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Overview
The DC Promise Neighborhood Initiative (DCPNI) is a collaboration of traditional DC public schools and
public charter schools, District agencies, nonprofit organizations, and neighborhood residents who are
developing a comprehensive approach to ensure academic and life success for children living in the
Parkside-Kenilworth neighborhoods in Ward 7 of Washington, DC. DCPNI is doing this by building a
cradle-to-college-to-career pipeline of supports for students and their families. The Urban Institute
partnered with DCPNI in 2010 to act as the data analyst and local evaluator of this ambitious initiative.
In October 2010, DCPNI became one of 21 recipients of a US Department of Education Promise
Neighborhood planning grant.
The Urban Institute conducted a needs assessment and segmentation analysis between November 2010
and July 2011, as required by the US Department of Education planning grant. The needs assessment
includes data on the children, families, neighborhoods, and schools (Kenilworth Elementary, Neval
Thomas Elementary, and Chavez Parkside Middle and High Schools) of the DCPNI footprint. The
segmentation analysis identifies those subpopulations (i.e., by neighborhood, age, and gender) that are
most in need.
These data are intended to provide a timely understanding of the needs of the community and to inform
the continuum of strategies developed by DCPNI and their workgroups (the Results-Driven Working
Groups, or RDWGs).
Data and Source Methods
The Urban Institute relied on eight sources of data to conduct the needs assessment.
Sources of data included in the needs assessment
Census Data

Census 2010 Population Data and the 2005–09 American Community Survey data

District of Columbia
Administrative Data
National Surveys

Local administrative data are routinely collected by Urban Institute’s Neighborhood
Info DC and analyzed at the neighborhood level.
When neighborhood-level data (either from census or local data are unavailable), we
used data from national surveys (i.e., National Children’s Health Survey).
Urban Institute conducted five focus groups with 26 adults and 14 teenage residents
from the DCPNI footprint in March 2011. The purpose was to provide insights into
the Results-Driven Working Groups’ targeted issues. The groups included teenage
girls, teenage boys, parents of youth ages 0–4, parents of primary school students,
and parents of high school students. Focus group guides are included in the
appendix.
DCPNI held two retreats in early 2011 for residents of the Mayfair, Paradise,
Parkside, and Kenilworth communities within the DCPNI footprint. Approximately 80
adults and youth discussed the 10 goals of DCPNI.

Focus Groups

Resident Retreats
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Teacher Interviews

School Climate
Survey

Results-Driven
Working Groups

Urban Institute interviewed seven teachers in May 2011 to help inform the ResultsDriven Working Groups. Two of the teachers were from Kenilworth Elementary, one
from Neval Thomas Elementary, two from Chavez Public Policy Middle School at
Parkside, and two from Chavez High School at Parkside. Teacher interview guides are
included in the appendix.
UI staff implemented a school climate survey at Chavez Parkside Middle and High
Schools in May 2011. (The response rate for the middle school and high school was
70 percent.) The purpose of the survey was to assess student safety, relations with
teachers, and access to technology, among other things. Survey instruments and
detailed analysis are included in the appendix.
UI staffed the 10 RDWGs and working group participants provided information and
insight into each of the RDWG’s goals and issues. Notes from the meetings are
included in the needs assessments.

Organization of the report
The needs assessment is organized by the eight Results-Driven Working Groups (RDWGs) that parallel
the 10 Promise Neighborhood goals outlined by the US Department of Education. (The Middle School,
High School and College Transition and Success working groups were combined into one working group.)
The report is organized as follows:
 A summary of findings that clearly lays out the main finding and segmentation analysis for each
goal.
 A descriptive overview of the seven neighborhoods in the DCPNI footprint.
 The individual needs assessment targeted to each of the DCPNI Results-Driven Working Groups.
The appendices include:
 The Focus Group Appendix includes focus group guides for teenage boys/girls, parents of
infants and toddlers, parents of elementary and middle school students, and parents of high
school students.
 The Teacher Interview Appendix includes the Teacher Interview Guide
 The School Climate Survey Analysis and Instrument Guide Appendix includes the School Climate
Surveys Instrument and School Survey reports for Chavez Middle School and High School at
Parkside
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Summary of Findings
The following summarizes the findings in the needs assessment for the DC Promise Neighborhood
Initiative during the planning year (fall 2010 through summer 2011). The findings are listed in order of
the full needs assessment: the overall summary of the population and socioeconomic demographics of
the footprint followed by the 10 goals required by the Department of Education for the Promise
Neighborhood planning grant. The segmentation analysis for each finding is provided as well.
Summary of the socioeconomic demographics of the neighborhoods in DCPNI
1. Approximately 5,700 people live in the DCPNI footprint as of 2010 Census, and almost one-third
of the population is children under age 18 (much higher than the citywide average of 17
percent).
Segmentation analysis:
 A slightly larger number of young children live in the southern tract 96.02 (Mayfair,
Paradise), which is not surprising given the many multifamily units in the Mayfair and
Paradise neighborhoods.
2. Approximately half of the residents living in the DCPNI neighborhoods are poor. However, four
of the neighborhoods have particularly high rates of poverty, income subsidies such as TANF and
SNAP, and live in subsidized housing.
Segmentation analysis:
 The four neighborhoods include Kenilworth Courts, Kenilworth-Parkside Resident
Management Corporation, Mayfair, and Paradise.
3. The vast majority (90 percent) of households with children in the DCPNI neighborhoods are
single female-headed households. The targeted neighborhoods, especially in the northern
census tract of 96.01, also have some of the highest shares of teenage births, although Mayfair
and Paradise have experienced above average shares of teenage births in the past as well.
Segmentation analysis:
 Kenilworth Courts and Kenilworth-Parkside Resident Management Corporation
4. The four schools located in the targeted communities partnering with the DC Promise
Neighborhood Initiative also have high-need populations. Virtually all of the students enrolled in
the schools qualify for free and reduced lunch and virtually all are minority students.
Segmentation analysis:
 No segmentation analysis: target all schools in footprint.
5. School-aged children living in the DCPNI neighborhoods attend many other schools beyond their
neighborhood schools. In SY2008–09, public school students in the footprint attended 149
schools in total. Approximately half of the elementary school students living in the footprint
attended Neval Thomas or Kenilworth Elementary Schools, 29 percent of the middle school
students from the footprint attended Chavez Middle School–Parkside, and 15 percent attended
Chavez High School–Parkside. While this number is extremely high, it is not unusual due to the
extreme school choice (public charters and open enrollment policies in traditional DCPS schools)
in Washington, DC.

6

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

Segmentation analysis:
 No segmentation analysis: target all families with children in footprint.
Ready for Kindergarten
6. Roughly half of the 0–4-year-olds are enrolled in early learning programs. There is a greater
supply of programs for older children ages 2 through 4 and an insufficient supply of programs
for infants and toddlers.
Segmentation analysis:
 Infants and toddlers (those without sufficient programs)
 3–4-year-olds (sufficient amount with public PK3 and PK4 plus room to grow)
7. All of the existing early care home-based and center-based programs in the footprint have the
lowest QSR rating (bronze), indicating a need for higher-quality programs. A citywide study
suggests that PK3 and PK4 classrooms are also lacking in quality.
Segmentation analysis:
 No specific group affected—affects centers throughout the footprint.
8. Children enrolled at Kenilworth Elementary and Neval Thomas Elementary have higher
developmental delays than their peers citywide. Both sets of students have more problems with
literacy and PK3 and PK4 students from the two schools were screened at twice the national
rate expected for developmental delays. Students at Neval Thomas Elementary are particularly
challenged due to the high numbers of special education students.
Segmentation analysis
 Special education students at both elementary schools
 Neval Thomas Elementary appears to have a greater share of special education students,
fewer students meeting the expected benchmark on the DIBELs assessment, and a higher
share of kindergarten students in need of intensive intervention compared to Kenilworth
Elementary.
Students Proficient in Core Subjects
9. More than half of students from the two DCPNI elementary schools are not proficient in reading
or math on the DCCAS test. More than half of the middle and high school students at Chavez
Schools–Parkside are not proficient in reading and approximately half are proficient in math.
These shares are even lower than the city’s already low citywide reading scores DCCAS averages.
Segmentation analysis:
 This affects all students although special education students test at lower levels.
10. School leaders (e.g., principals, coaches, lead teachers) across the four schools need to exhibit
the key behaviors and competencies necessary to promote and sustain school transformation
Segmentation analysis:
 No specific group affected—this affects all schools.
11. Teachers need training in best pedagogical practices for fostering critical thinking, impacting
student achievement, and improving outcomes for students at each grade level from preschool
to 12th grade
Segmentation analysis:
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New teachers need to be targeted in particular. Cesar Chavez has a number of Teach for
America placements who need more targeted training.

