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Exhibit C.1 (continued) 

SOURCES: Teacher Survey of Student Behavior data, collected in fall 2015, spring 2016 (Program Year 1, n = 25,391), and spring 2017 
(Program Year 2, n = 24,842). Student records data from the 2014-2015 school year. 
 
NOTES: The student sample used in this table is defined as students with all five behavior measures for that year. 
     The impacts are estimated using three-level hierarchical linear models to account for the nested structure of the data, with stu
dents nested within teachers, and teachers nested within schools. The models control for the blocking of random assignment and 
for baseline differences between students in the participating and non-participating schools with respect to the following variables: 
grade, age, gender, race, free-/reduced-price lunch status, English language learner status, Individualized Education Plan status, 
baseline standardized math and reading test z-scores, and student baseline behavior measures. All missing values in these covari
ates are imputed with zero and missing indicators for all covariates are also included in the model.  

-

-

     The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means for students 
from the participating schools (using number of participating schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ val
ues are calculated by subtracting the estimated impacts from the participating school averages. Rounding may cause slight discrep
ancies in calculating sums and differences. 

-
-

     The estimated impacts effect sizes are calculated as a proportion of the standard deviation of the full non-participating school 
members in the analysis sample. 
     A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated impact. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less than 5 
percent.  
 

Exhibit 4 in the report shows that the program had no effect on students’ reading and math achievements for Grade 3-5 
students, on average, in both program years as well as the follow-up year. Exhibit C.2 provides the details of these find
ings. 

-

 
Exhibit C.2. Estimated Impacts on Student Academic Achievement, Overall Sample, by Program Year  

Measures 
Participating 

Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 

Impact   

Standard 
Error of 

Estimated 
Impact 

p-value of 
Estimated 

 Impact   
Number of 

Observations 
         
Program Year 1         
 Standardized reading scores 0.03 0.02 0.01  0.03 0.581   24,326  
    Standardized math scores 0.02 0.02 0.00  0.03 0.985  24,326              
Program Year 2         
 Standardized reading scores 0.04 0.04 0.00  0.03 0.891  23,569  
    Standardized math scores 0.04 0.04 0.00  0.04 0.981   23,569              
Follow-Up Year         
 Standardized reading scores 0.00 0.00 0.01  0.03 0.835  19,968  
    Standardized math scores 0.02 0.00 0.02  0.04 0.569  19,968  
            

(continued) 
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Exhibit C.2 (continued) 

SOURCES: District records data for spring 2016, spring 2017, and spring 2018. Teacher Survey of Student Behavior data from fall 
2015. 
 
NOTES: For Program Years 1 and 2, the analysis includes students from 58 participating schools and 31 non-participating schools. 
For the Follow-Up Year, the analysis includes students from 52 participating schools and 28 non-participating schools. The analysis 
sample used in this table is defined as students with both Reading and Math state test scores for that year. 
     The impacts are estimated using two-level hierarchical linear models to account for the nested structure of the data, with stu
dents nested within schools. The models control for the blocking of random assignment and for baseline differences between stu
dents in the participating and non-participating schools with respect to the following variables: age, gender, race, free-/reduced-
price lunch status, English language learner status, Individualized Education Plan status, baseline standardized math and reading 
test z-scores, and student baseline behavior measures. All missing values in these covariates are imputed with zero and missing indi
cators for all covariates are also included in the model.  

-
-

-

     The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means for students 
from the participating schools (using number of participating schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ val
ues are calculated by subtracting the estimated impacts from the participating school averages. Rounding may cause slight discrep
ancies in calculating sums and differences. 

-
-

      All test scores are standardized within school districts and grade levels using the means and standard deviations of the full non
participating group of students in each school-by-grade cell. The values in the estimated impact column are therefore in effect size 
unit.       

-

      A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated difference. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less 
than 5 percent.  
 

Exhibit 5 in the report presents the program effects for both program years on the behavior of students who were ini
tially identified as struggling with behavior. Exhibit C.3 shows the program affected disruptive behavior but did not 
affect other measured behaviors for these students. For comparison, this exhibit also includes the estimated program 
effects on the behavior of students who were not initially identified as struggling with behavior and provides statistical 
tests for the differences in the estimated impacts for these two groups of students. To provide context for the actions of 
the students initially identified as struggling with behavior, Exhibit C.4 provides information on the average behavior 
ratings for them at the start of the program (in the fall of 2015). 

-

Exhibit 6 in the report shows that the program positively affected the reading achievements of students initially identi
fied as struggling with behavior during the two years of the program, but the effect was not sustained in the follow-up 
year. Exhibit C.5 provides the details of the estimated program effects on academic achievement for these students ini
tially identified as struggling with behavior and their counterparts who were not identified as struggling with behavior. 
It also provides comparisons between the estimated impacts for these two groups of students. 

-

-

Program Effects on Additional Student Outcomes34 

For context, the study team also examined program effects on other student behavior outcomes using data collected in 
the Teacher Survey of Student Behavior at the end of each program year. First, the study assessed the program’s effects 
on student behavior incidences, in other words, the occurrences of disciplinary actions experienced by a student such 
as office disciplinary referrals. Teacher reports of office disciplinary referrals have been shown in other studies to be a 
reliable measure of actual referrals to the office and to be correlated with disruptive student behaviors.35 Exhibit C.6 
shows that the program did not affect overall student receipt of referrals or suspensions in either program year. Exhibit 
C.7 shows the same result for students initially identified as struggling with behavior. 
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Exhibit C.3. Estimated Impacts on Teacher Ratings of Student Behavior by Whether Students Were Initially Identified as Struggling with 
Behavior, by Program Year  

Measure 
(0- to 5-point scale) 

Participating 
Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 

Impacts   

Standard 
Error of 

Estimated 
Impacts 

Estimated 
Impacts 
in Effect 

Size 

p-value of  
Estimated 

Impacts   

Estimated 
Difference 

of  
Subgroup 

Impacts 

p-value of 
Estimated 
Difference 

of 
Subgroup 

Impacts   
Number of 

Observations 
       

 
        

Program Year 1             
Disruptive behavior         0.04 0.026 †  

 
Students initially identified 

as struggling with 
behavior 1.64 1.69 -0.06 * 0.02 -0.07 0.010      

 Students not initially 
identified 0.38 0.39 -0.01  0.01 -0.02 0.413                      

Emotional dysregulation         0.01 0.632   

 
Students initially identified 

as struggling with 
behavior 2.20 2.22 -0.02  0.03 -0.02 0.477      

 Students not initially 
identified 0.95 0.96 -0.01  0.02 -0.01 0.672                      

Internalizing behavior         0.00 0.904   

 
Students initially identified 

as struggling with 
behavior 1.09 1.10 0.00  0.03 0.00 0.944      

 Students not initially 
identified 0.59 0.59 0.00  0.02 -0.01 0.804                      

(continued) 
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Exhibit C.3 (continued) 

