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Executive Summary
The Cohort Study: A Longitudinal Evaluation of OCIP and Chill Out

Two in-school interventions were evauated as part of the Safe Schools' Hedlthy
Students Initiative grant to Pindllas County Schools. OCIP is an dternative to suspension
which essentially couples counsdling with academic help for sudents with issues of
defiance or other non-violent issues. Chill Out isamiddle school program that utilizes
the second step curriculum to reduce violence in middle schools.

Both programs were evaduated using a methodology that compared the program
participants with a comparison group that was crested using behaviora characterigics as
well as demographic information. Disciplinary referrals were used as the outcome
variable to measure change over time.

OCIP participants showed improvement overall, however, the comparison group
showed improvement at a greater rate over the four semesters that were measured.
Results from our analyses aso showed that OCI P participants were less likely to drop out
of school that those students that were selected as matched comparisons.

Chill Out had no difference in the average number of referra's when comparing

the program participants with the comparison group. Study limitations are included.



The Cohort Study: A Longitudinal Evaluation of OCIP and ChillOut
Introduction

In recent years, violence in the nations schools has become a central concern to society.
Mediareports imply that thisis agrowing problem that must be addressed. One strategy to
combat youth violence in schools isintervention via programs to curb violence, reduce substance
use and increase safety in the nation's schools.

The Safe SchoolgHedthy Students Initiative (SSYHS)) isa U.S. government funded grant
supported by three departments of the government. The Departments of Justice, Health and
Human Services and Education have collaborated in awarding grant moniesto loca school
digrictsin an effort to fund programs in cooperation with community partners and law
enforcement agencies with the hope of improving school safety and making students hedthier.

Pinellas County, Florida has approximately one million residents and alarge urban
school digtrict with about 111,000 students. Pinellasis one of several districts in the state of
Florida to be awarded a grant by the SSYHSI. Part of the Initiative requires a percentage of the
funding to include an evaduation of program efforts. One purpose of the evauation isto measure
and report the success or shortcomings of programs funded by the grant.

One of the gods of the evaluation was to conduct a cohort study that would include five
grant funded or "targeted” programs, and measure changesin referrd trends via the inclusion of
a comparison group of students who were not participants in the programs.  The five targeted
programs included in the cohort study were the On-Campus Intervention Program (OCIP), Chill
Out, Anger Management, Families and Schools Together (FAST), and the Partnership program.
The current report details the results of the cohort analysis for two of these targeted programs,

OCIP and Chill Out.



Study 1: OCIP

The On-Campus Intervention Program (OCIP) is an dternative to the typicd in-school
suspension program because it has three outstanding features. 1) sudents admitted to the
program are separated in the school from the rest of the student body for the duration of the
period of asuspension (usually three days), 2) ateacher is present who works with studentsto
complete academic work and stay current with their studies, and 3) a counselor is present to
provide individua intervention for behavioral and emationa problems that students may be
experiencing. Students may aso be connected with peer counsdors or adult mentors. The
program's rationd e suggests that while students are not relieved from the consequences of
disruptive or rule-bresking behavior, they remain on the school grounds where they are
supervised, have the opportunity to stay current with academic respongbilities, and may obtain
needed counsdling to correct the behaviord problem that led to the suspension.  Proponents
suggest thet this program is effective in reducing out of school suspensions, decreasing
disruptive behaviors of repeat offenders, and keeping students on track academically.

Method

Participants

This evauation included participants that were enrolled in OCIP in the spring (Cohort 1)
and the fdl (Cohort 2) of 2000 and a matched comparison group of students not enrolled in the
program. Wewill report results of the andlyses of each cohort separately.

Cohort 1 was composed of 139 secondary school students with 51 program participants
and 88 matched comparisons. The cohort included approximately 46% females and 54% males.
Forty-eight percent of the group was African American and 47% Euro American. Hispanics

comprised 2% of the group, while those sdlf-identifying as 'multi- ethnic' comprised 3%. Fifty



percent of participants applied and were digible for afree or reduced lunch, an indicator of
poverty or lower socio-economic status.