12. Need to develop and implement a well-defined, vertically articulated curriculum and monthly
teacher training program based upon the Common Core Standards.
Segmentation analysis:
 No specific group affected—this affects all schools.
MS/HS/College Transition and Success
13. Cesar Chavez High School–Parkside retention rates are relatively low: the size of the 12th grade
class is half of what the 9th grade class size was four years prior.
Segmentation analysis:
 Not clear if there is a particular group affected. (Gender? Those from in the footprint?
Outside the footprint?)
14. Less than two-thirds of Chavez High School–Parkside students graduate (59 percent in SY2009).
Segmentation analysis:
 Not clear if there is a particular group affected. (Gender? Those from in the footprint?
Outside the footprint?)
15. Chavez Schools–Parkside has a strong college culture. However, more needs to be done to
ensure that graduates of Chavez have the support mechanisms and long-term plans to graduate
and earn a postsecondary degree, and/or have access to alternatives such as job placement and
training opportunities.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Chavez Parkside High School students who are not planning on going to college.
 Chavez Parkside High School students who are not certain they will go into to postsecondary
education immediately after graduating from Chavez.
16. Chavez Parkside Schools need more varied opportunities for information sharing among
teachers and increased capacity to implement the Turnaround program for students with
academic or behavioral issues.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Chavez Parkside students with behavioral or academic challenges not currently being
addressed (for Turnaround programming)
17. Chavez Parkside Schools are severely lacking sports, clubs, and other extracurricular
programming. The DCPNI neighborhoods at large needs more summer programming,
particularly for adolescents in the neighborhood.
Segmentation analysis:
 All Chavez Parkside students (for school culture/activities)
 Teenagers in the DCPNI footprint (for summer and after school opportunities)
Students Are Healthy RDWG
18. Most residents have access to health insurance, but at least half of DCPNI children do not have a
medical home. Families with children and youth are more likely to use emergency rooms than
their counterparts in other areas. The Children’s National Medical Center mobile van is the only
8
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provider within the DCPNI footprint, and many residents are unaware that its services are
available to them. Quality of care is a concern at the nearest fixed facility. Transportation and
cost are barriers to accessing care at higher-quality facilities. Parents and students are unclear
about school nurses’ role. Middle and high school students have much less frequent interaction
with school nurses than elementary school children.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Older children and youth as well as minors living in households under the federal poverty
level are less likely to have a medical home (targets half of the DCPNI population).
 More than half of DCPNI pediatric emergency visits are for children under 5.
 DCPNI young children disproportionately visit the emergency room for respiratory illness.
 DCPNI older children and youth are seen primarily for injuries.
 Visits for nonemergency purposes are most frequent among older DCPNI children and
youth.
19. DCPNI children are at high risk for obesity and being overweight.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Girls are at slightly higher risk than boys.
 Because weight gain compounds over time, older children and youth are more likely to be
overweight or obese.
 Children as young as preschool age are affected by this problem.
20. Most DCPNI children and youth are not consuming enough fruits and vegetables. DCPNI
children and youth eat at least two of their three main meals at school during the week. Schools
are serving meals that meet high nutritional standards, but the students are not eating them.
The neighborhood is located in a food desert. Parents and children want better education about
nutrition and food preparation.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Girls are slightly less likely than boys to eat enough fruits and vegetables.
 DCPNI families living under the poverty level experience additional barriers of cost and
transportation to accessing healthy food.
21. Most DCPNI children are not on track to meet goals for physical activity. None of the DPCNI
schools set aside enough time for physical activity during the school day. There are very few
extracurricular opportunities for physical activity at partner schools. Neighborhood spaces for
physical activity are limited and there are barriers to use including scheduling, residence
requirements, and safety concerns.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Older children, children living under the poverty level, and girls are at higher risk for not
engaging in an adequate amount of physical activity.
 Current PE and extracurricular programming may discourage girls from participating.
 9th, 10th, and 12th graders at Chavez are in most need of scheduled time for physical activity;
they have no PE or recreational time at all in their school day.
 Safe play spaces and programming for small children (0–5) are even more limited than those
for school-age children.
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Students Feel Safe RDWG
22. The most unsafe areas for students commuting to and from school are the foot bridges at two of
the local Metro stops.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Minnesota Avenue Metro footbridge
23. There appears to be significant underreporting of crimes in the DCPNI footprint and a problem
with other forms of communication between the police, schools, and residents on crime
prevention initiatives.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Not clear if there is a particular group or neighborhood affected
24. A large portion of Chavez Schools–Parkside students, particularly middle school students, feel
unsafe at school and on their way to and from school. Many students are getting into physical
fights and report seeing gang activity on school property. School staff require better training on
preventing and responding to behavior issues and crime; and the physical environment and
atmosphere of the school grounds could be improved to increase student safety.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Chavez Parkside Middle School students living outside the footprint
 Chavez Parkside staff
25. Both property and violent crimes are most common in the Parkside/Mayfair portion of the
DCPNI footprint, followed by the area surrounding Kenilworth Courts Public Housing. The base
of the Minnesota Avenue footbridge and the park across from the Parkside housing
development are particular hot spots for property crime.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Parkside/Mayfair for property and violent crimes—particularly around the Minnesota
Avenue Metro footbridge and in the park adjacent to the Parkside housing development.
26. Truancy has been identified as a priority area of interest for the local DC government. Residents
and stakeholders believe truancy is a problem in the DCPNI footprint as well.
 UI to get truancy data specific to DCPNI footprint.
Segmentation Analysis: to come after receiving data
27. There is a lack of mentorship and counseling opportunities for female youth, and sexual assault
crimes are significantly underreported.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Female adolescents in the DCPNI footprint
Students Live in Stable Housing and Communities RDWG
28. Midyear withdrawals are not a problem at Kenilworth and Neval Thomas Elementaries. Instead,
the issues at these elementary schools are that some parents intentionally enroll their children
in schools outside of the neighborhood due to negative perceptions of DCPNI schools, to avoid
negative peer pressure, and challenges in serving special needs children.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Families with children who have developmental delays
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29. Cesar Chavez Middle School–Parkside has a large number of midyear withdrawals due to
students not wanting such a rigorous program, needing special education services elsewhere,
and discipline problems.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Families with children who have developmental delays
 Families with children who have behavioral problems
30. Residents feel uninformed and inexperienced about how to take a more active role in ensuring
their community has all the necessary positive attributes for a stable, vibrant community.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Does this affect certain neighborhoods—target lowest income/highest poverty
neighborhoods?
Families and Communities Support Learning RDWG
Segmentation Analysis: During the planning year, the results-driven work group focused on the common
needs of the schools located within the DCPNI footprint. For this reason, the segmentation analysis for
the following findings is parents, teachers, and students attending Neval Thomas Elementary,
Kenilworth Elementary, and Chavez Parkside Middle and High School.
31. There is a need to increase the amount and variety of methods used to communicate with
parents.
32. Many parents/guardians are not involved in their child’s education or school because the
schools are either unwelcoming or the school system is misunderstood by parents.
33. Parents lack the skills and knowledge necessary to effectively support their students’ learning.
34. Teachers lack the appropriate training and support to communicate more effectively with their
students’ parents/guardians.
35. Existing mentorship and academic enrichment programming in the DCPNI footprint lacks the
resources and training necessary to meet demand. New programming should be identified to fill
in where existing programming cannot meet the high level of need.
21st Century Learning Tools RDWG
36. Many low-income students in the DCPNI footprint do not have a computer at home. We
estimate it to be approximately 60 percent.
Segmentation Analysis
 The highest concentration of households without in-home computers is in Kenilworth
Courts, though there is substantial need in Mayfair and Paradise as well.
 Students who attend Chavez Middle and High School–Parkside have high rates of in-home
computer access and they should not be targeted.
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37. Many low-income students in the DCPNI footprint do not have in-home Internet access—we
estimate roughly 60 percent.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Kenilworth Courts has the most concentrated need for in-home Internet access, but
residents of Mayfair and Paradise also struggle with Internet access.
 Chavez Parkside students tend to have high rates of in-home Internet access.
38. Access to computers at DCPNI partner schools varies significantly.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Computer infrastructure (computer labs and other available computers) is sufficient at
Chavez Parkside Schools and Kenilworth Elementary, but lacking at Neval Thomas
Elementary.
 Few Chavez students perceive that computers at school are available before and after
school.
39. All schools have Wi-Fi installed, but quality of connection varies.
Segmentation Analysis:
 The connection at Chavez in particular may be unreliable.
40. Students at all partner schools have some access to 21st Century Learning tools in their
classrooms.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Kenilworth classrooms have some great tools, but are lacking Smartboards.
41. Children at partner schools have very little structured instruction in computers/technology and
depend primarily on teachers to integrate technology into their other lesson plans.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Thomas Elementary has no designated time or space for computer labs.
 Chavez Middle School–Parkside has computer lab time scheduled for all students, but no
formal computer or technology instruction offered during this time.
 Kenilworth Elementary has a computer lab, but teachers have no support in deciding what
to do or how to use this time and resource.
42. Data systems to facilitate information for parents are inadequate.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Teachers at Thomas Elementary and Kenilworth Elementary still use carbon copies for
report cards; no database is available to them.
 Chavez currently uses PowerSchools, but the system has issues because of connectivity
problems in the building.
43. Partner schools do not routinely use technology to communicate with parents and students.
Segmentation Analysis:
 Teachers at Kenilworth and Thomas do not use these methods at all.
 Teachers at Chavez Middle School and High School–Parkside only communicate using email/technology with students, not parents. Instead, administrators mail information home
for parents.
12
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44. Most DCPNI families access computers and the Internet at community locations, but restrictions
often hinder their use.
Segmentation Analysis:
 The computers available at Kenilworth Courts are the most limited; most residents go
outside the neighborhood to the Deanwood Recreation center for access.
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Description of the Neighborhoods in the
DC Promise Neighborhood Initiative
The Parkside-Kenilworth community targeted by the DC Promise Neighborhood Initiative is an island of
concentrated poverty tucked in the northeast corner of Ward 7 in Washington, DC. It is cut off from the
rest of the city on the east by the Anacostia Freeway (highway 295), on the west by federal and District
parklands and the Anacostia River, and on the south by a nearly closed Pepco (electrical) plant. Living in
this isolated place are hundreds of extremely poor families coping with an array of challenges: high
poverty rates, high unemployment rates, low educational attainment, and high rates of teen pregnancy.
The neighborhood lacks even basic services like grocery stores, medical clinics, and libraries. Without a
coordinated effort, children growing up in Parkside-Kenilworth face a bleak future; children growing up
in neighborhoods marked by concentrated poverty are at risk for a range of negative outcomes,
including poor physical and mental health, academic failure, risky sexual behavior, and delinquency
(Leventhal, Dupéré, and Brooks Gunn 2009).
The Parkside-Kenilworth community is comprised of six contiguous neighborhoods, including Kenilworth
and Eastland Gardens in census tract 96.01 and Mayfair, Paradise, Parkside, and Lotus Square in census
tract 96.02. The area has a population of 5,725 people (according to the 2010 census) in an area slightly
less than 2 miles long and less than 1 mile wide. While much of the area was once a prosperous middle
class community, it declined after the construction of Highway 295 in the 1950s and has been struggling
since the loss of local industry (including a 7-Up bottling plant) and the flight of most of its middle-class
residents to nearby Maryland suburbs.
Altogether, there are over 300 distressed public housing units in the Parkside-Kenilworth developments
and 63 Housing Choice Vouchers located in the area.1 The DC Housing Authority (DCHA) has applied for
a Choice Neighborhoods grant to revitalize the developments. The neighborhoods in the northern
census tract 96.01 consist of a mixture of public housing developments and middle-class housing.
Kenilworth Courts, managed by the DC Housing Authority and the Kenilworth-Parkside Resident
Management Corporation (the first public housing project to be sold and managed by residents during
the 1980s), both suffer the same ills of dilapidated and high-crime public housing developments across
the country. Homeownership rates in this portion of the footprint are 34 percent (lower than the
citywide average of 45 percent) and are focused in the mostly middle-class neighborhood of Eastland
Gardens that consists of detached single-family homes.
A large portion of the housing in the southern tract 96.02 consists of multifamily mixed-income housing
at Mayfair Mansions and Paradise. Mayfair Mansions, a recently revitalized 569-unit apartment
complex, has 409 Section 8 rental units, and Paradise has 652 units. A new workforce housing
development called Lotus Square is located along highway 295, and there are newly constructed
subsidized townhomes in Parkside. This new housing development drove a 7 percent increase in the
population of the southern tract between 2000 and 2010, higher than the city average increase of 5
percent.