Measure 
(0- to 5-point scale) 

Participating 
Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 

Impacts   

Standard 
Error of 

Estimated 
Impacts 

Estimated 
Impacts 
in Effect 

Size 

p-value of  
Estimated 

Impacts   

Estimated 
Difference 

of  
Subgroup 

Impacts 

p-value of 
Estimated 
Difference 

of 
Subgroup 

Impacts   
Number of 

Observations 
             
Attention to schoolwork         -0.03 0.348   

 
Students initially identified 

as struggling with 
behavior 2.43 2.41 0.02  0.03 0.01 0.627      

 Students not initially 
identified 3.67 3.68 -0.01  0.02 -0.01 0.544                      

Pro-social behavior         -0.02 0.368   

 

Students initially identified 
as struggling with 
behavior 2.92 2.87 0.04  0.03 0.04 0.212      

 
Students not initially 

identified 4.10 4.08 0.02  0.02 0.02 0.483                      

  
Students initially identified 

as struggling with 
behavior (n)                       

                
2,979  

  
Students not initially 

identified (n)                       
              

17,208  
       

 
        

Program Year 2             
Disruptive behavior         0.07 0.022 †  

 
Students initially identified 

as struggling with 
behavior 1.17 1.25 -0.08 * 0.03 -0.11 0.015      

 Students not initially 
identified 0.41 0.43 -0.01  0.02 -0.02 0.551      

(continued) 
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Exhibit C.3 (continued) 

Measure 
(0- to 5-point scale) 

Participating 
Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 

Impacts   

Standard 
Error of 

Estimated 
Impacts 

Estimated 
Impacts 
in Effect 

Size 

p-value of  
Estimated 

Impacts   

Estimated 
Difference 

of  
Subgroup 

Impacts 

p-value of 
Estimated 
Difference 

of 
Subgroup 

Impacts   
Number of 

Observations 
             
Emotional dysregulation         0.06 0.081   

 
Students initially identified 

as struggling with 
behavior 1.74 1.81 -0.06  0.04 -0.07 0.143      

 Students not initially 
identified 0.99 0.99 0.00  0.03 0.00 0.976                      

Internalizing behavior         0.04 0.197   

 
Students initially identified 

as struggling with 
behavior 0.86 0.93 -0.07  0.04 -0.09 0.090      

 Students not initially 
identified 0.63 0.65 -0.03  0.03 -0.04 0.383                      

Attention to schoolwork         -0.03 0.499   

 
Students initially identified 

as struggling with 
behavior 2.70 2.68 0.02  0.05 0.02 0.662      

 Students not initially 
identified 3.64 3.65 -0.01  0.04 -0.01 0.781                      

(continued) 
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Exhibit C.3 (continued) 

Measure 
(0- to 5-point scale) 

Participating 
Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 

Impacts   

Standard 
Error of 

Estimated 
Impacts 

Estimated 
Impacts 
in Effect 

Size 

p-value of  
Estimated 

Impacts   

Estimated 
Difference 

of  
Subgroup 

Impacts 

p-value of 
Estimated 
Difference 

of 
Subgroup 

Impacts   
Number of 

Observations 
             
Pro-social behavior         -0.05 0.170   

 

Students initially identified 
as struggling with 
behavior 3.30 3.23 0.07  0.05 0.07 0.156      

 
Students not initially 

identified 4.08 4.06 0.01  0.04 0.02 0.692                      

  

Students initially identified 
as struggling with 
behavior (n)                       

                
1,847  

  
Students not initially 

identified (n)                       
              

11,183  
                
 
SOURCES: Teacher Survey of Student Behavior data, collected in fall 2015, spring 2016, and spring 2017. Student records data from the 2014-2015 school year.  
 
NOTES: The analysis includes students from 58 participating schools and 31 non-participating schools. The sample for each program year includes students with all five behavior 
measures for that year. A student is initially identified as struggling with behavior if his/her initial (fall 2015) disruptive behavior rating is in the highest 15 percent among stu
dents in the same grade across all study schools.     

-

    The impacts are estimated using three-level hierarchical linear models to account for the nested structure of the data, with students nested within teachers, and teachers 
nested within schools. The models control for the blocking of random assignment and for baseline differences between students in the participating and non-participating 
schools with respect to the following variables: grade, age, gender, race, free-/reduced-price lunch status, English language learner status, Individualized Education Plan status, 
baseline standardized math and reading test z-scores, and student baseline behavior measures. All missing values in these covariates are imputed with zero and missing indica
tors for all covariates are also included in the model.  

-

     The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means for students from the participating schools (using number of 
participating schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ values are calculated by subtracting the estimated impacts from the participating school aver
ages. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 

-

     The estimated impacts’ effect sizes are calculated as a proportion of the standard deviation of the full non-participating group members in the analysis sample. 
     A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated impact. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less than 5 percent. 
     An F-test was applied to the differences in the estimated impacts between the two subgroups. Statistical significance is indicated by (†) when the p-value is less than 5 percent.  
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Exhibit C.4. Teacher Ratings of Student Behavior at the Start of the Study (Fall 2015) for Students Who Were in Program Years 1 and 2 Samples 
and Were Initially Identified as Struggling with Behavior 

Sample and Baseline Behavior 
Ratings (0- to 5-point scale)  

  
Participating  

Schools 

  
Non- 

Participating 
Schools 

  
Estimated 
Difference 

  
  

Standard 
Error of 

Estimated 
Difference 

Estimated 
Difference 

 in Effect 
Size 

  
p-value of  
Estimated 
Difference 

            
Program Year 1         
 Disruptive behavior   1.77 1.78 -0.01  0.03 -0.01 0.767 

 Emotional dysregulation  2.29 2.24 0.05  0.04 0.06 0.230 

 Internalizing behavior  1.15 1.14 0.00  0.04 0.01 0.908 

 Pro-social behavior   2.80 2.76 0.04  0.04 0.05 0.364 

 Attention to schoolwork   2.31 2.31 0.01  0.05 0.01 0.890 
            
Program Year 2         
 Disruptive behavior   1.75 1.80 -0.05  0.03 -0.08 0.150 

 Emotional dysregulation  2.26 2.26 0.01  0.05 0.01 0.867 

 Internalizing behavior  1.16 1.18 -0.02  0.05 -0.03 0.688 

 Pro-social behavior   2.83 2.80 0.03  0.05 0.04 0.601 

 Attention to schoolwork   2.36 2.32 0.04  0.06 0.04 0.525 
            
 
SOURCES: Teacher Survey of Student Behavior from the fall of 2015, spring of 2016, and spring of 2017, and district records data collected for the 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 
school years. 
 