Cohort 2 was composed of 307 students, with 96 program participants and 211 matched
comparisons. This cohort included gpproximately 36% females and 64% maes. Twenty-nine
percent of the group was African American while 63% was Euro American. Hispanics
accounted for 5%, Asians for 2% and 'multi-ethnic’ for 1% of thetotal. Thirty-eight percent of
the participants applied and were eigible for afree or reduced lunch.

Procedure

To obtain amatched comparison group of students, OCIP participants were matched with
amilar sudents using five criteria (1) frequency of referrds, (2) severity of referras, (3) sex, (4)
race, and (5) socio-economic status. Students were sdlected for matching based on their
characterigtics in the semester prior to program participation. Thus for each cohort, the referrd
characterigtics of program participants in the semester prior to program participation were used
to identify and select a matched student comparison group. In an effort to match like students,
we first used behaviord indicators rather than general demographics because it was hypothesized
that confounding could best be controlled via matching on smilarity in frequency and severity of
referrals and then with regard to sex, race and socio-economic status.

In an effort to remain paramonious, referrd frequency was trichotomized as either O
referras, 1 referra, and 2 or more. Referral severity was dichotomized as severe, defined asthe
presence of either aviolent or mandatory suspension referral, or as not severe, including referrds
only for classroom behavior, campus/school rules violation or bus misconduct. After this
behavior equity matching process, sex, race and SES, viaincluson in afree or reduced lunch

plan, were matched. The result of this process was a matched comparison group that mirrored



the treatment group on important student characteristics. Once treatment and comparison groups
were identified, members of either group who left the school system and were not present for the
semedters of interest were dropped from the sample for purposes of andysis. The choiceto
exclude dropouts from the sample after creating the comparison group rather than before, was
made to ensure that differential mortality did not confound differencesin referrd rates. In
addition, this evaluation was conducted during, rather than after, the data collection process was
completed. Therefore, sudents might have been present during data andysis in the beginning of
the project and subsequently dropped out by the end of the Sudy.

Results
Referral Frequency

Anayss for the OCIP program showed very different trends over time based on the
cohort being andyzed. For Cohort 1, the trestment and comparison groups were Smilar in thelr
average referrd rates in the semester prior to the intervention. The average number of referrds
for the treatment group was 3.69 and for the comparison group was 3.86. These preprogram
averages were not sgnificantly different.

During the following three semesters, which included one semester of treatment and two
semesters of post trestment follow-up data, the mean differences where satisticaly sgnificant
for all semesters (see Figure 1).

Significant differences were found for the treetment semester as well as the two
semesters post trestment. During the semester of treatment, average referrals for the trestment
group were 8.5 while for the comparison group 2.97, t=6.705, p<.001. For the first semester post
treatment, average referrals for the trestment group was 4.57 while 1.45 for the comparison

group, t=4.365, p<.001. For the second semester post, the treatment group average was 2.90



while the comparison group was 1.28, t=3.064, p<.01. Overdl, thesefindingsillugtrate a steady
decline in referrd's and much better improvement by the comparison group compared with the
treatment group. 1t may aso be noted that the treatment group does improve from the semester
of treatment forward, and average referrals are lowest in the second semester post treatment
compared to the previous three measurement periods.

For Cohort 2, treetment commenced in the fal of 2000. The mean referrds from the
matching semester were 5.48 for the treatment group and 4.8 for the comparison group. The
semester of trestment had average referrals of 5.94 for the treatment group and 2.8 for the
comparison group, t =6.158, p<.001. For thefirst semester post treatment, averages were 4.78
for the treatment group and 2.73 for the comparison group, t = 3.311, p<.001. The second
semester post trestment showed averages of 3.78 for the treetment group and 1.97 for the
comparison group, t=3.256, p<. 001. Similar to Cohort 1 results, the comparison group
improved more quickly than the treetment group, but overdl, both groups improved sgnificantly
(see Figure 2).