1

U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development (2008). A Picture of Subsidized Households.

http://www.huduser.org/portal/picture2008/form_7T4H.odb.
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According to the 2010 census, almost one-third of the population of the DCPNI footprint consists of
children under age 18, much higher than the citywide average of 17 percent. More young children live in
the southern tract 96.02, which is not surprising given the many multifamily units in the Mayfair and
Paradise neighborhoods.
Table 1: Population in the DCPNI Footprint

Total Population
Children under age 18
Ages 0-2
Ages 3-4
Ages 5-9
Ages 10-14
Ages 15-17
Source: Census 2010

Census tract
96.01
2,445
847
120
72
213
262

Census Tract
96.02
3,280
993
204
127
265
223

180

174

DPNI footprint
5,725
1,840
324
199
478
485
354

A Community in Distress. According to a variety of indicators, the children of Parkside-Kenilworth live in
a distressed, concentrated-poverty community, which threatens their long-term life chances.
Approximately half of Parkside-Kenilworth residents live below the federal poverty level according to
the 2005–2009 American Community Survey, almost three times the citywide average of 18 percent (47
percent in tract 96.01 and 52 percent in tract 96.02). The median household incomes in the ParksideKenilworth neighborhoods are about half of the citywide median ($56,519), averaging just about
$23,000.
Not surprisingly, more than half (58 percent) of the residents in the northern neighborhoods
participated in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP or “food stamps”) in 2010, as did
40 percent of residents in the southern portion of the footprint. Likewise, almost one-third (31 percent)
of families in tract 96.01 received Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) benefits in 2010; the
figure for tract 96.02 was 18 percent.
Unemployment continues to be significantly higher in these neighborhoods than in the rest of the
District, particularly in the neighborhoods in the southern tract of 96.02 (presumably because more
residents are still participating in the labor force as opposed to dropping out altogether as they may
have in the northern census tract). According to the 2005–2009 American Community Survey, almost
one-third of residents (30 percent) in tract 96.02 were unemployed compared to 16 percent in tract
96.01. By contrast, the average for the whole District is 9 percent. Many residents lack the skills to
become employed; nearly one in five residents 25 years old and older in the DCPNI footprint lack a high
school diploma compared to 15 percent citywide.
Nearly 90 percent of families with children in the DCPNI footprint are headed by single female. These
shares are much higher than the city’s average of 53 percent. The targeted neighborhoods, especially in
the northern census tract of 96.01, also have some of the highest shares of teenage births. For instance,
in 2008 (the latest birth data available), 30 percent of all births in census tract 96.01 were to mothers
aged 19 years old and younger. This is more than double the citywide share of 12 percent. The share of
teenage births in the southern tracts of Mayfair and Paradise in 2008 was only 10 percent (lower than

15

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

the citywide share of 12 percent), although this neighborhood has experienced above average shares of
teenage births in the past as well.
Crime is a serious problem for Parkside-Kenilworth; like the rest of the city, the community suffered
from the effects of the dramatic increase in drug-related and violent crime of the late 1980s and 1990s.
During that period, the crack epidemic hit the District, and particularly Wards 7 and 8, hard; DC’s
homicide rate was extremely high, making the city one of the most dangerous in the nation. In ParksideKenilworth, the Mayfair Mansions were notorious, overrun with drug trafficking and violent crime. The
development was so troubled that it inspired the Nation of Islam to create its first security force.
While the area is now benefiting from the city’s overall decline in crime rates, violent crime is still a
pressing issue for the Parkside-Kenilworth community, particularly in the northern Kenilworth Courts
area. Violent crime2 in the Kenilworth neighborhoods peaked in 2005 and, while it decreased
dramatically in 2006 and 2007, still remains considerably higher than the city average. Property crime
rates3 in both the northern and southern census tracts are similar to the city average, however. (See the
safety needs assessment section for more details.)
Schools in distress. The four schools located in the targeted communities partnering with the DC
Promise Neighborhood Initiative also have high-need populations and very low test scores. In SY2010–
11, 98 percent of the Kenilworth ES student body was black and 92 percent qualified for free and
reduced price lunch, and at Neval Thomas ES, 100 percent was black and 88 percent qualified for free
and reduced lunch. In SY2010–11, 89 percent of students attending Chavez Middle School–Parkside and
Chavez High School–Parkside were African American, 10 percent were Latino, and 80 percent qualified
for free and reduced price lunch.
The test scores at Neval Thomas ES and Kenilworth ES have been particularly low. Roughly two-thirds of
students at Neval Thomas ES and Kenilworth ES were not proficient in math or reading in SY200–10.
Kenilworth ES had been listed among the 10 DC schools that meet the definition of Tier I “persistently
lowest achieving” and it is still in its second “restructuring “ year, although Kenilworth ES met adequate
yearly progress (AYP) in 2010. Neval Thomas Elementary School qualifies as a low-performing school, did
not make AYP in 2010, and is in its first restructuring year.
Chavez Middle School–Parkside and Chavez High School–Parkside also qualify as low-performing
schools: more than half of the students were not proficient or advanced in reading and approximately
half of the students were not proficient in math in SY2009–10. While Chavez Schools–Parkside test
scores have improved since SY2006–07, Cesar Chavez Schools–Parkside is in its second restructuring
year. Also Chavez High School–Parkside graduation rates have been particularly low: only 59 percent of
Chavez High School–Parkside students graduated in SY2009–10.

2

Violent crimes per 1,000 population (from the 2000 census) are preliminary Part I Crimes provided through agreement with the
Metropolitan Police Department (MPDC) and include murder, rape, aggravated assault, and robbery.
3
Property crimes per 1,000 population (from the 2000 census) are preliminary Part I Crimes provided through agreement with the
Metropolitan Police Department (MPDC) and include arson, burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft.
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Ready for Kindergarten
Needs Assessment
Overview of Indicators
The Ready for Kindergarten Results-Driven Working Group (RDWG) identified three areas necessary to
ensure that all children in the DC Promise Neighborhood Initiative (DCPNI) footprint are socially,
emotionally, physically, and cognitively ready for kindergarten. The areas of need include:
 High-quality early learning programs in the DCPNI footprint, especially for infants,
 A focus on children who are not meeting their developmental milestones, and
 A lack of transition planning for children and their families from home care or communitybased care into PK3, PK4, and K programs in traditional school settings.
DCPNI intends to track the progress of these areas over time using the two indicators required by the US
Department of Education during the Promise Neighborhood planning year. They are:
 The percentage and/or number of young children in early learning programs, and
 The percentage and/or number of young children who demonstrate age-appropriate
functions using the DIBELS assessment and Early Stages screenings.
The working group also intends to track the following additional indicators as well:
 The percentage and/or number of young children enrolled in quality early learning programs.
The working group is also considering adding the number and percentage of children in families who
participate in transition planning from home-based, center-based care centers, or PK3 and PK4
classrooms, to kindergarten. However, this area has not been fully formed yet.
Members of the Ready for Kindergarten RDWG include nonprofit organizations such as Fight for
Children, Great Start DC, and independent early child care consultants; District agencies such as the
Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE) and Office of Early Childhood at DCPS;
Georgetown University; the United Planning Organization; and involved parents from the DCPNI
footprint.
High-Quality Early Learning Programs in the DCPNI Footprint
In order to determine whether there are sufficient numbers of high-quality early learning programs in
the footprint, the group needed to analyze two indicators: the supply and capacity of early learning
programs in the DCPNI footprint and an assessment of the early learning programs themselves.
Finding: Overall we found that there is a sufficient supply of early care programs for 2–4-year-olds in the
footprint, but a lack of providers for infants and toddlers. However, all of the existing early care homebased and center-based programs have the lowest assessment ratings by OSSE; therefore, there is need
to increase the supply of “high-quality” programs.
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Supply and Capacity of Early Learning Programs
Indicator: The capacity of early learning programs in the DCPNI footprint
Finding: There appears to be a sufficient supply of early learning programs for ages 2 through 4 in the
footprint. However, there is not a sufficient supply of programs for infants and toddlers.
There are a variety of early learning programs in the DCPNI footprint: community-based center care,
community-based home care, and PK3 and PK4 programs at the two traditional DCPS elementary
schools. There are three licensed centers that receive federal child care subsidies located in the
footprint (see map). Two are located in census tract 96.01 at Zion Baptist Church, and the third is a head
start facility, Paradise Center, managed by United Planning Organization located in tract 96.02 in the
Paradise development. These three centers have a total capacity of 94 children: 15 infants and toddlers
and 79 older children. There is one center, Supreme Learning Center, located just over the highway but
still in the 96.01 census tract. Supreme Learning Center is a large facility and has a capacity of 27 infants
and 44 older children. Since it is out of the footprint, we are not including it in our analysis.
There are four subsidized home-based centers in the DCPNI footprint. These home-based centers are
independently owned by women living in the footprint (two in tract 96.01 and two in tract 96.02), are
licensed, and provide child care subsidies from OSSE. Altogether, they have a small capacity of 7 infants
and 13 older children.
The District of Columbia is unique in that the DC Public Schools (DCPS) and DC public charters provide
free all-day preschool (PK3) and preK (PK4) classrooms. All DCPS and public charter schools offer beforeschool and aftercare as well, and many schools offer before and aftercare subsidies for child care. Both
DCPNI elementary schools, Kenilworth and Neval Thomas Elementary Schools, offer PK3 and PK4
classrooms and are at capacity. According to OSSE reports from SY2010–11, Kenilworth Elementary
enrolled 18 PK3 and 19 PK4 students, and Neval Thomas Elementary enrolled 27 PK3 and 28 PK4
students, totaling 92 PK3 and PK4 students at those two schools.
Altogether, the three types of licensed child care providers in the footprint have a capacity of 206
children (see Table 1). This official statistic does not take into account informal care provided by friends
and family, nor does it take into account those children who stay home with their parent(s). Even so, the
child care providers in the footprint have limited capacity to care for infants.

Table 1: Enrollments of child care providers located in the DCPNI footprint

Center-based care (licensed and
subsidized and includes 1 Head
Start facility)
Home-based care (licensed and
subsidized)
PK3 and PK4 enrollment in 2
DCPS elementary schools
Total

Infants and toddlers
(0–2 years old)
15

Older children (2–4
years old)
79

Total number 0–4year-olds
94

7

13

20

92

92

184

206
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Residents who participated in DCPNI’s focus groups overwhelmingly believed that there are not enough
daycare options for their toddlers. Many had used a trusted neighbor, “Ms. Helen” (who may or may not
have been licensed), and once she passed away people felt at a loss for where to put their young
children. None of the 12 participants knew of the four existing home care providers.
Two of the participants had preschoolers at the United Planning Organization’s Head Start center at
Paradise. These mothers as well as others in the group were enthusiastic about the Paradise Center, but
many were unclear about whether children needed to be potty trained before enrolling. One mother
said that Paradise sends monthly progress reports, so she knows what her child has been doing. Plus she
really liked the fact that the children’s art—drawing and finger painting—is up on the walls. The Paradise
Center teaches children a lot of personal grooming skills too—like how to brush their teeth and set out
their outfits.
The focus group participants agreed that the Paradise Center is a strong program for children ages 2
years old or older. But virtually all of the parents voiced their serious concerns about sending infants to
child care centers at all. Only two of the 12 had used center-based care for their infants. Most had
stayed home with their very young children or at least had a family member or trusted neighbor watch
them.
As one teenage mother from the Kenilworth neighborhood described it, she had sent her 3-month-old
to a daycare outside of the footprint but she was paranoid, as the child was her child and she was afraid
that she would be unable to detect a problem. She was worried the caregivers would not take care of
her child and she was afraid of them hurting him. As she put it, “If it wasn’t visible, you really didn’t
know.”
Another mother said her sister was convinced that her preverbal toddler was abused at a daycare
center. While the center denied it and blamed it on interactions with other children, her sister knew that
something was wrong. All of the mothers agreed it is much harder to tell about a place when the child is
young and nonverbal. So while there may be a need for infant care in the DCPNI footprint, it will take
dedicated community building to gain residents’ trust.
Data needs
Table 1 measures the capacity of the centers, but does not indicate whether the enrolled children live in
the DCPNI footprint. The District has a great deal of school choice due to the public charter schools
(second only to New Orleans) and its open enrollment policy (i.e., students can attend a traditional
public school outside of their school boundary via a school wide lottery).4 In SY2008–09, only 30 percent
of all of the District’s public school students attended their in-boundary traditional DCPS school, 37
percent went to an out-of-boundary traditional DCPS, and the remaining 33 percent went to a public
charter school.

