified. 
The logic model created for the CC! program has been included on page 4 for reference to the 
program’s timeline. 

 
Given the program launch date of January 2017, analyses were performed at three time 

points with respect to BPSD’s academic calendar. The first time point was baseline. This 
represents six months before the CC! implementation start date and included administrative 
student data from the 2015 - 2016 academic school year. The second time point was ½ year 
after the launch of CC! and includes data from the 2016 - 2017 school year. The last time point 
presented in this report is 1 ½ years after the launch of CC! and includes data from the 2017 - 
2018 academic school year. More information about these time points can be found in Table 1. 
of this report. Due to a delay experienced with the data acquisition process, the results of the 
data analysis at ½ year of implementation time point were not presented until this current 
reporting round. Detailed information about analyses and findings found for the ½ year time 
point can be found in Appendices E-G. This delay in data acquisition also resulted in only being 
able to assess college/career preparation and readiness of high school seniors at baseline and ½ 
year, but not 1 ½ years after implementation. These analyses are also located in Appendix E-G in 
the ½ year implementation results section.  

 
Four main metrics were comparatively analyzed, including high school graduation rates, 

student achievement proficiency on New York State mathematics and english standardized tests 
for high school and elementary (grades 3-8) levels, attendance rates, and suspension rates. These 
analyses were supplemented by comparing them with data across additional CC! program 
categories created by CITRS used within the CC! schools. These included the rankings of 
program implementation performance, the level of program engagement of the school principals, 
and the program engagement of select individuals who received a CC! certification and are 
leaders of CC! within their schools (CC! champions). These additional programmatic analyses and 
results are located in Appendix A.  For the purpose of analysis, the original scale was collapsed 
into a binary scale of “excellent” CC! schools and “other” CC! schools. Definitions and an original 
scale of these rankings can be found in Table 4 within Appendix A of this document. The process 
utilized to create the modified categories are listed in Appendices B-D.   
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The following results were found in 1 ½ years of the program’s implementation between 
CC! and non-CC! schools: 

 
 

● CC! schools had a 10.4% increase in their high school graduation rates. Non-CC! 
schools had a 1.7% increase. High school graduation rates seen in CC! schools 
was 8.7% higher than non-CC! schools.  
 

● Schools with the CC! implementation had a 5.8% increase in their elementary 
math proficiency. Non-CC! schools had a 4.6% increase. Elementary math 
proficiency seen in CC! schools was 1.2 % higher than non-CC! schools. 
 

● CC! schools had a 7.7% increase in their elementary english proficiency. Non-CC! 
schools had a 6.9% increase. Elementary english proficiency seen in CC! schools 
was 0.8% higher than non-CC! schools. 
 

● All schools exhibited similar declines in high school math proficiencies, however, 
schools with the CC! program had a 1.6% higher math proficiency overall when 
compared to schools without the CC! program in place. CC! schools had an overall 
proficiency of 71.2%. Non-CC Schools had an overall proficiency of 69.6%. 
 

● CC! high schools had a 1.1% increase in high school english proficiency. Non-CC! 
schools had a 3.3% increase. English proficiency seen in CC! high schools was 
2.2% lower than non-CC! high schools. 
  

● CC! schools had a 0.5% increase in attendance rates. Non-CC! schools had a 1.3% 
decrease. Attendance rates seen in CC! schools was 1.8% higher than non-CC! 
schools. 
 

● CC! schools had a 0.5% increase in suspension rates. Non-CC! schools had a 1.5% 
decrease. Suspension rates seen in CC! schools was 2.0% higher than non-CC! 
schools.  

 
A significant limitation of these analyses is the use of aggregated data. Individual level 

data would enable more sensitive statistical tests with greater power to identify effects and 
incorporate controls for other potentially influential factors. CCNY is working with the BPSD to 
obtain de-identified individual level administrative data and data from the Center for Disease 
Control’s (CDC) Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) that could provide valuable findings to 
inform assessments of progress toward program outcomes and impact in comparison with non-
CC! schools. 

  
Despite the limitations in this analysis, it is evident that the CC! program has had positive 

associations with important academic and behavioral outcomes in the BPSD. It is recommended 
that continued analysis take place to further inform the long-term impacts the CC! program may 
have.  
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Logic Model 
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Methodology  
Evaluation Plan and Metrics 
 

Relevant data was retrieved from the NYSED Data Retrieval website and the BPSD’s 
Office of Student Support Services website.1, 2 Before analyses began, implementation time 
points were clearly defined for the duration of the CC! program. These time points are listed in 
Table 1. Metrics between schools that had implemented the CC! program were compared to 
schools that had not implemented the CC! program at the defined time points. Metrics that were 
retrieved and analyzed for this report and school grades for which they were found are listed in 
Table 2. 
 
 

Table 1: CC! Implementation Time Points used for Analysis 

Program Launched : January 2017 

Time Point Duration of Time from Baseline Academic School Year in Data 

Baseline 6 months before program launch September 2015 - June 2016  

½ Year 6 months after program launch September 2016 - June 2017 

1 ½ Years 18 months after program launch September 2017 - June 2018 

 
 
 

Table 2: Metrics Retrieved and Analyzed  

Metrics Grades Obtained  

Annual Student achievement proficiency 3 
(3rd - 8th grade english/math proficiency & High School 

english/math proficiency)  

3rd – 12th 

Annual Student Attendance Rates  PK – 12th 

Annual Graduation Rates 4 12th 

Annual College Readiness and Career Preparation 4 12th 

Annual Amount of Suspensions 3 PK - 12th 

 

 
1 “NYSED Data Site.” Data.nysed.gov, data.nysed.gov/. 
2 “Student Support Services” Buffalo Public School District, https://www.buffaloschools.org/Page/1245 
3 Data not reported for PS 50 (North Park Community School) and PS 59A (Science Magnet Annex) as reporting begins in 3rd grade. 
4 Data only pertains to students in 12th grade. 
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Experimental and Quasi Control Groups 
 

 

The list of included schools with CC! (Experimental Group) and without CC! (Quasi-
Control Group) are listed in Table 3. Schools PS 50, North Park Community School and PS 59A, 
Science Magnet Annex received the intervention but were not included in the academic 
proficiency, graduation rates, and college/career readiness analyses because there was no data 
published for these categories. Some schools in the BPSD house a wide range of student grades 
and as a result have been duplicated across the elementary and high school sections within Table 
3.These occurrences have been noted and italicized in the quasi-control group.   

 
 
 

 

Table 3: Intervention and Comparison Groups             

Elementary/Middle Schools  

Experimental 
(Schools with CC!)  

Quasi-Control 
(Schools without CC!) 