Referral Severity

We next andyzed changes over timein the number of violent and mandatory suspension
referras for the treatment and comparison groups.  For Cohort 1, the trestment group appeared
to experience asurge in referras during the semester of treatment, followed by adecline for the
two semesters following trestment. In contrast, the comparison group experienced a steady
declinein referrd frequency across the four semesters measured. The overdl trend was down
for both groups. Thetotal number of referrds and the number of violent/zero tolerance referrds

for both groups was down from the semester of treatment forward (see Table 1). However, the



number of violent referrds as a proportion of al referrals dropped more dramaticaly for the

comparison group than for the treatment group.

Table 1. Cohort 1 Referral Frequency and Violent/Zero Tolerance Referrals

Matiching
Semester

Treatment

Post 1

Post 2

ref freq  (fviolent)

ref freq  (fviolent)

ref freq  (fviolent)

ref freq  (fviolent)

Trestment Group 39 (4) 51 (4) 41 (3) 36 (4)
N=51
Comparison Group 70 (6) 59 (9) 41 (3) 35(12)
N= 88

For Cohort 2, we found similar results. The treatment group appears to have had a surge

in referrals during the semester of treatment followed by two semesters of declining referras,

while the comparison group had a steady decrease in referras across the span of four semesters

(see Table2) The downward trend in referras for the comparison groups in each cohort was

consgtent with trendsin the digtrict asawhole. An analyss of district wide referrals found that

while the digtrict census has gone up from 1998 to 2001, total referras, the number of students

being referred, and the number of violent referrals have decreased (Boroughs, Massey &

Armsirong, 2002).

Table 2. Cohort 2 Referral Frequency and Violent/Zero Tolerance Referrals

Maiching
Semester

Treatment

Post 1

Post 2

ref freq  (f violent)

ref freq  (fviolent)

ref freq  (f violent)

ref freq  (fviolent)

Trestment Group 78 (16) 96 (22) 77 (14) 66 (15)
N= 96

Comparison Group 170 (54) 124 (27) 123 (17) 99 (10)
N=211




School Dropout Rates

Finaly, we compared the number of students in the treetment group and the comparison
group who were present at the beginning of the study to the number of students present at the end
of the study. We found that students participating in the OCIP program dropped out of the
school system at roughly haf the rate of matched comparisons who did not participate in OCIP
(see Table 3). For Cohort 1, program participants accounted for 18.3% of the total cohort during
the semester previous and by study's end, the program participants accounted for 36.7% of the
total, X?>=22.64, df=1, p<.001.

For Cohort 2, program participants accounted for 25.4% of the group during the semester
previous and 31.3% by the study's end, X?=5.50, df=1, p<.001. Theseincreasesin the
percentage of OCIP participantsin the overal group demongrate that studentsin OCIP have a

gregter likelihood of remaining in school than their non- participating sudent matches.

Table 3. Retention Percentage of Treatment vs. Comparison Groups

Cohort 1

Trestment Comparison
Semester Previous 18.3% 81.7%
N=350
Second Post Treatment 36.7% 63.3%
N=139

Cohort 2

Treatment Comparison
Semester Previous 25.4% 74.6%
N=520
Second Post Treatment 31.3% 68.7%
N=307




Discussion

The current evauation suggests that OCIP did not reduce the incidence of disciplinary
referrals for sudents at arate greater than a group of non-participating sudents with smilar
histories of referrads for disciplinary problems. Both groups showed a decrease in both the total
number of referrds and the number of violent and mandatory suspension referrals for the two
semedters post treatment. 1n addition, the comparison group appeared to show a greater decrease
over time, dthough results are complicated by a surge in referras for sudents in the trestment
group during the semester of program participation However, asreflected in the differentid
mortality of sudentsin the two groups, a more positive finding is that OCIP may succeed in
helping to prevent students from dropping out of the school system. Without the benefit of
OCIP, students with comparable numbers of referrals are ot to the school system at dmost
twice the rate as students participating in the program.