4

Public charter schools were first authorized in 1997 and by 2008–09 (the latest date of our study period),
students in public charters were approximately one-third of all public school students. Preaudited figures from the
District’s Public Charter School Board suggest that this share has grown to roughly 40 percent in SY2010–11.
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In order to estimate the percentage of children from the DCPNI footprint who are enrolled in early
learning programs, we need to know where children from the footprint are enrolled. In order to do this,
we are in the process of requesting the latest child-level data from OSSE (for subsidized child care) and
DCPS and public charter school data (for PK3 and PK4 enrollments). In the meantime, we can use
student-level data from past years to get an estimate. In SY2008–09, less than half (48 percent) of the
PK3 and PK4 children living in the DCPNI footprint attended Kenilworth or Neval Thomas Elementaries.
The remaining 52 percent of PK3 and PK4 students enrolled in 76 other DCPS or public charter schools.
Assuming that this pattern holds, then only 46 students enrolled in the two targeted schools are from
the footprint from SY2010–11 and the remainders are from outside the DCPNI boundary.
Another significant data need is the number of 0–4-year-olds living in the footprint at all. The 2010
census data that have been released shows that there are 1,840 children under age 18 living in the
DCPNI footprint (Table 2). The SF1 2010 census tables that have the age breakdowns are not yet
available, so we used the share of 0–4-year-olds based on the 2005–2009 American Community Survey.
Applying this share, we estimate that there are approximately 340 0–4-year-olds in the DCPNI footprint.
Based on just the capacity of the home-based care providers, center-based care, and public PK3 and PK4
classes, it appears that we have enrolled approximately a little more than half of the available children
(see Table 2). However, we need the student-level data from the OSSE and DCPS in order to actually
determine what share of the DCPNI’s 0–4 years are enrolled in early child care programs. We will update
the share of 0–4-year-olds living in the DCPNI footprint who are enrolled in early learning programs once
we have these data.
Table 2. Population of the DCPNI footprint

Total Population
Population 17 and Under

Eastland
Mayfair/
Gardens/Kenilworth Parkside/Paradise
(Census Tract 96.01)
(Census Tract
96.02)
2,445
3,280

Total
DCPNI

5,725

856

984

1,840

141

203

344

Estimated age categories for children
Under 5 Years

Sources: 2010 census and 2005–2009 American Community Survey.
Notes: Populations based on estimates. Estimates are derived from the proportion of youth in each age group in the
2005–2009 American Community Survey and the total population in the 2010 census.

An Assessment of Quality of the Existing Early Learning Programs
Indicators: OSSE’s child care quality rating system (QRS); the Infant/Toddler Environmental Scale,
Revised Edition (ITERS-R); Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Pre-K Tool (ELLCO Pre-K);
Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale-Revised (ECERS-R); and Classroom Assessment Scoring System
(CLASS)
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Finding: All of the existing early care home-based and center-based programs in the footprint have the
lowest QRS rating (bronze), indicating a need for higher-quality programs. Two citywide studies suggest
that infant and toddler programs, and PK3 and PK4 classrooms across the city and in Ward 7 specifically,
are lacking in quality. While there are no universal assessments being conducted of public early
childhood classrooms, parents in the DCPNI community need to know of assessment tools that they can
use to measure quality.
Center-Based Child-Care Providers
Assessing the quality of child care centers (whether they are home-based or center-based) includes a
variety of factors such as the facilities, qualifications of director and staff, and curriculum used. The
Office of the State Superintendent of Education applies a child care quality rating system (QRS) to
center-based programs, Head Start/Early Head Start programs, and licensed family child care centers
based on the following: accreditation, compliance with licensing requirements, director and staff
qualifications and training, staff compensation, parent involvement and customer satisfaction, and
learning environments. The centers ratings are categorized into three tiers: gold (the highest rating),
followed by silver, and then bronze. According to the latest assessment using OSSE’s QRS, 35 percent of
all centers across the city rated as gold, 22 percent rated as silver, and 43 percent rated as bronze. For
home-based care providers across the city, 13 percent were rated as gold, 12 percent rated as silver,
and 75 percent rated as bronze.5
The three licensed center-based care facilities and four home-based centers located in the footprint
were all rated at the lowest level (bronze). However, one of the larger centers managed by UPO at
Paradise may be promoted to a higher rating of “silver” next year because they took over a previous
facility that had a low rating. Judging from these low rates, it is clear there is room for improvement.
There are other indications suggesting that the child care providers in the footprint (with the exception
of the Paradise Center) are lacking in quality. For instance, one important factor in determining quality is
whether child care providers use an evidence-based curriculum. From our discussions with providers,
UPO’s Paradise Center is using the Creative Curriculum that is evolving into Teaching Strategies GOLD,
particularly because they are receiving Head Start funding. The working group is not aware of any of the
home-based centers using evidence-based curricula.
Georgetown University implemented a new program to the four home-based centers in the winter of
2010–11 (it lasted 13 weeks). The Parent-Child Home Program served 12 children ages 16 months
through 3 years enrolled at the four centers. The program was designed to strengthen families and
ensure children reach developmental milestones through home visits using the Parent-Child Home
Program. While the program’s funding expired in February 2011, the working group has suggested that
we recontact these providers to determine what about the home visits were helpful and what specific
technical assistance would help the providers in the future.
Great Start DC conducted a recent baseline quality study of 113 infant and child care providers in the
District using the Infant/Toddler Environmental Scale, Revised Edition (ITERS-R) instrument to assess the

5

Kirby, Boller, and Tout (2010). Ratings from District of Columbia Going for the Gold Tiered Rate Reimbursement
System. Washington DC: Mathematica Policy Research and Child Trends.
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spatial, programmatic, and interpersonal features of the centers.6 (Great Start DC also implemented a
workforce survey.) The researchers found on average that infant and toddler providers scored best in
the interaction category (i.e., supervision of play and learning, peer interaction, and staff-child
interaction), but scored low for activities (i.e., physical play, art, music, and science and nature) and
personal care routines (i.e., meals, diapering and nap time). The total ITERS-R score was the lowest in
Ward 7 compared to all other wards; however, Early Head Start programs in Ward 7 rated higher than
average.
Public PK3 and PK4 Classrooms
There is also evidence that public PK3 and PK4 classrooms are in need of improvement as well. Under
the Pre-K Enhancement and Expansion Act of 2008, the city requires an annual evaluation of the quality
of current pre-k programs. Under the request of OSSE, Howard University’s Center for Urban Progress
conducted a baseline quality assessment of a sample of prekindergarten classrooms in DCPS, DC public
charter schools, and community-based organizations in all eight wards between December 2009 and
January 2009.7 The purpose of the investigation was to evaluate (1) the overall program structure, (2)
the language and literacy environment, and (3) the quality of instructional support, classroom climate,
and classroom management. The Center for Urban Progress used three standardized instruments: the
Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Pre-K Tool (ELLCO Pre-K), the Early Childhood
Environment Rating Scale-Revised (ECERS-R), and the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS).
The Center found a lack in quality in the early education DCPS, charter, and community-based
classrooms across the city but especially in Ward 7. Ward 7 received the lowest average scores in the
domains of Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and Instructional Support. Classrooms in Ward
7 also had the lowest average scores in language and literacy components. While Neval Thomas and
Kenilworth PS and PK classrooms were not included in the sample, we have no reason to believe that
the two targeted DCPNI schools would score much differently than their Ward 7 counterparts.
The Need for Parents to Make Assessments of Quality
While there are no universally adopted measures of quality of community-based or school-based early
childhood programs, there are a variety of tools that parents can use to assess quality. The following
organizations all provide assessment tools: GreatSchools DC, US Department of Education, the National
Association of Child Care Resources and Referral Agencies (NACCRRA), Head Start, the National
Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), and Zero To Three. Early childhood
stakeholders in the working group all believe that DCPNI parents would benefit from learning about a
subset of these tools and using them when making their own choices for their young children. The
Ready for Kindergarten working group intends to identify and/or modify an assessment tool to assist
DCPNI parents.