Early Childhood Center #17 D’youville-Porter Campus #3 

Native American Magnet #19 Buffalo Elementary School of Technology #6  

Hillery Park #27 Dr Antonia Pantoja Community School of Academic 

Excellence at #18  

Frank A. Sedita #30 Harriet Ross Tubman Academy #31 

Lovejoy Discovery #43 Bennett Park Montessori School #32  

International School #45 Bilingual Center #33  

North Park Community School #50 Marva J Daniel Futures Preparatory School #37 

Dr. George E. Blackman #54 PS 42 Occupational Training Center (HS also) 

Science Magnet #59 #81 @ MLK #48 

Science Magnet Annex #59A Community School #53  

Arthur O. Eve School of Distinction #61 PS 64 Frederick Law Olmsted  

Roosevelt Early Childhood Center #65 Herman Badillo Community School #76 

North Park Academy #66 Grabiarz-Campus School #79  

Discovery School #67 Highgate Heights #80 

Houghton Academy #69 PS 81  
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Lorraine Academy #72 PS 82  

Hamlin Park Claude and Ouida Clappe Academy # 74 ECHC for Children  #84 

Lydia T. Wright #89 Build Academy #92  

West Hertel Academy #94 Southside Elementary School #93 

Harvey Austin #97 Waterfront Elementary School #95 

 Stanley Makowski Early Childhood Center #99 

 The Academy Schools #131 at 4 

 Frederick Olmsted #156 (HS Also) 

 Buffalo Academy for Arts #192 (HS Also) 

 City Honors School at Fosdick Masten Park #195 (HS 

Also) 

 Newcomer Academy at Lafayette #353 (HS Also) 

High schools 

South Park High School #206  PS 42 Occupational Training Center (Elementary Also) 

New Buffalo School of Culinary Arts and Hospitality 

Management #355  

PS 84 

 The Academy Schools #131 at 4 & LTEP 

 Frederick Olmsted #156 (Elementary Also) 

 Buffalo Academy for Arts #192 (Elementary Also) 

 City Honors School at Fosdick Masten Park #195 

(Elementary Also) 

 (The) Math Science Technology Preparatory School at 

Seneca #197 

 International Preparatory School at Grover Cleveland at 

#198 

 Riverside Institute of Technology #205 

 Lafayette International #207 
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 Riverside Academy #208 

 Leonardo Da Vinci High School #212 

 Burgard Vocational High School #301 

 Hutchinson Central Technical High School #304 

 Mckinley Vocational High School #305 

 East High School #309  

 Middle Early College High School #335 

 Newcomer Academy at Lafayette #353 (Elementary Also) 

 Bennett High School #363  

 

 

 

 

 

Statistical Analyses 
 

Three overall comparisons were conducted for each metric. These included testing the 
statistical significance of differences seen individually within CC! schools, the differences seen 
individually within non-CC! schools, and the overall differences seen both between CC! and non-
CC! schools.  This method was also applied to programmatic analyses located in Appendix A. To 
deduce the differences between schools with and without a CC! implementation, a log-linear chi-
square analysis was conducted. This method allows for comparison of differences between 
observed and expected data points. Comparisons between CC! schools and non-CC! schools 
were generated and examined for statistically significant outcomes. Relevant values were 
weighted by natural logarithms, and a simple effects analysis was done with chi-square analyses 
to examine differences within program categories when statistically significant differences were 
identified. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

9 
 

Findings 
 

Graduation Rates 
 

A 10.4% increase in graduation rates for CC! schools was observed after 1 ½ years of CC! 
implementation – 8.7% more than schools without the CC! implementation. The increase seen in 
the CC! schools was statistically significant. Conversely, the increase seen in non-CC! schools 
was statistically insignificant, presenting a reasonable possibility that this result occurred because 
of chance. When both groups were compared together, the differences seen were statistically 
significant. An additional graph is located on page 10 to help illustrate these differences.  

There was a significant difference for trends in graduation rates between baseline and 1 
½ years of CC! implementation, (G2

 (4) = 14.57, p < 0.01.) These values show that there was a 
significant increase in graduation rates for CC! schools between baseline and 1 ½ years of CC! 
implementation (𝟀2

 (1) = 9.12, p = 0.003). The difference in graduation rates for non-CC! schools 
between baseline and 1 ½ years of CC! implementation was not significant, (𝟀2

 (1) = 0.55, p = 
0.46).  
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 Attendance Rates 

 Attendance Rates (CC! Schools vs non-CC! Schools) 

 

For the purpose of this report, attendance rates refers to the proportion of students who 
met the minimum New York State attendance requirements for each school year. Overall, there 
was a 0.5% increase seen in attendance rates in CC! schools. This result was 1.8% higher than 
attendance rates seen in non-CC! schools, but was not statistically significant meaning that there 
is a reasonable probability that this result occurred due to chance. The 1.3% decrease seen in 
non-CC! schools was statistically significant. When both groups were compared together, the 
differences seen were statistically significant. An additional graph is located on page 12 to 
showcase these changes.  

After 1½ years of CC! program implementation, CC! schools maintained superior 
attendance trends compared to non-CC! schools, (G2

 (4) = 32.74, p < .001.) CC! schools had 
attendance rates equivalent to those at baseline, (𝟀2

 (1) = 0.74, p = .389.) Non-CC! schools 
attendance rates declined by 1.3%, (𝟀2

 (1) = 9.07, p = .002.) 
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Student Achievement – Proficiency  

Elementary Math (CC! Schools vs non-CC! Schools) 

 

A 5.8% increase in elementary math proficiency rates was observed during the first 1 ½ 
years of CC! programming. This result was 1.2% higher than the 4.6% increase seen in non-CC! 
schools. All trends seen within this analysis were statistically significant meaning that there is a 
reasonable probability that these results did not occur due to chance. An additional graph is 
located on page 14 to help display these differences.  

There was a significant difference for trends in elementary math proficiency rates, (G2
 (4) = 

284.02, p < 0.001). CC! program schools increased in elementary math proficiency rates between 
baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

 (1) = 94.63, p < 0.001). Non-CC! schools evidenced a 
smaller increase of 4.6% in elementary math proficiency rates between baseline and 1 ½ years 
after CC! launch, (𝟀2

 (1) = 65.56, p < 0.001). 
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Increase in Elementary  
Math Proficiency  
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Elementary English (CC! Schools vs Non-CC! Schools) 

 
CC! schools had a statistically significant increase of 7.7% in elementary english 

proficiency within 1 ½ years of CC! implementation. This was 0.8% more than the 6.9% increase 
seen in non-CC! schools.  All trends seen within this analysis were statistically significant 
meaning that there is a reasonable probability that these results did not occur due to chance. An 
additional graph is located on page 16 to help visualize these findings.  

There was a significant difference for trends in elementary english literacy proficiency 
rates, (G2

 (4) = 382.88, p < 0.001). CC! program schools increased in elementary english literacy 
proficiency between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

 (1) = 149.03, p < 0.001). Non-
CC! schools evidenced a smaller increase of 6.9% in elementary english literacy proficiency rates 
between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

 (1) = 114.01, p < 0.001). 
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Increase in Elementary  
English Proficiency  
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High School Math Proficiency  

 

Although there was a statistically significant difference in high school math proficiency 
between CC! and non-CC! schools, the trends seen individually at CC! and non-CC! schools over 
1 ½ years were not statistically significant meaning that is a reasonable probability that they 
resulted due to chance. All schools exhibited similar declines in high school math proficiency on 
state exams, however, schools with the CC! program had a 1.6% higher math proficiency overall 
(71.2%) when compared to schools without the CC! program in place (69.6%). An additional 
graph is located on page 18 to help convey these trends.  