With regard to the surge in referrals in the semester of program participation, it is not
clear if the surge in disciplinary referrds is a precursor to their referral to the program or some
response by teachersto the student’ s program involvement. The pattern of disciplinary referrals
may aso reflect the rise and fdl of the behaviord problems of astudent in crisis. For example, a
student in criss may show ardéively stable premorbid functioning, and then exhibit increasing
and uncharacterigtic behaviora problems. These increasingly visble problems may lead school
adminigtrators to target the student for OCIP participation. Asthe crisisis resolved, perhaps
because of OCIP involvement, the behaviora problems begin to disspate until the child returns
to roughly premorbid functioning.

There are severd limitations to the study that must be noted. Firgt, the use of random

assgnment of students to either OCIP or a non-trestment control group was not availablein the



current implementation. As anext best dternative, amatched comparison group was identified
based on demographic characteristics and referra history. The use of amatching process to
identify alikely comparison group for purposes of andysis offers a reasonable opportunity to
identify program effects, dthough possible sdection bias and differentia mortaity served to
make interpretation of the results difficult. A potentid additiond limitation of the Sudy wasthe
use of students matched based on previous disciplinary referrds. We cannot rule out the
possihility that some precipitating event in the semester of trestment differentiates OCIP
participants from their matched comparisons.

In summary, OCIP participants showed a decrease in disciplinary referras over time, but
at alesser rate than did members of a matched comparison group. However, asurgein referrds
during the semester of treatment, suggests that OCIP participants may represent an at-risk group
with even greater needs than the sample available for comparison. Further, as OCIP students
were logt from the school system at about half the rate of non-participants, OCIP might prove to
be a protective factor with regard to dropping out of school. Such afinding is consstent with the
curriculum set forth by OCIP as it emphasizes counsdling coupled with scholastic assstance
during the time a student would otherwise be suspended.

Study 2: Chill Out

Project Chill Out's curriculum provides a violence and substance abuse prevention
program for high-risk studentsin selected middle schools. The program is designed to work with
students, staff, parents and the community to reduce drug use and violence, and promote family
preservation. Positive and pro-socid decision making is the program's core value. The program

has the following main components: the Second- Step violence prevention curriculum (Beland,



1989; Committee for Children, 1997); on-site intervention by a prevention specidist; structured
group sessions, with emphasis on conflict resolution techniques, and teecher training.

Proponents suggest the program has shown to be effective at reducing in-school and out-
of-school suspensions, and referrals for aggressive, antisocia and disruptive behaviors.

Method
Participants

This evauation included participants that were enrolled in the Chill Out program in the
goring (Cohort 1) and thefall (Cohort 2) of 2000 and a matched comparison group of students
not enrolled in the program. We will report results of the anadlyses of each cohort separately.

Cohort 1 was composed of 383 middle school students with 76 program participants and
307 matched comparisons. The group included gpproximately 59% femaes and 41% males.
Thirty-six percent of the group was African American and 64% Euro American; no other
racia/ethnic groups were represented. Free or reduced lunch programs accounted for 74% of
participants, which indicates poverty or lower socio-economic satus.

Cohort 2 was composed of 449 students, with 71 program participants and 378 matched
comparisons. The cohort included approximately 66% femaes and 34% maes. Forty-one
percent of the group was African American while 55% was Euro American. Hispanics
accounted for 3% and Native Americans for 1% of thetotal. Sixty-one percent of the
participants gpplied and were digible for either afree or reduced lunch. Results will be provided

for each cohort separately.
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Procedure

To obtain the matched comparison group of students, Chill Out participants were
matched with amilar sudents using five criteria: (1) frequency of referrds, (2) severity of
referras, (3) sex, (4) race, and (5) socio-economic status. Students were selected for matching
based on their characterigtics in the semester prior to program participation. Thus for eech
cohort, the referrd characteristics of program participants in the semester prior to program
participation were used to identify and select a matched student comparison group. In an effort
to match like students, we firgt used behaviord indicators rather than generd demographics
because it was hypothesized that confounding could best be controlled via matching on smilarity
in frequency and severity of referrals and then with regard to sex, race and socio-economic
gatus.