6

Great Start DC (2011). The State of Infant and Toddler Care in the District of Columbia: Baseline Quality Study and
Workforce Survey Executive Summary.
7
McKie, Butty, and Green (2009). Pre-K Enhancement and Expansion Act of 2008: Baseline Quality Assessment
Report. Washington DC: Howard University Center for Urban Progress.
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Children Not Meeting Developmental Milestones
Another area of need that the Ready for Kindergarten working group identified was whether young
children in the footprint were meeting the appropriate developmental milestones. This focus was driven
mainly by the Department of Education–required indicator tracking the percentage and/or number of
young children who demonstrate age-appropriate functions. Unfortunately, this is not an easy indicator
to collect because (1) community-based care providers, DCPS, and public charter schools all use
different child cognitive assessment tools (for instance, charters use 34 different assessment tools), and
(2) the assessment reports we have are from children enrolled in the footprint education centers but
not necessarily from the footprint. However, even with these limitations, we have data from the
following sources: DCPS’s assessments, Early Stages screenings, and the existence of IEPs at the two
elementary schools.
Indicators: The share of kindergarten students attending DCPNI elementary schools meeting
expectations for DIBELS and the share of students screened with developmental delays from Early
Stages.
Finding: Both Kenilworth and Neval Thomas Elementaries show more problems with literacy than their
peers citywide. However, students at Neval Thomas Elementary are particularly challenged due to the
high numbers of special education students. In addition, PK3 and PK4 students from Kenilworth and
Neval Thomas Elementaries were screened at twice the national rate expected for developmental
delays.
DCPS Childhood Assessments
The Office of Early Childhood Education at DCPS has implemented two assessment tools in their PK3 and
PK4 classrooms, the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) and Teaching Strategies
GOLD. DIBELS tests student literacy through a series of short tests. Students entering a DCPS
kindergarten classroom take the DIBELS test to determine their preliteracy skills, and then the test is
administered later in the year to monitor the students’ progress.
Students taking the DIBELS test are assessed using three categories (ranked from most optimal outcome
to least): meeting their expected benchmark, needing strategic intervention to ensure they will
eventually meet their expected benchmark, and needing intensive intervention. The student’s rating
helps teacher recognize how often they have to monitor their students. For example, for those students
assessed as “strategic,” teachers should monitor with additional assessments at least every four weeks.
For students assessed as “intensive,” teachers need to monitor progress even more frequently, such as
every two weeks.
Figure 1 shows how Neval Thomas and Kenilworth kindergarten classrooms compare to other schools in
Ward 7 as of the middle of the 2010–11 school year. Neval Thomas Elementary has a much smaller
share of students meeting their expected benchmark (green color) compared to the DCPS average: 37
percent compared to 69 percent, respectively. Kenilworth Elementary average was closer but still lower
than the Ward 7 average: 64 percent compared to 69 percent. Neval Thomas Elementary has a
particularly high share of kindergarten students needing intensive intervention in SY2010–11 (23
percent of those taking the test compared to 7 percent at Kenilworth Elementary).
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Figure 1: DIBELS K Assessments for Ward 7 Elementary Schools for SY2010–11 (Middle of the Year)
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We believe that one of the reasons for the high need at Neval Thomas Elementary is because Neval
Thomas Elementary has a larger special education population. Figure 2 compares the share of students
with individual education plans (IEPs) at both DCPNI elementary schools with the citywide DCPS average.
(Data are from the audited reports from OSSE and are not available at the grade level.) The share of
Kenilworth Elementary students with IEPs is below the citywide average, while the share of students
with IEPs at Neval Thomas Elementary has been above the citywide average in recent years. Using the
latest data from SY2010–11, 14.0 percent of students at Neval Thomas Elementary (33 students) had
IEPs compared to only 11.8 percent of students at Kenilworth Elementary (21 students). The citywide
DCPS average was 13.0 percent in SY2010–11.
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Figure 2: Share of Students with Individual Education Plans (IEPs)
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The second assessment that DCPS began implementing this year is the GOLD assessment. The GOLD
assessment measures a variety of socio-emotional, physical, cognitive, literacy, and math standards.
While the GOLD assessment is recognized as a robust assessment tool, this year’s implementation was
recognized by DCPS’s early childhood office as being imperfect because teachers provided their own
self- assessments without sufficient training. Plus, these assessments factor into the teachers’
professional evaluation tool, IMPACT. Going forward, DCPS intends to more closely work with the
teachers to ensure that (1) there is always documentation support for every rating, (2) the data that are
being entered is of high quality, (3) there is continued support by the Early Childhood Instructional
Specialist staff with GOLD implementation, and (4) teachers/schools/administrators are being held
accountable for the data that is being entered.
Judging from a report provided by the DCPS office of Early Childhood along the full continuum of
assessments, Kenilworth and Neval Thomas Elementaries have a greater share of who meet the
expected standards, exceeding the DCPS average. Figure 3 shows an example of a few of the areas that
GOLD assesses. Because of the challenges with the GOLD assessment this year, we provide the data for
illustrative purposes only. We will wait until the assessment has been accurately implemented next year
to include it in our needs assessment.
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Figure 3: Share of Students Assessed Using GOLD (Sample of Categories), June 2011
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Early Stages Screenings
The third source of information about whether children living in the DCPNI footprint are meeting
developmental milestones is assessments given by Early Stages (a DCPS program). Early Stages provides
free screenings for children ages 2 years 9 months through 5 years 10 months for any developmental
delay and connects that family and child to services should the delay have an educational impact.
Children referred to the Early Stages Center receive a Battelle Evaluation and treatment or services for a
diagnosed delay. Typically children are identified to be screened by referrals from parents, communitybased early child care providers, or public school teachers, or through the Early Stages’ Child Find Field
Coordinators’ own outreach. These services are free to any family that lives in the District.
According to the Early Stages office, of the 98 PK3 and PK4 students at Kenilworth and Neval Thomas
Elementaries in October 2010, 24 students (or 25 percent) either were being evaluated or were already
flagged to receive an evaluation. Roughly one-quarter of the students in these two schools had a reason
to be assessed, either because a parent or other adult had expressed a concern or because the
screening tool suggested a possible delay.
According to the Early Stages director, there were 7 children identified from Kenilworth and Neval
Thomas Elementaries with an IDEA-eligible disability and another 5 children in process, resulting in a
confirmed identification rate of 7 percent. This is 1 percentage point above the national average and a
potential identification rate of 13 percent, if all open cases are eligible. According to the Early Stages
director, there were also a number of cases where parents appear to have declined consent to move
forward with the Early Stages evaluation. So a low- to mid-teen percentage rate is a realistic rate of
need, were all eligible kids identified and parental consent given to complete evaluations. This equates
to twice the national average. These high rates suggest that children at both Kenilworth and Neval
Thomas are not adequately meeting their developmental milestones.
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Transition Planning for Children and Their Families into Traditional School Settings
The working group also discussed the need for parents and caregivers to develop transition planning to
ensure their children make an easy transition to kindergarten. While this was not fully developed yet, it
is on the working group’s agenda to focus on next.
Parents who participated in the early childhood focus group for DCPNI put the responsibility of ensuring
children are prepared for school squarely on the parents. Many Kenilworth Elementary participants
stated that other Kenilworth parents are particularly negligent when it comes to preparing their young
children for kindergarten. According to the group, many children from the Kenilworth neighborhood
also have serious behavioral problems that made the transition to kindergarten hard. As one mother
living in Kenilworth said, “A lot of the kids don’t know how to write their name or count to 20. They
know how to curse though.” Another mother reported that 5- and 6-year-old kids are outside
unsupervised at 10:00 p.m.
A grandmother caring for her grandson thought parents were the crux of the problem for why children
were not prepared for school. “Look, if you’ve got a parent at home teaching them, then that’s great.
But a lot of the time, you have parents using drugs or alcohol, partying, paying attention to their
boyfriend, criminal activities. They take their children to daycare to get high. If they pick them up later,
and your child is learning in that center… when they come home to you and you’re not teaching that
child, then that child is not going to be fully ready for kindergarten. They might know their colors, but
they may not know how to spell green. They may know their birthday is March 15 but they won’t know
the year.”
While this was the overwhelming feeling in Kenilworth, participants from Mayfair thought that their
children are watched over and no one is out late. As one Mayfair resident said, “It’s like a ghost town
around here at 10. [Groups] work with their children from Head Start on up. They learn numbers, color,
where they live. We [at Mayfair] stick together.”
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Map 1: Location of Licensed Child Care Providers in Ward 7
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Students Proficient in Core Subjects
Needs Assessment
Overview of Indicators
The Students Are Proficient in Core Subjects Results-Driven Working Group (RDWG) identified five areas
of need to improve the academic achievement of all students in the DC Promise Neighborhood
Initiative:
 Common Core Standards should be aligned with daily curricula.
 Teachers should be professionally trained in the Common Core Standards.
 School leaders should receive leadership development in school transformations.
 Students with disabilities should have access to the Common Core Standards and gradelevel curricula.
 Students should have summer programs and summer school to reduce delinquency and
decline in academic achievement gains over the school year.
DCPNI will evaluate the progress of these areas of need using the following indicators:
 #/ percent of students testing proficient and advanced in math and reading in the DCCAS test
(required indicator)
 #/ percent of students testing at/above grade level in the individual strand-level categories of
the DCCAS test in math and reading (RDWG indicator)
 #/ percent of students showing progress using intermittent assessment tests like DCBAS and
MAP over the school year.
Members of the Students Proficient in Core Subjects results-driven working group include
representatives from nonprofit organizations such as Achieve, Inc. and Teach for America, neighborhood
residents, principals and teachers from the Chavez schools and DCPNI partner schools, data liaisons from
the Urban Institute, and the chief instructional coaches/officers from DCPNI partner schools.
Description of DCPNI-affiliated schools
Kenilworth Elementary and Neval Thomas Elementary are traditional DCPS schools located in the DCPNI
footprint. The two elementary schools are relatively small and have experienced significant declines in
enrollment over the past 10 years: Kenilworth Elementary enrollment decreased by 54 percent between
2001 and 2010 and Neval Thomas Elementary enrollment decreased by 44 percent (see Stable
Communities Needs Assessment or a complete description of the enrollment declines). In SY2010–11,
Kenilworth ES had only 180 students from preschool through 5th grade, and Neval Thomas ES had a total
of 250 students from preschool through 5th grades. Kenilworth Elementary is located in the northern
portion of the footprint in census tract 96.01 and Neval Thomas Elementary is located in the southern
portion in census tract 96.02. The two schools’ enrollment boundaries align with the DCPNI footprint,
which means that all elementary-aged children in the footprint can attend either Neval Thomas or
Kenilworth by right, depending on their location.8 The vast majority of students enrolled in Kenilworth
Elementary and Neval Thomas Elementary live in the DCPNI boundary. In SY2008–09 (latest data
8

The DCPNI footprint also contains a small portion of the Houston ES boundary (in northeast corner of the footprint). Houston
ES is located east of the DCPNI footprint across 295/Anacostia Freeway.
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available), 89 percent of all Kenilworth students lived in the DCPNI boundary and 79 percent of all Neval
Thomas students lived in the footprint.
However, approximately half of the elementary students from the DCPNI footprint attend 87 schools
other than Neval Thomas Elementary and Kenilworth Elementary. Reasons for this are multifold: public
charter schools compete for students, and DCPS’s open enrollment policy allows students to attend
traditional schools outside of their neighborhood boundary. Some residents participating in the focus
group described how they purposefully enroll their children outside the neighborhood to avoid negative
neighborhood peer influences (see Stable Communities Needs Assessment for more detail). Altogether,
the approximately 680 elementary public school students living in the DCPNI footprint attended a total
of 87 elementary schools in SY2008–09 (latest data available).9 Of those approximate 680 students, 27
percent attended Neval Thomas Elementary and 25 percent attended Kenilworth Elementary. While the
number of schools attended are extremely high, this is not uncommon to most neighborhoods in the
city. See appendix 1 for a full listing of the elementary schools that students living in the DCPNI footprint
attended in SY2008–09.
The student body at Kenilworth Elementary and Neval Thomas Elementary reflects the high-need
population of the DCPNI footprint: it is exclusively African American with very high shares of students
qualifying for free and reduced price lunch. In SY2010–11, 98 percent of the Kenilworth Elementary
student body was black and 92 percent qualified for free and reduced price lunch, and at Neval Thomas
Elementary, 100 percent was black and 88 percent qualified for free and reduced lunch.
Cesar Chavez Middle and High Schools–Parkside opened in the southern portion of the DCPNI footprint
in 2005. The brand-new facility houses both the middle and the high schools. Because Chavez is a public
charter, there is no neighborhood boundary; students living in the District enroll through a citywide
lottery system to attend. In SY2008–09 (latest data available), approximately one-quarter (25 percent) of
all Cesar Chavez Middle School–Parkside students lived in the DCPNI boundary. Altogether, 76 percent
of Chavez Middle School–Parkside students lived in Ward 7—either in the DCPNI footprint or the
neighborhoods directly east across the freeway such as Deanwood and Lincoln Heights. Approximately
one-fifth (19 percent) of the Cesar Chavez High School–Parkside students lived in the DCPNI footprint in
SY2008–09 (latest data available). More than half of all the Chavez High School–Parkside students lived
in Ward 7 (58 percent).
Altogether, public school students in 6th through 8th grade (339 students in total) attended 49 schools in
SY2008–09 (see appendix 2 for a complete listing of schools). Almost one-third (29 percent) of the 6th
through 8th grade students from the footprint attended Chavez Middle School–Parkside and 27 percent
attended Ron Brown Middle School. Of the public school students enrolled in 9th through 12th grade in
SY2008–09 (420 students), 25 percent attended Spingarn High School and 15 percent attended Chavez
High School–Parkside (see appendix 3 for a complete listing of schools).
In SY2010–11, the majority of students attending Chavez Middle School–Parkside and Chavez High
School–Parkside were African American (89 percent) and 10 percent were Latino. More than threefourths (80 percent) qualified for free and reduced price lunch. Altogether the Chavez Middle and High
Schools–Parkside had an enrollment of 726 students in SY2010–11. Chavez Schools–Parkside

9

th

The approximately 680 public school students were enrolled in preschool through 5 grade matching the grade structure of
Neval Thomas ES and Kenilworth ES.
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enrollments have been growing since they opened, mainly because Chavez has been adding grades over
time.
Cesar Chavez Schools–Parkside college prep expectations
The purpose of all of the Cesar Chavez Public Charter Schools is to prepare District youth for competitive
colleges and to become productive citizens in their communities. In order to reach this goal, Cesar
Chavez High School–Parkside has implemented classes and supports to ensure that students go on to
attend college. For instance, the high school has College Preparatory Advisory (CPA) classes each
morning where students receive instruction on how to apply to and attend college, and both schools
bring in college students to meet with high school students to discuss their experiences. Chavez high
school students also have opportunities to visit local college campuses.
The Urban Institute conducted a school climate survey in the spring of 2011 at Cesar Chavez Middle
School–Parkside and Cesar Chavez High School–Parkside. From the survey, it is clear that most of the
Chavez–Parkside students (especially high school students) embrace Chavez’s college-oriented school
climate. Chavez–Parkside students responded positively that the staff has high expectations for
academic achievement, the schools have the instructional materials needed to learn, most students feel
school is important to their future, and virtually all students want to graduate from high school to attend
college (see Table 1).10 These statistics were all slightly higher than a comparable DCPS climate survey
conducted in SY2009.
Table 1: School Climate Survey at Chavez Schools–Parkside in Spring 2011
Percent of Students Who Strongly Agree or Somewhat Agree with Statement
Question
I am confident I will graduate from
high school
Doing well in school is important for
my future

Chavez Middle
School–Parkside
91.6

Chavez High
School–Parkside
94.5

96.8

97.1

I want to go to college

90.1

92.6

I can talk to an adult if something is
wrong

79.4

79.1

I ask for help from my teachers

84.3

89.0

Teachers assign homework that helps
me learn

72.1

74.0

Staff set high standards for
achievement

78.0

87.5

10

For a complete description of the DCPNI school climate survey and results of the Cesar Chavez Schools–Parkside survey, see
the School Climate Survey SY2010–11 at Chavez Middle School–Parkside and Chavez High School–Parkside memos.