 There was a significant difference in high school math proficiency trends for CC! schools 
and non-CC! schools, (G2

 (4) = 10.84, p < 0.05). High school math proficiency declined 2.7% in CC! 
program schools between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch. This change was not 
statistically significant, (𝟀2

 (1) = 1.28, p = 0.26). High school math proficiency declined 2.8% in 
non-CC! schools between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

 (1) = 7.67, p = 0.006). The 
difference in sample sizes, which were much smaller for CC! schools, affected the ability to 
identify significant effects in these comparisons. 
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Decrease in High School 
Math Proficiency  
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High School English Proficiency  

 

A 1.1% increase was seen in high school english literacy proficiency in CC! schools. This 
result was 2.2% lower than the 3.3% increase seen in non-CC! schools. All differences seen in 
this analysis were statistically insignificant, meaning that there is a reasonable probability that 
they occurred due to chance. An additional graph is located on page 20 to help illustrate these 
changes. 
 There was no statistically significant differences for trends in high school english literacy 
proficiency rates (G2

 (4) = 2.59, p > 0.5). CC! high school english literacy rates increased by 1.1% 
between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch. This change was not statistically significant, (𝟀2

 

(1) = 0.03, p = 1). High school english literacy proficiency increased by 3.3% in non-CC! schools 
between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch. This change was not statistically significant, (𝟀2

 

(1) = 1.24, p = 0.27). 
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Increase in High School 
English Proficiency  
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Suspensions 

Proportion of Students Suspended (CC! vs Non-CC! Schools) 

 

The proportion of suspended students seen in CC! schools increased by 0.5%. This result 
is 2.0% more than non-CC! schools but was found to be statistically insignificant, thus has a 
reasonable possibility that it resulted due to chance. Non-CC! schools had a statistically 
significant decrease of 1.5% in their proportion of students suspended. When both groups were 
compared together, the differences seen were statistically significant. An additional graph is 
located on page 22 to help illustrate this difference.  After 1½ years of CC! program 
implementation, the proportion of students suspended decreased more in non-CC! schools than 
in CC! schools, (G2

 (4) = 38.71, p < .001.) The proportion of students suspended decreased in 
Non-CC! schools, (𝟀2

 (1) = 21.75, p < .001.) The change in proportion of students suspended 
(0.5%) in CC! schools was not significant, (𝟀2

 (1) = 1.50, p = .220.) 
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Decrease in Students Suspended 

Increase in Students Suspended 
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Limitations 
 

Evaluators had access to data aggregated across schools for the CC! outcomes analyses 
only. These data pose limitations for analyses and assessment of program outcomes because de-
identified/individual-level data are optimal for truly rigorous statistical analyses. Individual-level 
data enables more sensitive statistical tests with greater power to identify effects and can 
incorporate controls for other factors (e.g., socio-demographics), which may also predict 
outcome measures. The current access to aggregated data is only helpful for broad assessments 
and descriptions that highlight characteristics of certain larger groups. 

 
 CC! program activities began in winter 2017, and implementation varied between 
schools. Although additional comparisons were conducted for CC! schools that were categorized 
based on CITRS criteria (“excellent” progress toward program implementation, CC! champion 
engagement, and principal engagement), the two high schools that participated in the CC! 
program both fell into the “other CC!” rankings for all categories and consequently could not be 
analyzed in these categories.  
 

An additional limitation includes a lack of comparative data on most CC! program short-
term outcomes. Data collected by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)’s Youth 
Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) address some of these short-term outcomes, however, this survey 
was designed independent of the CC! program and the data are currently available only at the 
school district level.  

 

 

 

Opportunities 
 

Although the YRBS was developed with its own objectives and was not intended as an 
assessment tool for the CC! program, it includes measures of the perception of school climate 
and other relevant aspects that the CC! program seeks to improve. Thus, the YRBS could provide 
valuable data to inform assessments of progress toward program outcomes and impact. We are 
currently working with the Buffalo Public School District (BPSD) to obtain YRBS results at the 
school level and exploring the possibility of obtaining de-identified individual-level data. 
Individual-level data would enable more powerful statistical analyses which could incorporate 
controls for potentially confounding factors. The individual-level data used to calculate the 
aggregate statistics available to the public on the NYSED data retrieval website would also 
enable more powerful and sophisticated statistical analyses. A request to access this de-
identified individual level data from the BPSD has been made. Further analyses cannot be 
completed until more data is obtained.  
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Appendix A - Additional Programmatic Results 
Summary of Findings 
 

 Attendance rates seen in CC! schools with excellent implementation, principal 
engagement, and CC! champion engagement were higher than non-CC! schools. Elementary 
math and english proficiency scores were higher in non-CC! schools when compared to CC! 
schools with excellent implementation. Conversely, CC! schools with an excellent principal 
ranking showed higher elementary english and math proficiency when compared to non-CC! 
schools. Overall, non-CC! schools had lower proportions of students suspended than excellent 
CC! schools across all categories.  

CC! schools with excellent implementation showed an advantage in higher attendance 
rates when compared to all other CC! schools. CC! schools with an excellent CC! champion 
ranking showed advantages in attendance rates and elementary math proficiency when 
compared to all other CC! schools. CC! schools with an excellent principal ranking showed 
advantages in elementary math and english proficiency when compared to all other CC! schools.  

    
The following results were found in 1 ½ years of the program’s implementation when 

comparing CC! schools and non-CC! across the CITRS/CC! ranking categories: 
 
 
 
 Implementation Performance: 
 

● Schools with an excellent ranking had a 5.4% increase in attendance rates. Non-
CC! schools had a 1.3% decrease. Attendance rates seen in schools with an 
excellent ranking was 6.7% higher than non-CC! schools. 
 

● Schools with an excellent ranking had a 5.5% increase in elementary english 
proficiency rates. Non-CC! schools had a 6.9% increase. Elementary english rates 
seen in schools with an excellent ranking was 1.4% lower than non-CC! schools. 

 
● Schools with an excellent ranking had a 3.2% increase in elementary math 

proficiency rates. Non-CC! schools had a 4.6% increase. Elementary math rates 
seen in schools with an excellent ranking was 1.4% lower than non-CC! schools. 
 

● Schools with an excellent ranking had a 3.7% increase in their proportion of 
students suspended. Non-CC! schools had a 1.5% decrease. The proportion of 
students suspended in schools with an excellent ranking was 5.2% higher than 
non-CC! schools. 
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Principal Engagement: 
 

● Schools with an excellent ranking had a 9.5% increase in elementary english 
proficiency rates. Non-CC! schools had a 6.9% increase. Elementary english rates 
seen in schools with an excellent ranking was 2.6% higher than non-CC! schools. 
 

● Schools with an excellent ranking had a 7.1% increase in elementary math 
proficiency rates. Non-CC! schools had a 4.6% increase. Elementary math rates 
seen in schools with an excellent ranking was 2.5% higher than non-CC! schools. 

 
● Schools with an excellent ranking had a 0.2% increase in attendance rates. Non-

CC! schools had a 1.3% decrease. Attendance rates seen in schools with an 
excellent ranking was 1.5% higher than non-CC! schools. 
 

● Schools with an excellent ranking had a 0.9% increase in their proportion of 
students suspended. Non-CC! schools had a 1.5% decrease. The proportion of 
students suspended in schools with an excellent ranking was 2.4% higher than 
non-CC! schools. 
 

 
 
CC! Champion Engagement: 
 

● Schools with an excellent ranking had a 1.9% increase in attendance rates. Non-
CC! schools had a 1.3% decrease. Attendance rates seen in schools with an 
excellent ranking was 3.2% higher than non-CC! schools. 

 
● Schools with an excellent ranking had a 7.5% increase in elementary english 

proficiency rates. Non-CC! schools had a 6.9% increase. Elementary english rates 
seen in schools with an excellent ranking was 0.6% higher than non-CC! schools. 
 

● Schools with an excellent ranking had a 3.7% increase in elementary math 
proficiency rates. Non-CC! schools had a 4.6% increase. Elementary math rates 
seen in schools with an excellent ranking was 0.9% lower than non-CC! schools. 
 

● Schools with an excellent ranking had a 2.3% increase in their proportion of 
students suspended. Non-CC! schools had a 1.5% decrease. The proportion of 
students suspended in schools with an excellent ranking was 3.8% higher than 
non-CC! schools. 
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The following statistically significant highlights were also found in 1 ½ years of the 
program’s implementation when comparing CC! schools solely within the CITRS/CC! ranking 
categories: 
 

● Schools with an excellent implementation ranking had a 5.4% increase in 
attendance rates. Other CC! schools had a 1.7% decrease. Attendance rates seen 
in schools with an excellent ranking was 7.1% higher than other CC! schools. 