NOTES: The analysis includes students from 58 participating schools and 31 non-participating schools. The student sample used in this table is defined as students with all 
five behavior measures for that program year. A student is initially identified as struggling with behavior if his/her initial (fall 2015) disruptive behavior rating is in the highest 
15 percent among students in the same grade across all study schools. The Program Year 1 sample has 2,979 students, and the Program Year 2 sample has 1,847 students. The 
number of observations varies by baseline characteristics due to missing values.  
     The estimated differences are regression-adjusted using hierarchical linear models to account for the nested structure of the data with students nested within teachers 
and teachers nested within schools. The models control for indicators of random assignment blocks. The values for the participating schools are the weighted average of the 
observed district means for the participating schools, using the number of participating schools in each district as weight. The values for the non-participating schools are 
the difference between the participating school means and the estimated differences. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.  
      *Indicates the estimated difference is statistically significant at the 0.05 level with a two-tailed test. 
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Exhibit C.5. Estimated Impacts on Student Academic Achievement by Whether Students Were Initially Identified as Struggling with Behavior, 
by Program Year  

Measures 
Participating 

Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 

Impact   

Standard 
Error of 

Estimated 
Impact 

p-value of  
Estimated 

Impact   

Estimated 
Subgroup 

Difference 

p-value of  
Estimated 
Subgroup  

Difference   
Number of 

Observations 
               
Program Year 1            
Standardized reading scores        0.13 0.006  †  

 
Students initially identified as 

struggling with behavior -0.16 -0.27 0.11 * 0.05 0.023       
 Students not initially identified 0.14  0.15 -0.02  0.03 0.579       
               
Standardized math scores        0.07 0.107    

 
Students initially identified as 

struggling with behavior -0.18  -0.23 0.05  0.05 0.296      
 Students not initially identified 0.13 0.15  -0.02  0.03 0.576                          
Students initially identified as 

struggling with behavior (n)                     1,879 
Students not initially identified (n)                     10,993 
               
Program Year 2            
Standardized reading scores        0.14 0.004 †  

 
Students initially identified as 

struggling with behavior -0.14 -0.25 0.11 * 0.05 0.050      
 Students not initially identified 0.16 0.20 -0.04  0.03 0.256      
               
Standardized math scores        0.09 0.058   

 
Students initially identified as 

struggling with behavior -0.17 -0.24 0.07  0.06 0.209      
 Students not initially identified 0.17 0.19 -0.02  0.04 0.680                         
Students initially identified as 

struggling with behavior (n)                     1,595 
Students not initially identified (n)                     9,701 

(continued) 
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Exhibit C.5 (continued) 

Measures 
Participating 

Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 

Impact   

Standard 
Error of 

Estimated 
Impact 

p-value of  
Estimated 

Impact   

Estimated 
Subgroup 

Difference 

p-value of  
Estimated 
Subgroup  

Difference   
Number of 

Observations 
            
Follow-Up Year            
Standardized reading scores        0.14  0.022  †  

 
Students initially identified as 

struggling with behavior -0.23  -0.32 0.09   0.07  0.173       
 Students not initially identified 0.15 0.20  -0.05  0.04 0.253       
               
Standardized math scores        0.02  0.762    

 
Students initially identified as 

struggling with behavior -0.22  -0.21 -0.02   0.07 0.817       
 Students not initially identified 0.19  0.22  -0.03   0.05 0.479                          
Students initially identified as 

struggling with behavior (n)                     1,323 
Students not initially identified (n)                     8,165 
SOURCES: District records data for spring 2016 and spring 2017. Teacher Survey of Student Behavior data from fall 2015.  
 
NOTES: For Program Years 1 and 2, the analysis includes students from 58 participating schools and 31 non-participating schools. For the Follow-Up Year, the analysis includes 
students from 52 participating schools and 28 non-participating schools. The analysis sample used in this table is defined as students with both Reading and Math state test 
scores for that year. A student is initially identified as struggling with behavior if his/her baseline disruptive behavior rating is in the highest 15 percent among students in the 
same grade across all sample schools.     
     The estimated impacts are regression-adjusted using two-level hierarchical linear models to account for the nested structure of the data, with students nested within 
schools. The models control for the blocking of random assignment and for baseline differences between students in the participating and non-participating schools with 
respect to the following variables: age, gender, race, free-/reduced-price lunch status, English language learner status, Individualized Education Plan status, baseline standard
ized math and reading test z-scores, and student baseline behavior measures. All missing values in these covariates are imputed with zero and missing indicators for all covari
ates are also included in the model.  

-
-

     The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means for students from the participating schools (using the 
number of participating schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ values are calculated by subtracting the estimated impacts from the participating 
school averages. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
     All test scores are standardized within school districts and grade levels using the means and standard deviations of the full non-participating schools’ students in each 
school-by-grade cell. The values in the estimated impact column are therefore in effect size units. 
     A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated impact. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less than 5 percent. 
     An F-test was applied to the difference in the estimated impacts between the two subgroups. Statistical significance is indicated by (†) when the p-value is less than 5 percent. 
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Exhibit C.6. Estimated Impacts on Other Behavior-Related Outcomes as Reported by Teachers, Overall Sample, by Program Year 

Measures (%) 

  
Participating 

Schools 

 Non- 
Participating 

Schools 

  
Estimated 

Impacts 
  
  

Standard Error 
of Estimated 

Impacts 

Estimated 
Impacts in 
Effect Size 

p-value of  
Estimated 

Impacts 
           
Program Year 1        
 Disciplinary referral  14.2 14.0 0.2  0.82 0.01 0.791 
 Currently receiving SPED  10.2 10.4 -0.2  0.55 -0.01 0.665 
 Referred to SPED Assessment  5.7 6.1 -0.4  0.55 -0.02 0.486            
Suspensions         
 In-school suspension 3.3 3.4 -0.1  0.48 -0.01 0.817 

 Out-of-school suspension 2.0 1.8 0.3  0.32 0.02 0.425 

 Either  4.1 3.9 0.2  0.50 0.01 0.732            
Receipt of targeted support         
    Academic support  28.7 29.4 -0.6  1.52 -0.01 0.675 
    Behavioral support  4.5 4.2 0.3  0.54 0.01 0.582 
 Psychological support/counseling 7.3 6.0 1.3  0.73 0.06 0.071 
           