31

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

Academic outcomes for DCPNI-affiliated schools
Students who attend Chavez Schools–Parkside and the two DCPS partner schools, Kenilworth and Neval
Thomas Elementary Schools, have low test scores on average (see Figures 1–3). Only 36 percent of Neval
Thomas students, 28 percent of Kenilworth students, and 43 percent of Chavez Schools–Parkside
students tested proficient or advanced in the Reading DCCAS in SY2009–10. These shares are even lower
than the city’s already low citywide reading scores. In SY2010, only 42 percent of all DCPS students
tested proficient or advanced in reading, and 48 percent of all public charter students tested similarly.
Figure 1: DCCAS Reading Scores for Neval Thomas ES, SY2006–07 through SY2009–10
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Figure 2: DCCAS Reading Scores for Kenilworth ES, SY2006–07 through SY2009–10
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Figure 3: DCCAS Reading Scores for Chavez Schools–Parkside, SY2006–07 through SY2009–10
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DCCAS Reading Scores for Chavez MS and HS
at Parkside
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Source: Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE).
The DCPNI schools’ math average test scores are similarly low (see Figures 3–6). During SY2009–10, 33
percent of Neval Thomas Elementary students, 42 percent of Kenilworth Elementary students, and 52
percent of Chavez Schools–Parkside students tested proficient or advanced in the math DCCAS test. The
shares of Kenilworth Elementary and Chavez Schools–Parkside students were similar to the citywide
DCPS and public charter school averages, whereas the share of Neval Thomas Elementary students was
lower than the citywide DCPS average. In SY2009–10, 41 percent of all DCPS students tested proficient
or advanced in math, and 50 percent of all public charter students tested similarly.
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Figure 4: DCCAS Math Scores for Neval Thomas ES, SY2006–07 through SY2009–10
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Figure 5: DCCAS Math Scores for Kenilworth ES, SY2006–07 through SY2009–10

DCCAS Math Scores for Kenilworth ES
100%

2%

90%

14%
19%

80%
70%

6%

3%

6%

17%
36%
25%

34%

Advanced

60%

Proficient

47%

50%
40%
30%
20%

36%

27%

10%

Below Basic

55%

50%

Basic

21%

0%
SY06-07

SY07-08

SY08-09

SY09-10

Source: Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE).

34

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

Figure 6: DCCAS Math Scores for Chavez Schools–Parkside, SY2006–07 through SY2009–10
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DCCAS Content Strand scores
The working group received DCCAS Content Strand data for SY2008–09 and SY2009–10. Strand data are
derived from student scores on subsets of DCCAS test questions, called “content strands.” Teachers and
educational decision makers use this diagnostic information to inform instructional strategies within a
content area and to help identify student strengths and weaknesses. The reading content strands are:
 Language Development—students’ ability to identify meanings of words using prior knowledge,
word structure, and/or context.
 Informational Text—students’ ability to read, comprehend, and respond to informational
passages.
 Literary Text—students’ ability to read, comprehend, and respond to literary passages.
The math content strands are:
 Numbers and Operations—students’ ability to use numbers and number relationships.
 Pattern, Relations and Algebra—students’ ability to use algebraic methods to describe patterns
and functions.
 Geometry—students’ ability to use geometric concepts, properties, and relationships.
 Measurement—students’ ability to use tools and techniques to measure.
Compared to all DCPS students and all DCPS African American students, students at Kenilworth
Elementary and Neval Thomas Elementary performed slightly lower in language development in
SY2009–10 than all black DCPS students, either the same or slightly lower in informational text than all
African American DCPS students, and slightly lower in literary text than all black DCPS students (Figure
7). Kenilworth Elementary students made significant gains in all three reading strands between SY2008–
09 and SY2009–10; however, Neval Thomas students perform slightly better than Kenilworth students in
reading on average.
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Figure 7: DCCAS Strand Reading Scores, SY2008–09 and SY2009–10
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Note: The Percent Index (PI) is an estimate of the percentage of questions the student would answer correctly if the student
took all possible items that relate to the content strand, as defined by DC. The Mean Percent Index. or OPI. is the average by
content strand of all PI scores within a particular group (e.g., School, District, State).

Compared to all DCPS African American students, students at Kenilworth Elementary and Neval Thomas
Elementary perform higher on average in all four math Strand assessments (number sense; pattern,
relations, and algebra; geometry; and measurement) compared to the DCPS African American average in
SY2009–10 (Figure 8). Also, Kenilworth Elementary students tested higher than their Neval Thomas
Elementary counterparts in SY2009–10.
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Figure 8: DCCAS Strand Math Scores, SY2008–09 and SY2009–10
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Adequate Yearly Progress for DCPNI-affiliated schools
Under No Child Left Behind (NCLB), each state, including the District of Columbia, must determine
whether schools, districts, and the state have made adequate yearly progress (AYP) toward the goal of
having all students meet rigorous state academic standards by SY2013–14. In the District of Columbia,
schools must meet three annual performance targets in order to make AYP:
 Student achievement on the reading and math DC-CAS for grades 3 through 8 and 10,
 Participation in the assessment system (at least 95 percent of all enrolled students), and
 Graduation rate (for schools and school districts with 12th grade) OR school attendance (for
schools and school districts without 12th grade).
NCLB requires that each state set annual measure objectives (AMO) for the percentage of students who
score proficient or above on reading and math assessments. Each school and school district, including
every subgroup with more than 25 students meeting the full academic year definition, must meet the
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AMO proficiency target for the school to make AYP. Schools and districts that do not meet the AMO may
qualify as meeting AYP under “safe harbor” status if 95 percent of students participate in DCCAS, they
meet their graduation or attendance rate target, and they reduce the percentage of students scoring
below proficient by 10 percent, compared to the previous year.
Schools and districts receiving Title I funds that do not make AYP for two or more consecutive years are
identified for improvement and are required to undertake specific actions. There are five levels of school
improvement status, determined by the number of years it has not made AYP, with corresponding
actions required each year:
1) In Need of Improvement Year1; School must:
 Notify Parents
 Offer School Choice
 Provide Transportation Assistance
 Revise School Improvement Plan
 Provide Professional Development
2) In Need of Improvement Year 2;School Must:
 Notify Parents
 Offer School Choice
 Provide Transportation Assistance
 Offer Supplemental Assistance
 Revise School Improvement Plan
 Provide Professional Development
3) Corrective Action; In addition to school improvement steps, the school district must take at least
one of following steps:
 Replace Some School Staff
 Institute a New Curriculum
 Decrease Management Authority of School
 Appoint an Outside Expert
 Extend School Day/Year
 Restructure School
4) Restructuring Year 1; In addition to school improvement steps and corrective action steps, the
school district must create a plan for restructuring that will take at least one of these actions:
 Reopen school as public charter school
 Replace all, or most of, the relevant staff
 Contract with another agency to run the school
 Have State take over the school
 Make other major restructuring reforms
5) Restructuring Year 2
 District must implement the restructuring plan (DC Office of the State Superintendent of
Education: Assessment and Accountability Manual)

According to the standards set by the DC Office of the State Superintendent of Education, Kenilworth
Elementary met adequate yearly progress in 2010 after a few years of not making AYP; however, in
SY2010–11 it was in Restructuring Year 2. Neval Thomas Elementary and Chavez Parkside Schools did
not make AYP in 2010; Neval Thomas was in Restructuring Year 1 and Cesar Chavez Schools–Parkside
was in Restructuring Year 2 (Table 2).
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Table 2: Adequate Yearly Progress for Schools Affiliated with DCPNI, SY2007–08 through SY2009–10
Met Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)
Spring 2008
Math Reading
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No

Spring 2009
Math Reading
No
No
Yes
No
No
No

School
Kenilworth ES
Neval Thomas ES
Chavez Schools–
Parkside
Source: Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE).

Spring 2010
Math Reading
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No

While AYP is recognized as being a poor measure of academic quality (high-performing schools may not
make AYP because they do not show improvement over time), Cesar Chavez has not made AYP over the
past three years. In fact, the Chavez Schools–Parkside was put on “conditional continuance” by the DC
Public Charter Board in 2009 on account of its low DCCAS test scores in SY2007–08. Chavez Schools–
Parkside implemented a variety of new restructuring efforts in SY2008–09 that resulted in an increase in
test scores. This improvement put Chavez once again in good standing with the District of Columbia
Public Charter School Board.
The following sections summarize the five objectives that the Core Proficiency working group has
identified as being the highest need in order to improve academic achievement scores for all students in
DCPNI.
Teaching Skills Improvement
Finding: DCPNI-affiliated schools need to train teachers in the best pedagogical practices for fostering
critical thinking, impacting student achievement, and improving outcomes for students at each grade
level from preschool through 12th grade.
The working group felt that another key area to improve was teaching in the classroom in order to
increase student test scores in the DCPNI partner schools. Student achievement is more influenced by
teacher quality than factors like students’ race, class, prior academic record, or the school a student
attends (Sanders and Horn 1994; Wright, Horn, and Sanders 1997).
Chavez Schools–Parkside is more likely to have new, inexperienced teachers compared to the average
DCPS comprehensive high school (Table 3). Over half of the teachers at Chavez Schools–Parkside (57
percent) had less than five years’ teaching experienced compared to only 41 percent of DCPS teachers.
Chavez Schools–Parkside also has multiple (between 5 and 8 each year) Teach for America (TFA)
teachers, who only receive about five weeks of intensive training before being given their own
classroom. While some studies have shown that Teach for America teachers produce better outcomes
for students, these teachers could still benefit from additional professional development, particularly in
basics like classroom management.11
11

Xu et al. (2009). Making a Difference? The Effects of Teach for America in High School. Washington, DC: National Center for
Analysis of Longitudinal Data in Education Research (CALDER) and Cronen (2008) Despite Little Experience, Teach for America
Educators Outpace Veterans in Drawing Achievement from Students. Washington, DC: National Center for Analysis of
Longitudinal Data in Education Research (CALDER).
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Table 3: Years of experience at Chavez Schools–Parkside and Average DCPS School, SY2010–11