For purposes of identifying a suitable matched comparison group, referrd frequency was
trichotomized as either O referrds, 1 referrd, or 2 or more referrds. Referrd severity was
dichotomized as severe, defined as the presence of ether violence or mandatory suspension
referrds, or as not severe, including referras only for classroom behavior, campus/school rules
violations or bus misconduct. After this behavior equity matching process, sex, race and SES,
viaincluson in afree or reduced lunch plan, were matched. The result of this processwas a
matched participant group that mirrored the trestment group on important student characteristics.

Once treatment and comparison groups were identified, members of either group who left
the school system and were not present for the semesters of interest were dropped from the
sample for purposes of andysis. The choice to exclude dropouts from the sample after creeting
the comparison group rather than before was made to ensure that differentia mortaity did not

confound differencesin referrd rates. In addition, this evaluation was conducted during, rather
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than after, the data collection process was completed. Therefore, students might have been
present during data analysis in the beginning of the project and subsequently dropped out by the
end of the study.

Results
Referral Frequency

Analyses of the data showed very different trends over time based on the cohort being
analyzed. For Cohort 1, during the semester prior to treatment, the trestment and comparison
groups had smilar referrd averages. The treatment group had mean referrds of 1.62 while the
comparison group had 1.71. These differences were not Satistically different.

During the following three semesters, of which one was the semester of trestment and
two were post treatment follow-up data, the mean differences where only datisticaly different in
the second semester post treatment. The mean scores for the treatment semester were 2.82 for the
treatment group and 2.51 for the comparison group. For the first semester post they were 2.16
for the treatment group and 1.89 for the comparison group (see Figure 3).

The only significant finding was during the second post trestment data point where the
means were 3.41 for the treatment group and 2.06 for the comparison group, t=2.287, p<.05.
The treatment group had asignificantly higher mean referrd rate than the comparison group.
While both groups had increases in their referra frequencies during the four-semester period,
those not recaiving trestment had smdller increases than those that did receive trestment.

For Cohort 2, the mean referrds for the matching semester were 2.3 for the treatment
group and 1.92 for the comparison group. The following three semesters were unremarkable; no
ggnificant differences between the two groups emerged. During the semester of trestment, the

treatment group had a mean of 1.94 while the comparison group had 1.37. The two follow-up
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semesters post trestment had means of 3.39 and 2.19 for the treatment group while the

comparison group had 2.51 and 1.92 (see Figure 4).

Referral Severity

Also andyzed were changes over time in the number of violent and mandatory

suspension referras between the trestment and comparison groups. For Cohort 1, the overdl

trend of violent and zero tolerance referrals was down.  For the purpose of matching, both groups

had smilar rates of violence during the matching semester. While the violence rate dropped for

both groups, it dropped at a much grester rate for the comparison group during the semester of

treatment. The treatment group had a 17% violence rate the semester of trestment compared

with 8% by the comparison group (see Table 4).

Table 4. Cohort 1 Referral Frequency and Violent/Zero Tolerance Referrals

Maiching
Semester

Treatment

Post 1

Post 2

ref freq  (f violent)

ref freq  (f violent)

ref freq  (f violent)

ref freq  (f violent)

Trestment Group 47 (13) 49 (19) 45 (8) 50 (9)
N= 76

Comparison Group 191 (55) 184 (26) 150 (17) 169 (24)
N= 307

During the two semesters post treatment, the treatment group had a 10% rate followed by

an 11% rate. The comparison group had a 5% during the first post follow-up and an 8% rate

during the second post follow-up.