Program Year 2        
 Disciplinary referral  13.2 12.4 0.8  0.81 0.02 0.317 
 Currently receiving SPED 10.0 9.8 0.2  0.59 0.01 0.689 
 Referred to SPED Assessment  5.7 6.6 -0.9  0.56 -0.04 0.112            
Suspensions         
 In-school suspension  2.9 3.0 -0.1  0.43 -0.01 0.777 

 Out-of-school suspension  1.6 1.5 0.1  0.28 0.01 0.752 

 Either 3.5 3.4 0.1  0.43 0.00 0.856            
(continued) 
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Exhibit C.6 (continued) 

Measures (%) 

  
Participating 

Schools 

 Non- 
Participating 

Schools 

  
Estimated 

Impacts 
  
  

Standard Error 
of Estimated 

Impacts 

Estimated 
Impacts in 
Effect Size 

p-value of  
Estimated 

Impacts 
        
Receipt of targeted support         
    Academic support 30.4 33.8 -3.4  1.79 -0.07 0.054 
    Behavioral support 5.9 4.4 1.5 * 0.53 0.07 0.004 
    Psychological support/counseling 7.2 7.8 -0.7  0.70 -0.03 0.334 
                      
 
SOURCES: Teacher Survey of Student Behavior data, collected in spring 2016 (Program Year 1, n = 25,391), and spring 2017 (Program Year 2, n = 24,842). Student records data 
from the 2014-2015, 2015-2016, and 2016-2017 school years. 
 
NOTES: The analysis sample used in this table is defined as students with all five behavior measures for that year. It includes students from 58 participating schools and 31 
non-participating schools. Sample sizes vary across measures due to missing data.  
     The estimated impacts are estimated using three-level hierarchical linear models to account for the nested structure of the data, with students nested within teachers, and 
teachers nested within schools. The models control for the blocking of random assignment and for baseline differences between students in the participating and non-partici
pating schools with respect to the following variables: age, gender, race, free-/reduced-price lunch status, English language learner status, Individualized Education Plan 
status, baseline standardized math and reading test z-scores, and student baseline behavior measures. All missing values in these covariates are imputed with zero and miss
ing indicators for all covariates are also included in the model.  

-

-

     The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means for students from the participating schools (using number 
of participating schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ values are calculated by subtracting the estimated impacts from the participating school 
averages. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
     The estimated impacts’ effect sizes are calculated as a proportion of the standard deviations of all non-participating school members in the analysis sample. 
     A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated impact. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less than 5 percent. 
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Exhibit C.7. Estimated Impacts on Other Behavior-Related Outcomes as Reported by Teachers for Students Initially Identified as Struggling 
with Behavior, by Program Year  

Measures (%) 

  
Participating 

Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 

  
Estimated 

Impacts 
  
  

Standard Error 
of Estimated 

Impacts 

Estimated 
Impacts in 
Effect Size 

p-value of  
Estimated 

Impacts 
        

 
   

Program Year 1         
 Disciplinary referral 47.8 48.8 -1.0  2.77 -0.02 0.712 
 Currently receiving SPED  16.3 16.8 -0.5  1.30 -0.01 0.705 
 Referred to SPED Assessment 11.3 11.3 0.0  1.56 0.00 0.997             
Suspensions          
 In-school suspension   13.2 15.4 -2.1  1.95 -0.06 0.271 

 Out-of-school suspension   8.1 7.9 0.2  1.42 0.01 0.880 

 Either   15.5 16.9 -1.3  1.97 -0.03 0.504             
Receipt of targeted support          
    Academic support 36.3 34.3 2.0  2.57 0.04 0.441 
    Behavioral support 13.9 12.6 1.3  1.61 0.04 0.415 
 Psychological support/counseling 19.6 16.4 3.2  2.44 0.09 0.188 
            
Program Year 2         
 Disciplinary referral  36.4 37.4 -1.0  2.82 -0.02 0.721 
 Currently receiving SPED 17.4 16.5 0.9  1.61 0.02 0.598 
 Referred to SPED Assessment 8.7 10.0 -1.2  1.61 -0.04 0.444             
Suspensions          
 In-school suspension   10.0 10.5 -0.4  2.17 -0.01 0.839 

 Out-of-school suspension  5.9 6.1 -0.2  1.58 -0.01 0.893 

 Either   12.3 12.4 0.0  2.16 0.00 0.984             
(continued) 
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Exhibit C.7 (continued) 

Measures (%) 

  
Participating 

Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 

  
Estimated 

Impacts 
  
  

Standard Error 
of Estimated 

Impacts 

Estimated 
Impacts in 
Effect Size 

p-value of  
Estimated 

Impacts 
         
Receipt of targeted support          
    Academic support  37.0 37.8 -0.8  3.05 -0.02 0.803 
    Behavioral support 19.0 12.8 6.2 * 2.47 0.19 0.012 
    Psychological support/counseling  17.1 18.9 -1.8  2.58 -0.05 0.491 
 
SOURCES: Teacher Survey of Student Behavior data, collected in spring 2016 (Program Year 1, n = 2,979), and spring 2017 (Program Year 2, n = 1,847). Student records data 
from the 2014-2015, 2015-2016, and 2016-2017 school years. 
 
NOTES: The analysis sample used in this table is defined as students with all five behavior measures for that year. It includes students from 58 participating schools and 31 
non-participating schools. Sample sizes vary across measures due to missing data.  
     The estimated impacts are estimated using three-level hierarchical linear models to account for the nested structure of the data, with students nested within teachers, 
and teachers nested within schools. The models control for the blocking of random assignment and for baseline differences between students in the participating and non-
participating schools with respect to the following variables: age, gender, race, free-/reduced-price lunch status, English language learner status, Individualized Education 
Plan status, baseline standardized math and reading test z-scores, and student baseline behavior measures. All missing values in these covariates are imputed with zero 
and missing indicators for all covariates are also included in the model.  
     The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means for students from the participating schools (using 
number of participating schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ values are calculated by subtracting the estimated impacts from the participating 
school averages. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
     The estimated impacts’ effect sizes are calculated as a proportion of the standard deviations of all non-participating school members in the analysis sample. 
     A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated impact. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less than 5 percent. 
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Second, the study estimated the program’s effects on the identification of students for special education services re
lated to behavior. The program could potentially reduce such identifications if it had positive effects on student behav
iors. The study assessed the program’s effects on teachers’ reports of students that were referred to be assessed for 
special education services. It is worth noting that this referral rate can be influenced by many factors other than stu
dent behavior. Such factors include, but are not limited to, other learning-related disabilities, policy regarding special 
education referrals, and school policies regarding when and how teachers make referrals to special education. The 
study also assessed the receipt of special education services. Exhibit C.6 shows that the program had no effect on teach
ers’ reports of students’ referrals for special education assessment or receipt of special education services in either pro
gram year. Exhibit C.7 shows the same pattern for the students initially identified as struggling with behavior. 