 
● Schools with an excellent principal ranking had a 9.5% increase in elementary 

english proficiency rates. Other CC! schools had a 7.0% increase. Elementary 
english rates seen in schools with an excellent ranking was 2.5% higher than other 
CC! schools. 
 

● Schools with an excellent principal ranking had a 7.1% increase in elementary 
math proficiency rates. Other CC! schools had a 5.3% increase. Elementary math 
rates seen in schools with an excellent ranking was 1.8% higher than other CC! 
schools. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Additional Categories within CC! Schools 
 

Schools that displayed or did not display “excellent” progress toward these categories 
were identified by using a weighted variation of the existing ranking system developed by CITRS. 
Table 4. describes the CITRS school ranking system in detail and lists the weighted values used 
to calculate the school scores. Table 5. lists all schools in each category that received an overall 
weighted score of 3.5 or more.  

These specific categories were identified and analyzed in an attempt to demonstrate the 
importance of program implementation fidelity and the engagement of key staff within CC! 
schools. The inclusion of these analyses can provide insight on possible associations that may 
exist between these individual categories and our outcomes of interest. Additional documents 
that list the original and unweighted individual school’s rankings for implementation 
performance, principal engagement, and CC! champion engagement are in Appendices B-D.  
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Table 4: CITRS/CC! Category  Ranking Scale 

Progress Ranking Description Weighted Score 

“Excellent” 

“Progressing ahead of schedule. Leading as an 

example of successful implementation of the CC! 

framework. Surpassing expectations of the year of 

implementation (1, 2, or 3).” 

4 

“Good” 

“Progressing at the expected rate. Meeting 

expectations and demonstrating a high‐level of 

commitment to implementation the CC! 

framework. On track and meeting the expectations 

of the year of implementation (1, 2, or 3).” 

3 

“Developing” 

“Showing progress. Falling slightly behind 

expectations, but showing an openness to 

implement CC! framework. Making an effort, but is 

behind in expectations of the year of 

implementation (1, 2, or 3).” 

2 

“Lacking” 

“Underperforming in implementation. Not meeting 

set expectations and showing little effort to 

implement CC! framework. Not meeting the 

expectations of the year of implementation (1, 2, or 

3).” 

1 
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Table 5: Overall “Excellent” Weighted Groupings for 1½ Years of CC! Implementation  

Implementation Performance  Principal Engagement CC! Champion Engagement 

Early Childhood Center #17 Early Childhood Center #17 Early Childhood Center #17 

International School #45 Native American Magnet #19  International School #45 

Science Magnet #59 
Arthur O. Eve School of 

Distinction #61 
Dr. George E. Blackman #54 

Lydia T. Wright #89 North Park Academy #66 
Arthur O. Eve School of Distinction 

#61 

West Hertel Academy #94 
Hamlin Park Claude and Ouida 

Clappe Academy # 74 

Hamlin Park Claude and Ouida 

Clappe Academy # 74 

 Lydia T. Wright #89 Lydia T. Wright #89 
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 Attendance Rates 

 Attendance Rates (CC! Schools- Implementation Performance) 

 

CC! schools with excellent implementation performance demonstrated improvements in 
attendance rates compared to non-CC! schools after 1 ½ years of the CC! program, (G2

 (4) = 83.84, 
p < .001.) Attendance rates in CC! schools with excellent implementation performance increased 
by 5.4%, (𝟀2

 (1) = 23.10, p < .001.) Non-CC! schools declined 1.3% in attendance rates, (𝟀2
 (1) = 9.07, p 

= .003.) All these differences were statistically significant meaning that there is a reasonable 
possibility that these results did not occur due to chance. An additional graph is located on page 
30 to help illustrate these findings. 

 Attendance rates in CC! schools without an excellent implementation ranking was 7.1% 
lower (1.7%) than CC! schools with an excellent implementation ranking. All changes seen within 
these analyses were statistically significant. After 1½ years of CC! program implementation, CC! 
schools with excellent implementation demonstrated superior attendance trends compared to 
CC! schools without excellent implementation performance, (G2 (4) = 196.03, p < .001.) The 
attendance rates in CC! schools with excellent implementation performance increased, (𝟀2

 (1) = 
24.00, p < .001.) The attendance rates in CC! schools without excellent implementation 
performance declined by 1.7 %,( 𝟀2

 (1) = 6.25, p = .013.) 
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 Attendance Rates (CC! Schools- CC! Champion Engagement) 

 

Overall, CC! schools with excellent champion engagement had attendance rates that was 
2.3% higher than non-CC! schools. (G2

 (4) = 17.00, p < .005.) The attendance rates in CC! schools 
with excellent champion engagement increased by 1.9%, although this difference only 
approached significance, (𝟀2

 (1) = 2.98, p = .084.) Non-CC! schools declined 1.3% in attendance 
rates, (𝟀2

 (1) = 9.07, p = .003.) An additional graph is located on page 32 to help illustrate these 
trends. 

The changes seen in CC! schools with and without an excellent champion engagement 
were not statistically significant individually. However, the overall differences seen between 
both of these groups together were statistically significant thus meaning that there is a 
reasonable probability that this result did not occur randomly After 1½ years of CC! program 
implementation, CC! schools with excellent champion engagement demonstrated superior 
performance in the proportion of students with attendance compared to CC! schools without 
excellent principal engagement, (G2

 (4) = 43.52, p < .001.) CC! schools with excellent champion 
engagement saw an increase in attendance rates, although this change only approached 
significance, (𝟀2

 (1) = 2.98, p = .084.)  The change in attendance rates (-0.1%) in CC! schools 
without excellent champion engagement was not significant, (𝟀2

 (1) = 0.03, p = .862.) 
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 Attendance Rates (CC! Schools- Principal Engagement) 

 

CC! schools with excellent principal engagement demonstrated better performance 
attendance rates compared to non-CC! schools after 1 ½ years of the CC! program, (G2

(4) = 39.02, 
p < .001.) Attendance rates in CC! schools with excellent principal engagement increased by 
0.2%, although this difference only approached significance, (𝟀2

(1) = 0.05, p = .821.) Non-CC! 
Schools declined 1.3% in attendance rates, (𝟀2

(1) = 9.07, p = .003.) An additional graph is located 
on page 34 to help visualize these changes. 

Attendance rates in CC! schools with an excellent principal ranking increased by 0.2% 
overall. This was 0.3% lower than CC! schools without an excellent principal ranking (0.5%). The 
changes seen individually in schools with the excellent ranking was not statistically significant, 
and therefore could have resulted due to chance. The changes seen individually in schools 
without the excellent principal ranking was statistically significant. When both groups were 
compared together, the differences seen were statistically significant. Attendance rates 
increased at a greater rate in CC! schools without excellent principal engagement compared to 
CC! schools with excellent principal engagement, (G2

(4) =  11.85, p < .025.)  CC! schools without 
excellent principal engagement showed an increase in attendance rates, (𝟀2

(1) = 7.43, p = .007.) 
The change in attendance rates in CC! schools with excellent principal engagement was not 
significant,  (𝟀2

(1) = 0.05, p = .821.) 
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Student Achievement – Proficiency  

Elementary Math (CC! Schools - CC! Champion Engagement) 

 
In 1 ½ years after program launch, there was a 3.7% difference seen in elementary math 

proficiency in schools with excellent champion engagement. Non-CC! schools demonstrated a 
greater increase in elementary math proficiency between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch 
compared to CC! schools with excellent champion engagement, (G2

(4) = 207.62, p < .001.) Schools 
with excellent champion engagement increased in elementary math proficiency rates by 3.7% 
between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 12.80, p < .001.) Non-CC! schools 
increased in elementary math proficiency rates by 4.6% between baseline and 1 ½ years after 
CC! launch,  (𝟀2

(1) = 43.05, p < .001.) An additional graph is located on page 36 to help visualize 
these differences. 