Share of teachers
Chavez Middle and High
Schools–Parkside
Average DCPS comprehensive
high school

0 to 4
years
57
percent
41
percent

5 to 10
years
26
percent
16
percent

11 to 16
years
14
percent
15
percent

16+
years
4
percent
28
percent

Sources: Chavez Public Charter and DCPS’s Office of Data and Accountability Office.
Common Core Standards
Finding: DCPNI-affiliated schools need to develop and implement a well-defined, vertically articulated
curriculum and monthly teacher training program based upon the Common Core Standards.
The District of Columbia adopted the Common Core Standards in July 2010. However, the Core
Proficiency working group found that teachers at the DCPNI-affiliated schools need support in the
implementation of the national Common Core Standards, and stakeholders have identified the fact that
the current DCPS and public charter curricula do not align with the Common Core Standards. The
Common Core Standards equip students with a foundation of skills that build upon each other from
kindergarten to 12th grade to prepare youth for college or career. The current curricula in DCPS and
public charter schools are not vertically aligned like the Common Core Standards; that is, teachers do
not develop lesson plans based on what was learned the previous year.
According to stakeholders, all DCPNI schools provide teacher development. However, none currently
train teachers using new Common Core State Standards and none provide training for vertical
alignment. Chavez Middle School–Parkside teachers commented during an interview that Teach for
America teachers were resistant to learning about the Common Core. They felt that TFA teachers do not
have the incentive to learn a complicated new curriculum or methods of teaching without adequate
materials and training. Teachers specifically requested more training and time for planning curriculum
across subject areas and grades to ensure consistency.
Another reason for ensuring that DCPS teachers and public charter teachers are well trained in the
Common Core standards is that it is one of the four “assurance areas” in the District’s winning the Race
to the Top federal grant initiative. Yet, each Local Education Agency in the District is implementing the
Common Core Standards very differently. For instance, next year, DCPS plans to train its teachers only
on the English Language Arts (ELA) Common Core Standards that “match” current standards. This
strategy has potential negative implications according to experts such as the Center for Public Education
and Achieve Inc.
Developing School Leaders
Finding: DCPNI-affiliated schools need to develop school leaders such as principals, academic coaches,
and lead teachers who exhibit the key behaviors and competencies necessary to promote and sustain
school transformation.
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In general, there is a lack of leadership support for District principals and coaches in the implementation
of the Common Core standards and there is a lack of systematic process for learning across schools.
Research has found a relationship between school leadership and academic achievement of students. In
2003, Mid-Continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL) conducted a meta-analysis of school
leadership and its effect on student achievement (Waters, Marzano, and McNulty, 2003) and the results
of the analysis were substantial:
 They found a statistically significant relationship between school leadership and student
achievement, with an increase of 10 percent points on a norm-referenced assessment with
leadership behavior.
 They identified 21 leadership behaviors with statistically significant correlations to student
achievement.
Others have found at least three skills that can lead to transformations in low-performing schools:12
 Knowledge of curriculum, assessment, and instruction: Guide teachers in the best pedagogical
practices.
 Monitoring and evaluation: Monitor the effectiveness of curriculum, assessment, and
instruction.
 Ideal/beliefs: Hold strong beliefs about schools, teachers, and learning, which are supported in
communications and behaviors with school community.
Stakeholders in the working group identified a need for workshops and coaching for school leaders to
improve the observable instructional strategies used by teachers, especially workshops that include
school leaders from across multiple schools. According to stakeholders in the working group, DCPS and
public charter school principals rarely communicate and coordinate resources. These workshops can
develop school leaders (e.g., principals, coaches, lead teachers) who exhibit the key behaviors and
competencies necessary to promote and sustain school transformation across the other objectives.
Support for Students with Specific Learning Disabilities
Finding: DCPNI needs to ensure that teachers and school leaders will support students with specific
learning disabilities in accessing the standards in a meaningful way and receiving appropriate, gradelevel instruction.
As discussed earlier, roughly two-thirds of the students at the DCPNI schools in the footprint tested only
at basic or below basic on the DC-CAS test in 2010. One of the challenges in improving children’s
learning and subsequent testing is targeting children with learning disabilities and those who qualify for
special education. According to DCPS and NCES, DCPS has a greater share of special education students
(20 percent) compared to the national average (13 percent). (This DCPS statistic may include private
placement, so is higher than the share calculated by the Urban Institute below.)
Using OSSE’s audited data, the Urban Institute calculated that 13 percent of DCPS students were
identified with individual education plans or as needing special education services in SY2010–11.
Kenilworth’s share was 12 percent (21 students), and Neval Thomas has a greater share at 14 percent
(33 students). The Urban Institute calculated that 10 percent of all charter students were receiving
special education services in SY2010–11. Chavez Parkside’s share was 12 percent (85 students).

12

Marzano, in Leadership that Works. (Get full citation from DCPNI) [[note in original.]]
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Not surprisingly, those special education students test even lower than nondisabled students. According
to OSSE’s No Child Left Behind report cards, in SY2009–10, 100 percent of special education students
tested basic or below basic in reading at Kenilworth ES compared to 65 percent of the non–special
education students. Similarly, at Neval Thomas ES, 72 percent of special education students tested basic
or below compared to 62 percent of non–special education students. In SY2008–09, 81 percent of
Chavez Schools–Parkside disabled students tested basic or below while 57 percent of nondisabled
students did the same. (SY2009–10 data are not available for disabled Chavez Parkside students because
fewer than 10 students were tested.)
Provide summer school or summer activities
Finding: The lack of summer school and other academic summer programming in the DCPNI footprint
contributes to educational loss for DCPNI students.
Residents have repeatedly commented at retreats, focus groups, and working group meetings about the
lack of programming available for youth during the summers. This contributes to academic "summer
slide," and leads to higher rates of delinquency during those months.
Currently, official DCPS summer school alternates between Kenilworth and Neval Thomas ES. Parents
are much more likely to send their children to summer school if it is offered at the school where their
child attends during the regular academic year. Providing transportation services and outreach to
families would encourage more students to attend summer school at a school other than the one they
attend during the academic year.
Other than summer school, there are a number of other summer activities available generally to youth
ages 4–24 in Ward 7. These activities have been advertised under the Ward 7 Operation Safe Summer
2011 initiative organized by the East of the River Family Strengthening Collaborative in conjunction with
Ward 7 Weed & Seed, MPD, USAO, and the Office of the Mayor and the Office of Councilmember Yvette
Alexander. While there are 30 various programs advertised as part of this Safe Summer initiative,
residents have commented in focus groups, retreats, and working groups that they are not familiar with
these programs and are not comfortable accessing programs offered outside their immediate
neighborhood. Figure 8 breaks down the estimated number of children in the DCPNI neighborhood by
age group to demonstrate the need for summer programming. (Data will be updated when the Census
2010 SF1 table for DC is released.) It is not clear whether the existing summer activities have enough
capacity to meet the demand represented by these numbers. Additionally, older youth have mentioned
that what they are interested in is summer employment opportunities, not just recreational activities.
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Table 4: Population in the DCPNI Footprint

Total Population
Children under age 18
Ages 0-2
Ages 3-4
Ages 5-9
Ages 10-14
Ages 15-17

Census tract
96.01
2,445
847
120
72
213
262

Census Tract
96.02
3,280
993
204
127
265
223

180

174

DPNI footprint
5,725
1,840
324
199
478
485
354

Source: Census 2010
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MS/HS/College Transition and Success
Needs Assessment
The Middle School Transition, High School Graduation, and College and Career Success Results-Driven
Working Groups (RDWG) joined to form one single RDWG early on during the DCPNI planning year due
to the similarity of their goals and necessary coordination of the implementation work plans they would
be developing. The goal of this joint group is to ensure that youth living in the DCPNI footprint
successfully transition from one grade to the next, graduate from high school, and achieve success both
academically and professionally.
This initial stage of needs assessment focused on the Chavez Parkside Schools. Many of the youth living
in the DCPNI footprint attend other schools nearby such as Ron Brown Middle School, IDEA Public
Charter High School, and Friendship Collegiate High School. Most of the information on these other
schools was collected during the teen focus groups. As staff at the Urban Institute continue collecting
data and assessing the needs of the youth living in the DCPNI footprint, we will collect data directly from
these schools to gain a more robust understanding of the youth DCPNI will be serving. For full data from
The Urban Institute’s school climate survey, please see the appendix.
The three indicators required by the Department of Education to track the progress of this goal are:




Middle School: # of actual days/# of possible days (attendance rates)
High School: # of graduates/# of seniors at start of year (graduation rate)
College/Career: #/ percentage of students with postsecondary degrees or other credentials.

Expert and community resident members of the working group began by outlining common threads
necessary for successfully meeting the three goals of their individual working groups. These include
academic achievement; exposure to opportunities; engagement in enriching activities; in school and out
of school programming opportunities; and a focus on balancing attendance, behavior, and rigorous
coursework.
Based on these common threads the working group decided to organize their data gathering and
development of the implementation work plan according to the following five focus areas:






Attendance and Graduation
College and Career Planning
School Culture and Student Behavior
After-School and Summer Activities
Parent Engagement

Attendance and Graduation
Finding: While attendance does not appear to be a problem, transferring to other schools and
graduation rates are. There is a substantial drop in enrollment rates at Chavez Parkside High School
between freshman and senior years.
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Attendance
We obtained the following data on attendance at the three schools in the DCPNI footprint. Data on
attendance at Chavez Parkside Schools was received from the school administrative offices. Data for
Kenilworth and Neval Thomas Elementaries was obtained from OSSE’s No Child Left Behind online
records. Chavez Middle School–Parkside provided this information to us directly.
Department of Education Indicator—Attendance Rates
Chavez Middle School–Parkside
(08–09) 92 percent
(09–10) 88 percent
(10–11) 91 percent
Chavez High School–Parkside
(08–09) 88 percent
(09–10) 90 percent
(10–11) 91 percent
Kenilworth Elementary: (09–10) 100 percent13
Neval Thomas Elementary: (09–10) 97 percent14
According to the available data, it appears that attendance is not an issue for these schools. However,
reported attendance rates at other DCPS schools are equally high, which raises questions about the way
that schools are calculating rates. According to the school climate survey, 82 percent of Chavez Middle
School–Parkside students said that “the staff at their school expects students to be in class every day,”
while 9 percent disagreed with this statement. In addition, the school climate survey indicated that a
majority of Chavez Middle School–Parkside students (94 percent) and Chavez High School–Parkside
students (98 percent) feel they attend all their classes, compared to 90 percent of DCPS students.
That said, DC local government has identified truancy as a priority area and recently formed the Special
Committee on School Safety and Truancy, chaired by Councilmember Sekou Biddle. More information
on this citywide initiative is provided in the Students Are Safe working group needs assessment
document.
Teachers at Chavez Parkside Schools commented that one area that does appear to be a problem is
transferring to other schools.
Teachers (in the interviews) and parents (in the working group meetings and focus groups) expressed
the need for better methods and programming to support parents in ensuring that their children make it
to school every day. Many of the traditional methods that schools use are punitive repercussions for
missing school or truancy. Respondents felt there is a need for more supportive programming that
would take a more preventative approach that gives parents the knowledge and resources they need to
ensure high rates of attendance.
13
14