-

-
-

-
-

Additionally, the study team analyzed the program’s effects on the proportion of students receiving supplemental support 
services. All elementary schools need to have mechanisms for providing additional support services to students identified as 
struggling with behavior, academics, and/or mental health. The program’s training and technical assistance for supple-
mental supports in Program Year 2 intended to provide students who needed it with access to a supplemental support inter
vention—the Check In Check Out (CICO) program. As a result, the study explored whether the program increased the pro-
portion of students receiving behavior support services beyond the levels of elementary schools not participating in the pro
gram. Thus, the study team asked teachers in participating and non-participating schools if each of their students had re
ceived any additional supports or services related to academics, behavior, or psychological counseling.  

-

-

-

Exhibits C.6 and C.7 report the program’s effects on these student outcomes for the overall student sample and for stu
dents initially identified as struggling with behavior, respectively. Exhibit C.6 shows that for students overall, the pro
gram did not produce an effect on students’ receipt of supplemental supports for behavior in the first year but did in 
the program’s second year after that aspect of the program was introduced to school staff. Exhibit C.7 shows this same 
pattern of findings for students initially identified as struggling with behavior. 

-
-

Program Effects on School Climate 

This section includes supplemental information for the program’s effects on school climate. In particular, Exhibit 8 in 
the report shows that the program changed staff perceptions of certain aspects of school climate. Exhibit C.8 provides 
details of these findings. 

Program Effects on Classroom Outcomes 

Exhibits 9 and 10 in the report show that the program had positive effects on how teachers managed their classrooms 
and how classrooms functioned. Exhibits C.9 and C.10 present detailed findings of the program’s effects on these class
room outcomes. 

-

Differences Between Participating and Non-Participating Schools in Receipt of Professional Development 
and Use of MTSS-B Practices 

This section summarizes the findings on the differences between participating and non-participating schools in school 
staff’s receipt of professional development, implementation of school-wide support practices, and implementation of 
supplemental supports. 

Differences in receipt of professional development. The staff survey, conducted in the spring of Program Year 2, asked the 
teachers to report their participation in various professional development activities related to student behavior for Program 
Year 1 and the current school year (Program Year 2). It also asked the teachers to report the number of hours spent in profes
sional development activities in Program Year 2. Analyses based on these data demonstrated that the program produced 
positive and significant differences in teacher-reported participation in professional development activities in Program Years 
1 and 2. However, staff in non-participating schools also reported participating in some professional development and coach
ing related to student behavior (Exhibit C.11). In the Follow-Up Year when the study’s training and technical assistance pro
gram had ended, such differences, especially the difference for the training on school-wide support practices, were limited 
according to the school site visit data collected in the Follow-Up Year (Exhibit C.12). 

-

-
-
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Exhibit C.8. Estimated Impacts on Staff Perceptions of School Climate, Program Year 2 

Measures (1- to 4-point scale) 

  
Participating 

Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 

Impacts 

  
  

Standard Error 
of Estimated 

Impacts 

Estimated 
Impacts in 
Effect Size 

p-value of  
Estimated 

Impacts 
           
Organizational health         
 Academic focus 2.78 2.71 0.07 * 0.04 0.14 0.044 

 Principal leadership 3.17 3.10 0.07  0.08 0.09 0.386 

 Staff collegiality 3.30 3.17 0.14 * 0.06 0.21 0.025 
           
School environment         
 Bullying  2.16 2.20 -0.04  0.05 -0.05 0.473 

 School safety 3.35 3.33 0.02  0.03 0.04 0.485 

 Teacher-student relationships  3.58 3.51 0.07 * 0.03 0.15 0.016 

 Consistent school discipline 3.12 3.02 0.10  0.06 0.14 0.114 
           
Number of schools 58 31           
 
SOURCE: MTSS-B Staff Survey data collected in spring 2017 (n = 4,280).  
 
NOTES: The analysis sample used for the survey is defined as all respondents who consented to and answered at least one question in the survey. The number of respond
ents varies due to missingness in the constructs. A respondent is counted as non-missing if they responded to at least 80 percent of the questions that constitute the scale. 

-

     The estimated impacts are regression-adjusted using two-level hierarchical linear models to account for the nested structure of the data, with staff nested within schools. 
The models control for the blocking of random assignment and for baseline differences between staff members in the participating schools and non-participating schools 
with respect to the following variables: staff members’ age, gender, years of experience in the district, and years of experience in the school. All missing covariate values are 
imputed with zero and missing indicators for all covariates are also included in the model.  
     The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means for students from the participating schools (using num
ber of participating schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ values are calculated by subtracting the estimated impacts from the participating 
school averages. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 

-

     The estimated impacts’ effect sizes are calculated as a proportion of the standard deviation of the full non-participating school members in the analysis sample.  
     A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated difference. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less than or equal to 5 percent.  
  
 



81 

Exhibit C.9. Estimated Impacts on Classroom Management Practices, Program Year 2 

Measures of Teacher Practices 
(1- to 5-point scale) 

Participating 
Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 

Impacts 
  
  

Standard Error 
of Estimated 

Impacts 

Estimated 
Impacts in 
Effect Size 

p-value of  
Estimated 

Impacts 

        
Teacher active monitoring of students 4.56 4.45 0.11 * 0.04 0.14 0.017 
Teacher proactive behavior management 3.85 3.52 0.33 * 0.07 0.36 0.000 
Teacher anticipation and responsiveness to 

student needs 4.22 4.05 0.17 * 0.06 0.22 0.004 
Facilitate orderly classroom transitions 4.17 4.03 0.14 * 0.06 0.12 0.029 
        
Sample size (classrooms) 1,152 639           
 
SOURCE: Classroom Observations data, collected with Assessing School Settings: Interactions of Students and Teachers (ASSIST) in the spring of 2017.   
  