The schools with excellent champion engagement showed a higher increase than the 
schools without excellent champion engagement. Schools without an excellent ranking had an 
increase of only 0.3%. When both groups were compared together, the differences seen (3.4%) 
were statistically significant, meaning that there is a reasonable probability that this result did not 
occur due to chance. There was a significant difference in elementary math proficiency trends 
for CC! schools with an excellent champion rating and CC! schools that did not have an excellent 
champion rating, (G2

(4) = 2783.09, p < 0.0001). Elementary math proficiency in schools with an 
excellent champion rating increased between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 
498.50, p < 0.001). Schools with the CC! program but without an excellent champion rating had 
a lower increase in elementary math proficiency rates between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! 
launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 86.09, p < 0.001). 
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Elementary Math (CC! Schools - Principal Engagement) 

 
CC! schools with excellent principal engagement demonstrated a greater increase in 

elementary math proficiency between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch compared to non-
CC! schools, (G2

(4) = 155.97, p < .001.) CC! schools with excellent principal engagement increased 
in elementary math proficiency rates by 7.1% between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, 
(𝟀2

(1) = 27.70, p < .001.) Non-CC! schools increased in elementary math proficiency rates by 4.6% 
between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch,  (𝟀2

(1) = 43.05, p < .001.) An additional graph is 
located on page 38 to help visualize these differences. 

The rate observed for the schools without an excellent principal rating was 5.3%. The 
overall difference observed between both groups was 1.8%. All of these increases were 
statistically significant, meaning that were is a reasonable probability that they did not occur due 
to chance. There was a significant difference in elementary math proficiency trends for CC! 
schools with an excellent principal rating and CC! schools that did not have an excellent principal 
rating, (G2

(4) = 424.24, p < 0.001). Math proficiencies in schools with an excellent principal rating 
increased between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 97.86, p < 0.001), while 
schools with the CC! program without an excellent principal rating had a smaller increase, (𝟀2

(1) = 
66.53, p < 0.001). 
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Elementary Math (CC! Schools - Implementation Performance) 

 

Non-CC! schools demonstrated a greater increase in elementary math proficiency 
between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch compared to CC! schools with excellent 
implementation, (G2

(4) = 253.30, p < .001.) CC! schools with excellent implementation increased in 
elementary math proficiency rates by 3.2% between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) 
= 9.52, p < .001.) Non-CC! schools increased in elementary math proficiency rates by 4.6% 
between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch,  (𝟀2

(1) = 43.05, p < .001.) An additional graph is 
located on page 40 to help illustrate these findings. 

The elementary math proficiency rates for excellent schools within 1 ½ years of the CC! 
program were 4.2% less than schools without an excellent implementation rating. This result is 
statistically significant so there is a reasonable probability that this result did not occur due to 
chance. There was a significant difference in elementary math proficiency trends for CC! schools 
with excellent ratings of CC! program implementation and CC! schools that did not have 
excellent ratings for CC! program implementation, (G2

(4) = 146.10, p < 0.001). Schools with 
excellent CC! program implementation ratings increased in elementary math proficiency by 3.2% 
between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 12.23, p < 0.001). Schools with the CC! 
program without the excellent rating for CC! program implementation increased in elementary 
math proficiency rates by 7.4% between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 89.82, p 
< 0.001). 
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Elementary English (CC! Schools - Principal Engagement) 

 
CC! schools with excellent principal engagement demonstrated a greater increase in 

elementary english literacy proficiency between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch 
compared to non-CC! schools, (G2

(4) = 219.60, p < .001.) CC! schools with excellent principal 
engagement increased in elementary english literacy proficiency rates by 9.5% between baseline 
and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 46.26, p < .001.) Non-CC! schools increased in elementary 
english literacy proficiency rates by 6.9% between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch,  (𝟀2

(1) 
= 91.99, p < .001.) An additional graph is located on page 42 to help convey these differences. 

Upon reviewing the data for 1 ½ years of CC! implementation, there was a statistically 
significant difference of 2.5% seen in the rates of elementary english proficiency between 
schools with and without an excellent principal rating. CC! schools without the excellent 
implementation rating increased by 7.0%. All changes seen within these analyses were 
statistically significant meaning that there is a reasonable probability that they did not occur due 
to chance. There was a significant difference in elementary english literacy proficiency trends for 
CC! schools with an excellent principal rating and CC! schools that did not have an excellent 
principal rating , (G2

(4) = 163.86, p < 0.001.) Schools with an excellent principal rating increased in 
elementary english literacy proficiency rates between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, 
(𝟀2

(1) = 50.39, p < 0.001). Schools with the CC! program but not an excellent principal rating had a 
smaller increase in elementary english literacy proficiency rates between baseline and 1 ½ years 
after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 100.22, p < 0.001). 
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Elementary English (CC! Schools - Implementation Performance) 

 
Non-CC! schools demonstrated a greater increase in elementary english literacy 

proficiency between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch compared to CC! schools with 
excellent implementation, (G2

(4) = 334.68, p < .001.) CC! schools with excellent implementation 
increased in elementary english literacy proficiency rates by 5.5% between baseline and 1 ½ 
years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 27.23, p < .001.) Non-CC! schools increased in elementary english 
literacy proficiency rates by 6.9% between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch,  (𝟀2

(1) = 91.99, 
p < .001.) An additional graph is located on page 44 to help illustrate these changes. 

There was a significant difference in elementary english literacy proficiency trends for 
CC! schools with an excellent implementation ranking and those without an excellent ranking, 
(G2

(4) = 1212.58, p < 0.001). Schools with excellent CC! program implementation rankings 
increased in elementary english literacy proficiency rates between baseline and 1 ½ years after 
CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 34.27, p < 0.001). English literacy proficiency rates in schools with the CC! 
program without an excellent ranking for program implementation increased by 7.5% between 
baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 119.61, p < 0.001). 
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Elementary English (CC! Schools - CC! Champion Engagement) 

 

 CC! schools with excellent champion engagement demonstrated a greater increase in 
elementary english literacy proficiency between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch 
compared to non-CC! schools, (G2

(4) = 219.60, p < .001.) CC! schools with excellent champion 
engagement increased in elementary english literacy proficiency rates by 7.5% between baseline 
and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 46.41, p < .001.) Non-CC! schools increased in elementary 
english literacy proficiency rates by 6.9% between baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 
91.99, p < .001.) An additional graph is located on page 46 to help convey these trends. 

Schools with excellent rankings in champion engagement have shown an increase in 
elementary english proficiency by 7.5% when compared to schools without the excellent ranking 
for the 1 ½ time frame. Schools without the excellent ranking showed a greater increase of 7.7%. 
Although the rates for the excellent schools are less than expected, it is statistically significant. 
There was a significant difference in elementary english literacy proficiency trends for CC! 
schools with an excellent champion ranking and CC! schools that did not have an excellent 
champion ranking , (G2

(4) = 156.10, p < 0.001). Schools with an excellent champion ranking had 
an increase in elementary english literacy proficiency by 7.5% between baseline and 1 ½ years 
after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 51.11, p < 0.001). Schools with the CC! program without an excellent 
champion rating had a smaller increase in elementary english literacy proficiency rates between 
baseline and 1 ½ years after CC! launch, (𝟀2

(1) = 98.41, p < 0.001). 
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Suspensions 

Proportion of Students Suspended (CC! Schools - Implementation Performance) 

 

Non-CC! schools demonstrated a reduction in the proportion of students suspended 
compared to CC! schools with excellent implementation performance after 1 ½ years of the CC! 
program, (G2

(4) = 93.64, p < .005.) CC! schools with excellent implementation performance had an 
increase of 4.0% in the proportion of students suspended,  (𝟀2