The second cohort had an increase in the number of sudents with referrals from the

semester previous and the treatment semester to the two semesters post treatment. The violence

rate vacillated over the four semesters beginning with a 27% violence rate during the matching

semester dropping to 21% during the trestment semester, followed by 34% and 23% during the
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two semesters post trestment. Their comparison group aso had fluctuating frequencies during

these four semesters. Beginning with 180 of the 378 students having referrals during the

matching semester then dropping to 146 in the treatment semester. The frequency rose to 188

during the first semester post and then dropped again to 165 during the second semester post.

The comparison group matched the trestment group in the semester previous at 26% violence

referras, then 8% the semester of treatment, followed by 14% and 9% in the two semesters post.

For Cohort 2, improvement is difficult to discern, but nevertheess, the percentage of violent

referrasisdown (see Table 5.)

Table 5. Cohort 2 Referral Frequency and Violent/Zero Tolerance Referrals

Maiching
Semester

Treatment

Post 1

Post 2

ref freq  (f violent)

ref freq  (fviolent)

ref freq  (fviolent)

ref freq  (fviolent)

Treatment Group 35(19) 36 (15) 44 (24) 41 (16)
N=71
Comparison Group 180 (100) 146 (32) 188 (53) 165 (35)
N= 378

Discussion

Project Chill Out is one of five programs funded through the Safe Schools/Healthy

Students Initiative grant. Limitations to the evaluation of this project include the lack of control

over the sdlection criteria used to recruit program participants and the possibility that referrds

may be too broad an indicator of positive changes as aresult of participation. Some participants

entered the program with zero referrds and left the program the same. The lack of consstent

criteria used to admit participants into the program naturaly affects the outcomes being

measured. These limitations are, however, anticipated when conducting secondary analysis. The
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purpose in this evaluation was to be able to attribute positive changes, if they occurred, to the
program, which set out to help participating students.

Other limitations bring about potentid arguments, which might favor looking at these
results in another light. One such limitation isthe ideathat our comparison group did not serve
as a perfect matched group on some variable that we were unable to measure. That is, given the
nature of evauation, we had a discrete menu of variables that were available to measure as
outcomes for this program. There was the potentid for some intervening variation that we could
not measure. For instance, daily classroom relations between teacher and student might explain
why a student would be recommended into Chill Out even when there was no referrd history for
this sudent. Given the current results, we cannot say there is any proven effectiveness for this
program.

While the results do not support program efficacy, it isimportant to keep in mind that
participants in Chill Out were sdlected based on their identification as being at risk for issues
surrounding anger management or other behavior related problems. Therefore, while dl
participants were in high-risk or at-risk groups, the comparison group was not randomly sdlected
nor were they identified as being in an at-risk group. We cannot guarantee that our comparison
group was therefore an exact match to the treatment group, but rather the best possible match
given the information available.

In this context, Chill Out did not succeed, in that the comparison group of matched
students continuoudy improved on the variables measured when compared with those sudents
that participated in the program. In an effort to further assist with understanding these results, an

andysis of digrict wide referra trends was undertaken. 1t was found that while the didtrict
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census has gone up from 1998 to 2001, referrals are down and the number of studentsbeing
referred is down. Also, the number of violent referras, critica to school safety, is down.
Conggtent with nationd findings, we have found that middle schools are in distresswhen
it comesto behavior problems. In Pindlas County, for example, high schools have over 2,000
students more than middle schools, yet the rate of violence type referrasin high schools was less
that haf, or in one case athird of that in middle schools from our analysis over afive semester
period (Boroughs, Massey & Armstrong, 2002). Given the problems facing middle schoals,
implementation of programs designed to reduce violence such as Chill Out are critical. More

research is needed to determine if this program offers sustainable improvements for its student

participants.
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