NOTES: The analysis includes students from 57 participating schools and 31 non-participating schools. The classroom sample used in this table is defined as all non-special 
education classes in Grades 1-5 in sample schools. 
     The estimated impacts are regression-adjusted using two-level hierarchical linear models to account for the nested structure of the data, with classes nested within 
schools. The models control for the blocking of random assignment and for baseline differences between the classrooms in the participating and non-participating schools 
with respect to the following variables: time of day of the observation (am/pm), observer indicators, grade level indicators, class size, gender of teacher, and number of 
adults in the class. All missing values are imputed with zero and missing indicators for all covariates are also included in the model.  
     The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means for classrooms from the participating schools (using 
number of participating schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ values are calculated by subtracting the estimated impacts from the participating 
school averages. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
     The estimated impacts’ effect sizes are calculated as a proportion of the standard deviation of the full non-participating school members in the analysis sample. 
     A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated difference. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less than 5 percent. 
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Exhibit C.10. Estimated Impacts on Classroom Functioning, Program Year 2 

Measures (1- to 5-point scale 
unless otherwise noted) 

Participating 
Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 

Impacts 
  
  

Standard Error 
of Estimated 

Impacts 

Estimated 
Impacts in 
Effect Size 

p-value of  
Estimated 

Impacts 

        
Counts of student disruptive behaviors in the 

classroom (tally) 6.96 8.88 -1.92 * 0.54 -0.21 0.001 
Student compliance 4.43 4.30 0.14 * 0.04 0.19 0.003 
Student engagement with classroom activities 3.63 3.48 0.16 * 0.06 0.16 0.015 
Teacher control of the classroom 4.67 4.56 0.11 * 0.04 0.19 0.009 
Student disruptive behaviors 1.19 1.24 -0.04 * 0.02 -0.16 0.020 
           
Sample size (classrooms)                1,152                   639            
 
SOURCE: Classroom Observations data, collected with Assessing School Settings: Interactions of Students and Teachers (ASSIST) in spring 2017.   
  
NOTES: The analysis includes students from 57 participating schools and 31 non-participating schools. The classroom sample used in this table is defined as all non-special 
education classes in Grades 1-5 in sample schools. 
     The estimated impacts are regression-adjusted using two-level hierarchical linear models to account for the nested structure of the data, with classes nested within schools. 
The models control for the blocking of random assignment and for baseline differences between the classrooms in the participating and non-participating schools with respect 
to the following variables: time of day of the observation (am/pm), observer indicators, grade level indicators, class size, gender of teacher, and number of adults in the class. 
All missing values are imputed with zero and missing indicators for all covariates are also included in the model.  
     The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means for classrooms from the MTSS-B participating schools 
(using number of participating schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ values are calculated by subtracting the estimated impacts from the participat
ing school averages. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 

-

     The estimated impacts’ effect sizes are calculated as a proportion of the standard deviation of the full non-participating members in the analysis sample. 
     A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated impact. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less than 5 percent. 
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Exhibit C.11. Estimated Differences in Professional Development for Behavior Support Practices Between Participating and Non-Participating 
Schools, Program Years 1 and 2 

Measures 
Participating 

Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 
Difference 

  
  

Standard 
Error of 

Estimated 
Difference 

Estimated 
Difference 

 in Effect 
Size 

p-value of 
Estimated 
Difference 

           
Professional development for behavior 
support practices        

 
Percentage participated in any PD 

(Program Year 1) 81.96 58.70 23.26 * 2.33 0.47 0.000 

 
Percentage participated in any PD 

(Program Year 2) 72.23 39.96 32.28 * 3.41 0.66 0.000 

 Estimated hours in PD (Program Year 2) 21.70 12.19 9.52 * 1.47 0.44 0.000 

 
Percentage of teachers receiving training 

from a coach (Program Year 2) 58.85 34.54 24.31 * 2.82 0.51 0.000 
 
SOURCE: MTSS-B Staff Survey fielded in spring 2017.  
  
NOTES: The analysis sample used for the survey is defined as all instructional staff members who consented to and answered at least one question in the survey (n = 2,436). 
The number of respondents varies due to missingness in the constructs. A respondent is counted as non-missing if they responded to at least 80 percent of the questions that 
constitute the scale.  
     The estimated impacts are regression-adjusted using two-level hierarchical linear models to account for the nested structure of the data, with teachers nested within 
schools. The model controls for the blocking of random assignment and for baseline differences between staff members in the participating and non-participating schools 
with respect to the following variables: age, gender, years of experience in the school, and years of experience in the district. All missing covariate values are imputed with 
zero and missing indicators for all covariates are included in the model.  
     The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means for staff members from the participating schools (using 
the number of participating schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ values in the next column are the regression-adjusted means using the observed 
mean covariate values for the participating schools as the basis for the adjustment. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.  
     The estimated difference effect sizes are calculated as a proportion of the standard deviation of the full non-participating schools’ members in the analysis sample.  
     A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated difference. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less than or equal to 5 percent.  
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Exhibit C.12. Differences in Training and Coaching Receipt for Remaining Study Schools Between Participating and Non-Participating Schools, 
Follow-Up Year  

Measures (%) 
Participating 

Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 
Difference   

Standard 
Error of 

Estimated 
Impacts 

Estimated 
Difference 

 in Effect 
Size 

p-value of  
Estimated 
Difference 

Number of 
Observations 

            
School-wide practices (Tier I) training          
Schools receiving any Tier I training 78.4 63.1 15.3  10.1 0.3 0.137  
Schools receiving at least a full day of Tier I training 21.6 17.9 3.7  9.6 0.1 0.700  
Schools in which "all staff" received Tier I training 51.0 38.0 13.0  11.2 0.3 0.252  
            
Supplemental support (Tier II) training          
Schools receiving any Tier II training 62.7 31.0 31.7 * 10.7 0.7 0.005  
Schools receiving at least a full day of Tier II 

training 13.7 9.8 3.9  7.0 0.1 0.579  
Schools in which "all staff" received Tier II training 33.3 10.8 22.5 * 10.2 0.7 0.031  
            
MTSS-B coaching         
Schools receiving support from behavior support 

coach 60.8 35.8 24.9 * 9.5 0.5 0.011  
 Schools with no behavior support coach  39.2 64.2 -24.9 * 9.5 -0.5 0.011  

 
Schools receiving support from coach less than 

once a month 17.6 18.6 -1.0  9.6 0.0 0.918  

 
Schools receiving support from coach more 

than once a month but less than once a week 27.5 9.4 18.0 * 7.6 0.6 0.020  

 
Schools receiving support from coach once a 

week or more 7.8 7.6 0.3  6.1 0.0 0.967  
 Other (e.g., varies or as-needed support)  9.8 0.5 9.3  6.2 NA 0.135  

(continued) 
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Exhibit C.12 (continued) 

SOURCE: MTSS-B site visits (supplemental questions to SET/I-SSET) in spring 2018 for a total of 79 schools (51 participating schools, 28 non-participating schools).  
  