(1) = 25.86, p < .001.) Non-CC! 
schools declined 1.5% in the proportion of students suspended,  (𝟀2

(1) = 7.86, p = .005.) 
Suspension rates seen in CC! schools with an excellent implementation ranking increased 

significantly by 3.7%. Schools without the excellent implementation ranking had a 0.5% 
decrease. Although the overall change between schools with and without an excellent 
implementation were statistically significant, the changes seen solely in schools without the 
excellent ranking was not statistically significant and may have resulted due to chance. An 
additional graph is located on page 48 to help illustrate these differences.  After 1½ years of CC! 
program implementation, the proportion of students suspended changed minimally in CC! 
schools without excellent program implementation, whereas it increased in CC! schools with 
excellent program implementation, (G2

(4) =  75.01, p < .001.) The change in CC! schools without 
excellent program implementation was not significant, (𝟀2

(1) = 0.77, p = .381.) CC! schools with 
excellent program implementation increased in the proportion of students suspended by 3.7%,( 
𝟀2

(1) = 25.86, p < .001.) 
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Decrease in Students Suspended 

Increase in Students Suspended 
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Proportion of Students Suspended (CC! Schools - Principal Engagement) 

 

Non-CC! schools demonstrated a reduction in the proportion of students suspended 
compared to CC! schools with excellent principal engagement after 1 ½ years of the CC! 
program, (G2

(4) = 93.64, p < .005.) CC! schools with excellent principal engagement had an 
increase of 0.9% in the proportion of students suspended, although this difference was not 
significant,  (𝟀2

(1) = 1.13, p = .289.) Non-CC! schools declined 1.5% in the proportion of students 
suspended,  (𝟀2

(1) = 7.86, p = .005.) 
CC! schools with an excellent principal ranking saw an overall 0.9% increase in 

suspension rates that was not statistically significant so may have resulted due to chance. 
Schools without the excellent ranking saw an increase of 0.4% that was not statistically 
significant. An additional graph is located on page 50 to help illustrate these differences.  
Although there was a divergence in trends for the proportion of students suspended in CC! 
schools with excellent principal engagement and CC! schools without excellent principal 
engagement after 1 ½ years of CC! program implementation, (G2

(4) =  75.01, p < .001), neither the 
change in CC! schools with excellent principal engagement (0.9%; 𝟀2

(1) = 1.13, p = .289) nor the 
proportion of students suspended in CC! schools without excellent principal engagement (𝟀2

(1) = 
0.61, p = .433) by themselves were significant. 
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Decrease in Students Suspended 

Increase in Students Suspended 
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Proportion of Students Suspended (CC! vs CC! Champion Engagement) 

 

Non-CC! schools demonstrated a reduction in the proportion of students suspended 
compared to CC! schools with excellent champion engagement after 1 ½ years of the CC! 
program, (G2

(4) = 297.81, p < .001.) CC! schools with excellent champion engagement had an 
increase of 2.3% in the proportion of students suspended,  (𝟀2

(1) = 11.63, p < .001.) Non-CC! 
Schools declined 1.5% in the proportion of students suspended,  (𝟀2

(1) = 7.86, p = .005.) 
CC! schools with the excellent champion ranking saw a 2.3% increase in suspension rates. 

This result was statistically significant. Schools without the excellent ranking showed no overall 
difference in suspensions rates. This result was statistically insignificant and may have resulted 
due to chance. The overall changes seen between schools with and without the excellent 
champion ranking were statistically significant. An additional graph is located on page 52 to help 
illustrate this difference. 

After 1½ years of CC! program implementation, the proportion of students suspended 
increased more in CC! schools with excellent champion engagement than CC! schools without 
excellent champion engagement, (G2

(4) =  38.71, p < .001.)  The proportion of students 
suspended increased in CC! schools with excellent champion engagement, (𝟀2

(1) = 11.63, p < 
.001.) The proportion of students suspended in CC! schools without excellent champion 
engagement was unchanged, (𝟀2

(1) = 0.03, p = .867.) 
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Decrease in Students Suspended 

Increase in Students Suspended 



 

53 
 

Appendix B- Implementation Performance Rankings 
 

Implementation Performance Rankings by Report 

School 
June 2017 

Rank 

Nov 2017 

Rank 

Jan 2018 

Rank 

April 2018 

Rank 

July 2018 

Rank 

Average 

Weighted 

Score 

PS 17 - ECC 3 4 4 4 4 3.8 

PS 19 - Native American Magnet 2 2 2 2 2 2 

PS 27 - Hillery Park 3 3 3 3 4 3.2 

PS 30 - Frank A. Sedita 3 3 3 3 3 3 

PS 43 - Lovejoy Discovery 2 2 2 1 1 1.6 

PS 45 - International School 4 4 4 3 4 3.8 

PS 54 - Dr. George E. Blackman 4 3 3 4 3 3.4 

PS 59 - Science Magnet 4 4 3 4 4 3.8 

PS 61 - Arthur O. Eve ECC 3 3 3 3 3 3 

PS 65 - Roosevelt ECC 3 3 3 3 3 3 

PS 66 - North Park Academy 3 4 3 3 3 3.2 

PS 67 - Discovery School 3 3 3 2 2 2.6 

PS 69 - Houghton Academy 2 2 2 3 4 2.6 

PS 72 - Lorraine Academy 4 3 3 3 3 3.2 

PS 74 - Hamlin Park Claude and 

Ouida Clappe Academy 2 3 3 4 4 
3.2 

PS 89 - Lydia T. Wright 4 4 4 4 4 4 

PS 94 - West Hertel Academy 3 4 4 4 4 3.8 

PS 97 - Harvey Austin 2 2 3 3 4 2.8 

PS 207 - South Park High School 3 3 3 3 3 3 

PS 355 - New Buffalo School of 

Culinary Arts and Hospitality 2 3 3 3 3 
2.8 

Scale:  

"4" = Excellent 

"3" = Good 

"2" = Developing 

"1" = Lacking 

      

 

Note: 

Scores with an average weighted score of 3.5 or more are considered to have 

an overall "excellent" ranking and are highlighted. Scores with an average 

below 3.5 are considered to have an "other" rating.  
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Appendix C - Principal Engagement Rankings 
 

Principal Engagement Rankings by Report 

School 

Nov 2017 

Rank 

Jan 2018 

Rank 

April 2018 

Rank 

July 2018 

Rank 

Average 

Weighted 

Score 

PS 17 - ECC 4 4 4 4 4 

PS 19 - Native American Magnet 3 3 4 4 3.5 

PS 27 - Hillery Park 2 3 3 4 3 

PS 30 - Frank A. Sedita 3 3 2 2 2.5 

PS 43 - Lovejoy Discovery 2 2 2 1 1.75 

PS 45 - International School 3 3 3 3 3 

PS 54 - Dr. George E. Blackman 3 3 3 3 3 

PS 59 - Science Magnet 3 3 4 3 3.25 

PS 61 - Arthur O. Eve ECC 3 4 4 4 3.75 

PS 65 - Roosevelt ECC 3 3 4 3 3.25 

PS 66 - North Park Academy 4 4 3 3 3.5 

PS 67 - Discovery School 3 3 2 2 2.5 

PS 69 - Houghton Academy 2 2 3 4 2.75 

PS 72 - Lorraine Academy 2 3 3 3 2.75 

PS 74 - Hamlin Park Claude and Ouida Clappe 

Academy 3 3 4 4 
3.5 

PS 89 - Lydia T. Wright 4 4 4 4 4 

PS 94 - West Hertel Academy 3 3 3 4 3.25 

PS 97 - Harvey Austin 2 3 3 4 3 

PS 207 - South Park High School 3 3 3 3 3 

PS 355 - New Buffalo School of Culinary Arts 

and Hospitality 3 3 3 3 
3 

Scale:  

"4" = Excellent 

"3" = Good 

"2" = Developing 

"1" = Lacking 

     

 

Note:     

Scores with an average weighted score of 3.5 or more are considered 

to have an overall "excellent" ranking and are highlighted. Scores with 

an average below 3.5 are considered to have an "other" rating. 
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Appendix D - CC! Champion Engagement Rankings 

CC! Champion Engagement Rankings by Report 

School 

Nov 2017 

Rank 

Jan 2018 

Rank 

April 2018 

Rank 

July 2018 

Rank 

Average 

Weighted Score 

PS 17 - ECC 4 4 4 4 4 

PS 19 - Native American Magnet 2 2 3 3 2.5 

PS 27 - Hillery Park 2 3 3 4 3 

PS 30 - Frank A. Sedita 3 3 3 3 3 

PS 43 - Lovejoy Discovery 2 2 2 1 1.75 

PS 45 - International School 4 4 3 4 3.75 

PS 54 - Dr. George E. Blackman 3 3 4 4 3.5 

PS 59 - Science Magnet 4 3 3 3 3.25 

PS 61 - Arthur O. Eve ECC 4 4 4 4 4 

PS 65 - Roosevelt ECC 3 3 3 3 3 

PS 66 - North Park Academy 4 3 3 3 3.25 

PS 67 - Discovery School 2 2 2 2 2 

PS 69 - Houghton Academy 2 2 3 4 2.75 

PS 72 - Lorraine Academy 2 2 3 3 2.5 

PS 74 - Hamlin Park Claude and Ouida 

Clappe Academy 4 4 4 4 
4 

PS 89 - Lydia T. Wright 4 4 4 4 4 

PS 94 - West Hertel Academy 4 4 4 4 4 

PS 97 - Harvey Austin 2 3 3 4 3 

PS 207 - South Park High School 3 3 3 3 3 

PS 355 - New Buffalo School of Culinary 

Arts and Hospitality 3 3 3 3 
3 

Scale:  

"4" = Excellent 

"3" = Good 

"2" = Developing 

"1" = Lacking 

     

     

Note:     

Scores with an average weighted score of 3.5 or more are considered to 

have an overall "excellent" ranking and are highlighted. Scores with an 

average below 3.5 are considered to have an "other" rating.  
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Appendix E - ½ Year Implementation Results 
 

½ Year Summary of Findings  
 

After ½ year of CC! program implementation, CC! schools demonstrated an improvement 
advantage in attendance rates compared to non-CC! schools. Non-CC! schools demonstrated an 
improvement advantage in the proportion of students suspended, elementary math proficiency, 
and elementary english proficiency compared to CC! schools. CC! schools with excellent 
implementation performance demonstrated an improvement advantage in attendance rates 
compared to CC! schools without excellent implementation performance. CC! schools without 
excellent implementation performance demonstrated an improvement advantage in the 
proportion of students suspended and elementary math proficiency. There were no statistically 
significant changes in elementary english proficiency for either CC! schools with or without 
excellent implementation performance. 
 

 

The following notable results were found in ½ years of the program’s implementation 
between CC! and non-CC! schools: 

 
● CC! schools had a 1.9% increase in their attendance rates. Non-CC! schools had a 

0.8% increase. Attendance rates seen in CC! schools was 1.1% higher than non-
CC! schools. 
  
 

● CC! schools had a 0.6% decrease in their suspension rates. Non-CC! schools had a 
1.7% decrease. Suspension rates seen in CC! schools was 1.1% higher than non-
CC! schools.  

 

 

The following notable results were found in ½ years of the program’s implementation 
when comparing within CC! schools for implementation performance: 

 
● Schools with an excellent implementation ranking had a 6.3% increase in their 

attendance rates. Schools without an excellent implementation ranking had a 
0.2% increase. Attendance rates seen in excellent schools was 6.1% higher than 
schools without an excellent ranking. 
  

● Schools with an excellent implementation had a 1.5% increase in their suspension 
rates. Schools without an excellent implementation had a 1.3% decrease. 
Suspension rates seen in excellent schools was 2.8% higher than schools without 
an excellent ranking.  
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½ Year Findings  

Attendance Rates (CC! Schools vs. Non-CC! Schools) 

 

Attendance rates in CC! schools increased significantly by 1.9% whereas rates non-CC! 
schools increased by only 0.8% within the first ½ year of program implementation. The 
difference in attendance rates between CC! and non-CC! schools was 1.1%. While the changes 
seen within the CC! and non-CC! schools individually were statistically significant, the overall 
difference between CC! and non-CC! schools after a ½ year of implementation was not 
statistically significant, presenting a possibility that this result occurred because of chance. An 
additional graph is located on page 58 to help visualize these differences. 

Attendance rates increased at a greater rate in CC! schools compared to non-CC! schools 
within the first ½ year of program implementation, (G2

(4) =  40.47, p < .001.) Attendance rates in 
CC! schools increased by 1.9%, (𝟀2

(1) = 10.41, p = .001.) Attendance rates in non-CC! schools only 
approached significance, (𝟀2

(1) = 2.82, p = .093.)  
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Increase in Attendance Rates 
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 Attendance Rates (CC! Schools - Implementation Performance) 

 

 Attendance rates in CC! schools with excellent implementation rankings increased 
significantly by 6.3% whereas rates in CC! schools without excellent implementation rankings 
increased by only 0.2% within the first ½ year of program implementation. The difference in 
attendance rates between schools with and without excellent rankings was 6.1%. While the 
changes seen within the CC! schools with and without excellent rankings were statistically 
significant, the overall difference between both groups after a ½ year of implementation was not 
statistically significant, thus presenting a possibility that this result occurred because of chance.  
An additional graph is located on page 60 to help illustrate these changes. 

Attendance rates increased at a greater rate in CC! schools with excellent implementation 
performance compared to CC! schools without excellent implementation performance within the 
first ½ year of program implementation, (G2

(4) =  155.84, p < .001.) Attendance rates in CC! 
schools with excellent implementation performance increased (𝟀2

(1) = 29.74, p < .001.) 
Attendance rates in CC! schools without excellent implementation performance was not 
significant, (𝟀2

(1) = 0.17, p = .680.) 
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Suspensions (CC! Schools vs. Non-CC! Schools) 

 
The amount of students that were suspended in CC! schools decreased by 0.6% within ½ 

year of implementation. The amount of students that were suspended in non-CC! schools 
decreased as well. The decrease seen in non-CC! schools was statistically significant. While the 
overall difference (1.1%) seen between the CC! and non-CC! schools was also statistically 
significant, the overall change seen solely in CC! schools after a ½ year of implementation was 
not statistically significant, thus presenting a possibility that this result occurred because of 
chance. An additional graph is located on page 62 to help visualize these trends. 

The proportion of students suspended decreased at a greater rate in Non-CC! schools 
compared to CC! schools within the first ½ year of program implementation, (G2

(4) =  55.42, p < 
.001.) The proportion of students suspended decreased by 1.7% in Non-CC! schools, (𝟀2

(1) = 
25.09, p < .001.) The change in proportion of students suspended in CC! schools (0.6%) was not 
significant, (𝟀2

(1) = 1.45, p = .228.) 
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Decrease in Proportion of Students 
Suspended 
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Suspensions (CC! Schools - Implementation Performance) 

 
The amount of students that were suspended in CC! schools with an excellent 

implementation ranking increased significantly by 1.5% within ½ year of implementation. The 
amount of students that were suspended in schools without the excellent ranking decreased 
overall. The data shows that schools with excellent implementation had 2.8% more suspensions. 
While the changes seen within schools with and without the excellent ranking individually were 
statistically significant, the overall difference between these schools after a ½ year of 
implementation was not statistically significant, thus presenting a possibility that this result 
occurred because of chance. An additional graph is located on page 64 to help illustrate these 
differences.  