NOTES: The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means from the participating schools (using the number of 
participating schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ values are calculated by subtracting the estimated impacts from the participating school aver
ages. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences.  

-

     The estimated difference effect sizes are calculated as a proportion of the standard deviation of the full non-participating schools in the analysis sample.  
     A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated difference. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less than 5 percent.  
     NA: Not applicable because the unadjusted standard deviation for this variable across non-participating schools is zero.   
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Differences in implementing school-wide behavior support practices and supplemental supports aligned with 
MTSS-B. The program produced a positive and significant contrast on overall implementation fidelity of the school-wide 
practices in Program Years 1 and 2 (first row of the top panel in Exhibit C.13 and C.14), which continued into the Follow-
Up Year after the training and technical assistance ended (Exhibit C.15). As shown in the remaining rows of the top 
panel, except for “systems for responding to behavioral violations”, the program also produced a positive and signifi
cant difference in Program Years 1 and 2 on each of the core components of school-wide practices that contribute to the 
implementation fidelity score: expectations defined and taught, system for rewarding behavior meeting expectations, 
monitoring and management and district level support.

-

36 These differences continued into the Follow-Up Year, when a 
difference in systems for responding to behavioral violations did appear. 

Participating schools were trained in the supplemental support practices in Program Year 2. As expected, the program 
did not produce a statistically significant difference on the implementation of supplemental supports in Program Year 1 
(first row of lower panel of Exhibit C.13) but it did produce a positive and statistically significant difference on imple
mentation of supplemental supports in Program Year 2 (Exhibit C.14). The study’s MTSS-B training and technical assis
tance to participating schools finished at the end of Program Year 2, but the program continued to produce a positive 
and significant difference between participating and non-participating schools on the implementation of supplemental 
supports in the Follow-Up Year (Exhibit C.15). 

-
-

While these results show that the program produced large differences between the participating and non-participating 
schools in the implementation of school-wide behavior support practices and supplemental supports aligned with 
MTSS-B, they also demonstrate that the non-participating schools were implementing elements of MTSS-B at noticeable 
levels in each program year and the year afterward. 

Relationship Between Effects on School, Classroom, and Student Outcomes 

This section presents findings on the relationship between the effects on implementation fidelity, school and classroom 
outcomes, and student outcomes. This analysis focused on two key student outcomes: students’ disruptive behavior 
ratings and students’ reading achievements because they are outcomes for which there were impacts—at least for stu
dents initially identified as struggling with behavior. For each student outcome, the study examined the separate rela
tionship between the program’s effect on fidelity, school climate, classroom management practices, classroom func
tioning, and student outcomes. It also looked at the relationship between the effects on student behavior ratings and 
that on students’ reading achievements. As described in Appendix B, this kind of analysis assessed the relationship be
tween impacts on each school or classroom outcome and the student impacts separately. However, a key limitation of 
this analytic approach is that the small number of random assignment blocks in the study limited the statistical power 
of the estimation. The non-significant findings could be the result of limited sample size, no association between the 
factors, or both. 

-
-

-

-

Given the logic of how the MTSS-B approach is expected to work, one would expect that places where implementation 
of the program made more of a difference in schools’ behavioral support practices, or where the program affected 
school climate or classroom practices and functioning more, would also have had more favorable impacts on student 
behavior and achievement. However, the correlational analysis by and large failed to detect such relationships for the 
overall student sample (see Exhibit C.16). There were suggestions that the program impact on teachers’ proactive man
agement practices might be related to the program impact on disruptive behavior (p-value = 0.082), and the impact on 
collegiality among school staff might be associated with the impact on reading achievements (p-value = 0.058), but 
there was no sign of any other significant relationship between the mediational factors and the student outcomes ex
amined here. 

-

-
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Exhibit C.13. Implementation of School-Wide Behavior Support Practices and Supplemental Supports in Participating and Non-Participating 
Schools, Program Year 1 

Measures 
Participating 

Schools  

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 
Difference   

Standard 
Error of 

Estimated 
Difference 

Estimated 
Difference 

 in Effect 
Size 

  
p-value of  
Estimated 
Difference 

           
School-wide practices (Tier I)a         
% of schools implementing Tier I with fidelity  69.0 0.6 68.3 * 7.9 3.80 0.000 
Mean total Tier I fidelity score 83.2 56.9 26.4 * 2.1 1.40 0.000 

 Expectations defined  88.8 60.5 28.3 * 3.8 1.02 0.000 

 Behavior expectations taught  86.2 54.1 32.1 * 3.5 1.28 0.000 

 Ongoing system for rewarding expectations  79.3 52.1 27.2 * 5.6 0.82 0.000 

 Systems for responding to behavioral violations  75.9 73.2 2.7  3.3 0.13 0.420 

 Monitoring & decision making  93.5 70.3 23.3 * 3.9 0.69 0.000 

 Management  81.5 48.2 33.3 * 4.4 1.03 0.000 

 District-level support  76.7 31.7 45.0 * 4.9 1.35 0.000 
           
Supplemental supports (Tier II)b        
% of schools implementing Tier II with fidelity  22.4 14.9 7.5  9.1 0.20 0.414 
Mean total Tier II fidelity score 57.8 51.0 6.8  4.5 0.30 0.138 

 Foundations 64.5 61.4 3.0  3.5 0.19 0.388 

 Supplemental support intervention 51.1 40.5 10.6  7.7 0.27 0.172 
 
SOURCES: Author’s calculations based on: 
     aMTSS-B School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) fielded in the fall of 2015. 
     bIndividual Student Systems Evaluation Tool (I-SSET) fielded in the fall of 2015. 
 