The proportion of students suspended decreased in CC! schools without excellent 
implementation performance, whereas it increased in CC! schools with excellent implementation 
performance within the first ½ year of program implementation, (G2

(4) =  73.26, p < .001.) The 
proportion of students suspended decreased by 1.3% in CC! schools without excellent 
implementation performance, (𝟀2

(1) = 5.76, p = .016.) The proportion of students suspended 
increased by in CC! schools with excellent implementation performance, although this increase 
only approached statistical significance,  (𝟀2

(1) = 3.71, p = .054.)  
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Decrease in Students Suspended 

Increase in Students Suspended 
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Elementary Math Proficiency (CC! Schools vs. Non-CC! Schools) 

 

Within the first ½ year of CC! implementation, elementary math proficiency in CC! 
schools increased by 1.2% but was not statistically significant, thus presenting a possibility that 
this result occurred because of chance. Conversely, proficiency in non-CC! schools increased 
significantly by 1.4%. The difference in elementary math proficiency between CC! and non-CC! 
schools was 0.2%. An additional graph is located on page 66 to help visualize these differences. 

The proportion of students proficient in elementary math increased at a greater rate in 
non-CC! schools compared to CC! schools within the first ½ year of program implementation, 
(G2

(4) =  40.47, p < .001.) The proportion of students proficient in elementary math increased in 
CC! schools, although this change only approached significance,  (𝟀2

(1) = 3.08, p = .079.) The 
proportion of students proficient in elementary math increased in non-CC! schools,  (𝟀2

(1) = 4.06, 
p = .044.) 
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Increase in Elementary 
Math Proficiency  
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Elementary Math Proficiency (CC! Schools - Implementation Performance) 

 

Within the first ½ year of CC! implementation, elementary math proficiency in CC! 
schools with excellent implementation rankings decreased by 0.5% but was not statistically 
significant, thus presenting a possibility that this result occurred because of chance. Conversely, 
proficiency in CC! schools without an excellent implementation ranking increased significantly by 
2.3%. The difference in elementary math proficiency between CC! schools with and without an 
excellent implementation ranking was 2.8%. When both groups were compared together, the 
differences seen were statistically significant. An additional graph is located on page 68 to help 
illustrate this difference.  

The proportion of students proficient in elementary math increased at a greater rate in 
CC! schools without excellent implementation performance compared to CC! schools with 
excellent implementation performance within the first ½ year of program implementation, (G2

(4) =  
10.17, p < .05.) The proportion of students proficient in elementary math increased by in CC! 
schools without excellent implementation performance, (𝟀2

 (1) = 3.89, p = .048.) The proportion of 
students proficient in elementary math decreased in CC! schools with excellent implementation 
performance, although this change was not significant, (𝟀2

 (1) = 0.04, p = .841.)  
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Elementary English Proficiency (CC! Schools vs. Non-CC! Schools) 

 

Within the first ½ year of CC! implementation, elementary english proficiency in CC! 
schools increased by 0.9% but was not statistically significant, thus presenting a possibility that 
this result occurred because of chance. Conversely, proficiency in non-CC! schools increased 
significantly by 2.0%. The difference in Elementary english proficiency between CC! and non-CC! 
schools was 1.1%. When both groups were compared together, the differences seen were 
statistically significant. An additional graph is located on page 70 to help visualize these 
differences. 

The proportion of students proficient in elementary english increased at a greater rate in 
non-CC! schools compared to CC! schools within the first ½ year of program implementation, 
(G2

(4) =  195.76, p < .001.) The proportion of students proficient in elementary english increased 
by 0.9% in CC! schools, although this change was not significant,  (𝟀2

(1) = 1.78, p = .186.) The 
proportion of students proficient in elementary english increased in non-CC! schools,  (𝟀2

(1) = 
9.48, p = .002.) 
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English Proficiency  



 

71 
 

Elementary English Proficiency (CC! Schools - Implementation Performance) 

 

Within the first ½ year of CC! implementation, elementary english proficiency in CC! 
schools with excellent implementation rankings increased by 1.0%. Proficiency in CC! schools 
without an excellent implementation ranking decreased. The overall difference in elementary 
english proficiency between CC! schools with and without an excellent implementation ranking 
was 1.7%. These changes were not statistically significant thus presenting a possibility that they 
occurred because of chance. An additional graph is located on page 72 to help illustrate these 
differences. In excellent CC! schools.  

The overall difference observed between CC! schools with and without an excellent 
implementation ranking was not statistically significant, (G2

 (4) = 3.97, p > .25.) Neither the 1.0% 
increase in english proficiency CC! schools with excellent implementation performance, (𝟀2

 (1) = 
0.26, p = .610), nor the 0.7% decrease in english proficiency CC! schools without excellent 
implementation performance, (𝟀2

 (1) = 1.54, p = .215), were statistically significant. 
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College Readiness & Career Preparation 
 

The analysis exhibited an overall 5.5% difference in the proportion of high school 
students with post-graduation plans between non-CC! schools and to CC! schools from baseline 
to ½ years after CC! launch. CC! schools saw an increase of 3.2%. Although this result was lower 
than the 8.7% increase seen in non-CC! schools, it was statistically insignificant and may have 
resulted due to chance. Conversely, the changes seen in non-CC! schools were statistically 
significant. An additional graph is located on page 74 to help visualize these differences. 

When both groups were compared together, the differences seen were statistically 
significant.  Both CC! schools and non-CC! schools increased in the proportion of high school 
students with post-graduation plans between baseline and ½ years after CC! launch (G2

 (4) = 
48.14, p < 0.001). The proportion of high school students with post-graduation plans in CC! 
schools increased although this difference was not statistically significant (𝟀2

 (1) = 1.16, p = 0.281). 
The proportion of high school students with post-graduation plans in non-CC! schools 
significantly increased by 8.7% (𝟀2

 (1) = 40.76, p < 0.001). 
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Appendix F – “Excellent” Grouping for Implementation Performance at ½ 
Years of CC! Implementation 
 

 

 

 

Overall “Excellent” Grouping for ½ Year of CC! Implementation  

Implementation Performance  

PS 45 International School 

PS 54 Dr. George E. Blackman 

PS 59 Science Magnet 

PS 72 Lorraine Academy  

PS 89 Lydia T. Wright  
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Appendix G – Overall Rankings for Implementation Performance at ½ Years 
of CC! Implementation 
 

 

Implementation Performance Rankings in June 2017 Report 

School 
June 2017 

Rank 

PS 17 - ECC 3 

PS 19 - Native American Magnet 2 

PS 27 - Hillery Park 3 

PS 30 - Frank A. Sedita 3 

PS 43 - Lovejoy Discovery 2 

PS 45 - International School 4 

PS 54 - Dr. George E. Blackman 4 

PS 59 - Science Magnet 4 

PS 61 - Arthur O. Eve ECC 3 

PS 65 - Roosevelt ECC 3 

PS 66 - North Park Academy 3 

PS 67 - Discovery School 3 

PS 69 - Houghton Academy 2 

PS 72 - Lorraine Academy 4 

PS 74 - Hamlin Park Claude and Ouida Clappe Academy 2 

PS 89 - Lydia T. Wright 4 

PS 94 - West Hertel Academy 3 

PS 97 - Harvey Austin 2 

PS 207 - South Park High School 3 

PS 355 - New Buffalo School of Culinary Arts and Hospitality 2 

Scale:  

"4" = Excellent 

"3" = Good 

"2" = Developing 

"1" = Lacking 

 

 

 

 