NOTES:  The sample includes 58 participating schools and 31 non-participating schools. The estimated differences are regression-adjusted using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) 
models that control for the blocking of random assignment. The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means 
for students from the program group (using number of program schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ values are calculated by subtracting the 
estimated impacts from the participating school averages. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
     A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated difference. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less than 5 percent.  
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Exhibit C.14. Implementation of School-Wide Behavior Support Practices and Supplemental Supports in Participating and Non-Participating 
Schools, Program Year 2 

Measures 
Participating 

Schools 

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 
Difference   

Standard 
Error of 

Estimated 
Difference 

Estimated 
Difference 

 in Effect 
Size 

  
p-value of  
Estimated 
Difference 

School-wide practices (Tier I)a         
% of schools implementing Tier I with fidelity  79.3 23.1 56.2 * 7.8 1.32 0.000 
Mean total Tier I fidelity score 86.0 54.7 31.2 * 2.1 1.45 0.000 

 Expectations defined  91.8 54.3 37.5 * 3.4 1.25 0.000 

 Behavior expectations taught  91.2 42.6 48.6 * 3.0 1.93 0.000 

 Ongoing system for rewarding expectations  87.4 50.9 36.5 * 4.2 1.09 0.000 

 Systems for responding to behavioral violations  80.0 78.8 1.2  3.3 0.06 0.712 

 Monitoring & decision making  94.2 66.0 28.2 * 3.8 0.90 0.000 

 Management  82.1 45.6 36.5 * 4.6 1.09 0.000 

 District-level support  75.0 45.0 30.0 * 4.6 0.86 0.000 
           
Supplemental supports (Tier II)b        
% of schools implementing Tier II with fidelity  74.1 25.3 48.9 * 8.6 1.15 0.000 
Mean total Tier II fidelity score 81.6 58.9 22.7 * 3.2 0.91 0.000 

 Foundations 75.9 65.1 10.8 * 3.1 0.50 0.001 

 Supplemental support intervention 87.2 52.6 34.6 * 5.3 0.87 0.000 
           
 
SOURCES: Author’s calculations based on            
     aMTSS-B School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) fielded in the spring of 2017. 
     bIndividual Student Systems Evaluation Tool (I-SSET) fielded in the spring of 2017. 
 
NOTES: The sample includes 58 participating schools and 31 non-participating schools. The estimated differences are regression-adjusted using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) 
models that control for the blocking of random assignment. The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means 
for students from the program group (using number of program schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ values are calculated by subtracting the 
estimated impacts from the participating school averages. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
     A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated difference. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less than 5 percent. 
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Exhibit C.15. Implementation of School-Wide Behavior Support Practices and Supplemental Supports in Participating and Non-Participating 
Schools, Follow-Up Year 

Measures 
Participating 

Schools  

Non- 
Participating 

Schools 
Estimated 
Difference   

Standard 
Error of 

Estimated 
Difference 

Estimated 
Difference 

 in Effect 
Size 

  
p-value of  
Estimated 
Difference 

        
School-wide practices (Tier I)a         
% of schools implementing Tier I with fidelity  76.5 12.2 64.3 * 9.5 1.80 0.000 
Mean total Tier I fidelity score 84.6 58.2 26.4 * 3.1 1.10 0.000 

 Expectations defined  92.2 60.4 31.8 * 4.3 0.97 0.000 

 Behavior expectations taught  89.8 50.0 39.8 * 3.8 1.38 0.000 

 Ongoing system for rewarding expectations  87.3 56.1 31.2 * 5.0 0.91 0.000 

 Systems for responding to behavioral violations  85.7 73.9 11.8 * 4.3 0.68 0.008 

 Monitoring & decision making  92.4 72.4 20.0 * 3.8 0.61 0.000 

 Management  71.4 49.1 22.4 * 4.8 0.66 0.000 

 District-level support  73.5 45.4 28.1 * 8.0 0.64 0.001 
           
Supplemental supports (Tier II)b        
% of schools implementing Tier II with fidelity  76.5 34.4 42.0 * 10.2 0.86 0.000 
Mean total Tier II fidelity score 83.4 63.2 20.2 * 4.1 0.73 0.000 

 Foundations 76.4 66.6 9.8 * 3.6 0.48 0.007 
  Supplemental support intervention 90.4 59.8 30.6 * 6.1 0.75 0.000 
 
SOURCES: Author’s calculations based on:            
     aMTSS-B School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) fielded in the spring of 2018. 
     bIndividual Student Systems Evaluation Tool (I-SSET) fielded in the spring of 2018. 
 
NOTES:  The sample includes 51 participating schools and 28 non-participating schools. The estimated differences are regression-adjusted using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) 
models that control for the blocking of random assignment. The values in the column labeled "Participating Schools" are the weighted average of the observed district means 
for students from the program group (using number of program schools in each district as weight). The non-participating schools’ values are calculated by subtracting the 
estimated impacts from the participating school averages. Rounding may cause slight discrepancies in calculating sums and differences. 
     A two-tailed t-test was applied to each estimated difference. Statistical significance is indicated by (*) when the p-value is less than 5 percent.  
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Exhibit C.16. Relationship Between Program Impacts on Selected Student Outcomes and Program Impacts 
on School or Classroom Outcomes, for Overall Sample, Program Year 2 

Explanatory Variable 

Teacher Rating of Student Behavior, 
Disruptive Behavior  

Student Academic Achievement, 
Standardized Reading Test Score 

Estimate   p-value   Estimate   p-value 
           
Implementation fidelity        
 Tier I: SET total score -0.02  0.607  0.09  0.107 

 Tier II: I-SSET total score -0.06  0.276  0.07  0.219 
           
School climate        
 Academic focus -0.05  0.653  0.17  0.126 

 Principal leadership -0.05  0.579  0.03  0.714 

 Staff collegiality  -0.09  0.272  0.15  0.058 

 School safety -0.17  0.190  0.19  0.157 

 Teacher-student relationships -0.09  0.465  0.22  0.120 

 Consistent school discipline -0.13  0.156  0.12  0.218 
           
Classroom management 
practices        

 
Teacher proactive behavioral 

management  -0.17  0.082  0.07  0.426 

 
Teacher active monitoring of 

students -0.09  0.354  0.12  0.211 

 

Teacher anticipation and 
responsiveness to student 
needs -0.12  0.347  0.09  0.439 

 
Facilitate orderly classroom 

transitions -0.08  0.678  0.11  0.579 
           
Classroom functioning        

 

Counts of student disruptive 
behaviors in classroom 
(tally) 0.08  0.389  -0.07  0.502 

 Student compliance -0.11  0.313  0.11  0.282 

 
Student engagement with 

classroom activities -0.11  0.391  0.13  0.336 

 Teacher control of classroom -0.15  0.150  0.06  0.531 

 Student disruptive behaviors  0.11  0.222  -0.03  0.671 
           
Student behavior rating        
 Disruptive behavior     -0.04  0.886 

 Emotional dysregulation     0.00  0.994 

 Internalizing behavior     0.05  0.804 

 Attention to schoolwork     0.44  0.255 

 Pro-social behavior     0.24  0.313 
(continued) 
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