http://www.nclb.osse.dc.gov/schoolsSummaryReports.asp
http://www.nclb.osse.dc.gov/schoolsSummaryReports.asp
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Graduation
Department of Education Indicator—Graduation Rates
Chavez High School–Parkside
Chavez graduation rates according to data from OSSE’s NCLB report card in SY2009-10 was 59.2 percent.
The average graduation rate for DC high schools 72.3 percent according to OSSE data. This DCPS average
has been steadily climbing from 66.2 percent in 2006.15
According the Urban Institute’s school climate survey, 92 percent of Chavez Middle School students and
95 percent of Chavez High School students are confident that they will graduate from high school, which
is similar to the 90 percent of DCPS students who responded favorably to this question.
Teachers and students agree that graduation is a clear expectation set from day one and on a daily basis
at Chavez High School. That said, graduation rates at Chavez Parkside High School are very low, and
there is a large discrepancy in enrollment levels between the freshman and senior classes. The percent
change in enrollment at Chavez Parkside High School has fluctuated since the school opened its doors in
2004—from a low of 41 percent for the class that entered 9th grade in 2004 to a high of 75 percent for
the class that entered 9th grade in 2006. These data do not tell the full story, as the reason for leaving
Chavez Parkside is not broken out in these statistics and the data simply tell the story of over levels of
enrollment over time (class size), not the story of a set cohort of students (how many of the original
students who enrolled at Chavez Parkside in 9th grade were still enrolled by the 12th grade).
While the data are not perfect, when comparing Chavez Parkside enrollment drops between 9th and 12th
grades to the rates of DCPS high schools, it is clear that enrollment over time has been a much more
significant issue for Chavez Parkside in its short history. It should be noted that the enrollment drop was
significantly improved for the class that began 12th grade in 2010.
Table 1: Percent Loss in Student Enrollment
Chavez
Year Starting 12th DCPS percent
loss in
percent loss
Grade
enrollment
in enrollment
between 9th
between 9th
and 12th
and 12th
grades
grades
2004
4.16 percent 41.38 percent
2005
2006
2007

17.35 percent
38.37 percent
56.80 percent

73.39 percent
75.80 percent
50.00 percent

15

These data are calculated using the “leaver method” not the “cohort method” required by NCES. The District will
be calculating graduation using the cohort method starting next year. This will provide a more accurate
understanding of what is happening to high school students in the District. The accuracy of the data itself will be
additionally improved by the new Statewide Longitudinal Education Data system (SLED).
http://www.dc.gov/DCPS/About+DCPS/Press+Releases+and+Announcements/DCPS+Graduation+Rate+Continues
+to+Climb
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Figure 1: Percent Change in Enrollment from 9th–12th Grade at Chavez Parkside versus DCPS

percent Enrollment Loss between 9th and 12th
Grades

percent Change in Enrollment from 9-12th Grade at
Chavez Parkside vs. DCPS
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%

% enrollment loss DCPS

30.00%

% enrollment loss Chavez

20.00%
10.00%
0.00%
2007

2008

2009

2010

Year Entering 9th Grade

As stated above, these data do not explain the varying reasons for transferring to another school, nor do
they differentiate transfers from dropouts or other reasons for no longer being enrolled at the school.
During interviews, teachers emphasized that a significant amount of the reason for the drop in
enrollment (drop outs or transfers) was likely due to the strict behavioral rules and academic
expectations at Chavez Parkside High School.
The Urban Institute has requested data reporting the number of students at Chavez Middle School–
Parkside with a Turnaround “action plan” from Jeff Cooper and Raymond Weeden at the Chavez
Parkside Schools.
Chavez Parkside Schools are more difficult and challenging academically and much more stringent in
their disciplinary guidelines and enforcement. While these expectations are made clear to students and
parents, they are quite different from those set by other high schools that many youth from the DCPNI
neighborhood attend. During their interviews, teachers commented that the level of expectations
between Chavez Middle School–Parkside and Chavez High School–Parkside are also quite different.
Youth transitioning within the Chavez system into high school are often incapable of meeting the
academic and disciplinary expectations once they begin high school. For these reasons, the freshman
class at Chavez experiences a high rate of transfers in the first few months of the new school year, and
there is a significant drop in enrollment rates between the freshman and senior classes.
For those students who are struggling academically or behaviorally, Chavez provides support through a
program called Turnaround. There are two teams, SID and SST, that work with the student to create an
individualized plan to address the root causes of their academic and behavioral problems. The SID team
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is made up of the principal, school guidance counselor, two school social workers, the Turnaround social
worker consultant, the Turnaround educational coach, the Dean of Students, the Special Education
Coordinator, and representatives from East of the River Family Strengthening Collaborative and Hillcrest
Children and Family Center. Also participating in the action plan devised for the student is the teacher
who referred the student to the SID team and the student’s parent or guardian. The student’s full action
plan and progress is communicated to the parents/guardians on a regular basis. The frequency of
interaction with the student and refining of their action plan varies, but averages every three weeks.
Another main reason teachers mentioned for students transferring to another school was the lack of
sports teams, academic and recreational clubs, and other school-culture activities (pep rallies, dances,
etc.) that are commonly found in other high schools. This dearth of programming results in a poor
school culture and makes it difficult for many students to form pride and allegiance to the school. This
insight was confirmed by youth comments made during focus groups and resident retreats.
College/Career Planning
Finding: College culture is strong and alive at Chavez Middle and High Schools. More needs to be done
to ensure that graduates of Chavez have the support mechanisms and long-term plan to graduate and
earn a postsecondary degree, and/or have access to alternatives such as job placement and training
opportunities.
Department of Education Indicator
 As of 2010, 21 percent of the 2003 Chavez High Schools graduating class (all campuses)
attained a college degree and 16 percent of the 2004 graduating class (all campuses)
attained their degree (National Student Clearinghouse).
The Urban Institute will work with DCPNI staff to request data from the National Student Clearinghouse
to benchmark the above information against other DC schools.
The joint working group also decided that tracking enrollment in postsecondary programs was a key
indicator of success.
 In 2010, 34 percent of students enrolled in postsecondary programs the fall immediately
following graduation from Chavez High School–Parkside (National Student Clearinghouse).
The Urban Institute will work with DCPNI staff to request data from the National Student Clearinghouse
to benchmark the above information against other DC schools.
Acceptance to at least one postsecondary program is a prerequisite for graduating from Chavez High
School–Parkside. One hundred percent of Chavez High School seniors must demonstrate that they have
been accepted to a college or another postsecondary program to graduate. Despite the strong college
culture promoted at Chavez Middle and High Schools, the percentage of students actually attending
postsecondary programs or graduating from them appears low. (The numbers are a bit low due to the
fact that one of the colleges frequently attended by Chavez students is Trinity, which does not
participate in the National Student Clearinghouse data.)
According to the school climate survey, 90 percent of Chavez Middle School–Parkside students strongly
agree or agree that they want to go to college. Similarly 93 percent of Chavez High school–Parkside
student strongly agree or agree that they want to attend college.
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During the focus groups, students and parents of Chavez High School–Parkside students agreed that the
school does an excellent job of promoting “college culture” and ensuring that each graduating senior is
accepted to at least one postsecondary program. College acceptance is actually a requirement for
graduation from Chavez. However, they stated that a number of barriers still remain, including secure
and sustainable plans for college financing and long-term follow up with students to ensure they not
only get into to college, but attend and graduate from their programs.
There are two college counselors on the Chavez High School–Parkside staff and they are available during
and after school every day. Additionally, there is a college prep class for the first period Monday–Friday,
CPA, with a curriculum tailored to each grade. Freshman classes have a College Career Connections
program that runs the programming every Friday. Tiger Woods Learning Center staff take seniors to the
George Washington University’s precollege boot camp. All grades go on college tours and visits to closeby colleges and universities.
Despite these opportunities, the students did not seem to feel that the support provided was robust
enough. Both teachers and students did agree that more could be done to support students after
graduation from high school to facilitate the transition to college and ensure they succeed at least in
their first year. They also felt that because of the strong focus on postsecondary education, there is
more that could be done to present students with alternative programs or job options if college is not an
immediate next step for them after graduation.
Outside of Chavez students/teachers, community residents and students more generally expressed
during the focus groups and resident retreats that college is not for everyone and that support should
be given to students to help them identify careers and find jobs after graduation. Many youth expressed
serious concern over the costs of college and the difficulty of finding a job to sustain them during school
while also allowing them to study and have lives outside of the classroom and work. Several youth
commented on friends/family who dropped out of their college program because they were not truly
prepared for what the experience would be like. One example a boy gave during one of the focus groups
stated, “One girl came, and she was like—she looked like she wanted to cry. She was shaking her head.
She was like, man, I hate college. She was like, I don’t have enough money to pay for it. I got to work. I
didn’t want to laugh because she looked like she wanted to cry.”
Teachers, youth and parents (during focus groups and teacher interviews) all agreed that the most
helpful elements of college preparation were college visits and contact with or mentorship by college
students from similar backgrounds. Youth and teachers felt that hearing from professionals from various
fields provides motivation to students and a clear understanding of how college or other postsecondary
programs are essential to achieving their professional goals.
School Culture and Student Behavior
Finding: Chavez Parkside Schools need more varied opportunities for information sharing among
teachers and increased capacity to implement the Turnaround program for students with academic or
behavioral issues. The school culture is severely lacking a greater offering of sports, clubs, and other
extracurricular programming.
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School Culture
School culture in this context includes a variety of factors including relationships between staff, staff and
students, administration and staff/students, as well as the communication with parents and student
involvement in the school beyond academics. As detailed above, the lack of sports, clubs, and events at
Chavez Parkside Schools is a significant problem. However, there is a strong sense of collegiality
between students, between students and staff, and between staff.
According to the school climate data, 79 percent of Chavez Middle School–Parkside students felt that
“the staff at their school includes at least one adult they can talk to if something is wrong.” About 14
percent either disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement. Similarly, 79 percent of Chavez High
School–Parkside students felt they had at least one adult they could talk to, while 12 percent disagreed
or strongly disagreed.
In addition, the school climate survey indicated that 84.3 percent of Chavez Middle School–Parkside
students ask for help from a teacher when they need it.
Table 2: Chavez Middle School Results in the School Climate Survey
Question

All

DCPNI
Neighborhood
77.1

Other
Neighborhoods
69.8

Female

Teachers assign homework that helps
72.1
70.1
me learn (strongly/somewhat agree)
Staff set high standards for
78.0
83.6
75.2
78.5
achievement (strongly/somewhat
agree)
Staff treat me with respect
55.3
56.7
54.7
50.0
(strongly/somewhat agree)
Differences by neighborhood and differences by gender: p<.10=*, p<.05=**, and p<.001=***

Male
74.7
77.2

62.2

Table 3: Chavez High School Results from the School Climate Survey
Question

All

DCPNI
Neighborhood
75.0

Other
Neighborhoods
74.8

Female

Teachers assign homework that helps
74.0
75.5
me learn (strongly/somewhat agree)
Staff set high standards for
87.5
92.2
86.3
85.9
achievement (strongly/somewhat
agree)
Staff treat me with respect
65.4
75.0
62.3
62.7
(strongly/somewhat agree)
Differences by neighborhood and differences by gender: p<.10=*, p<.05=**, and p<.001=***

Male
72.3**
91.7

71.4

Students repeatedly mentioned in the resident retreats and focus groups that one of their favorite
elements of attending Chavez Parkside Schools was the constant support they received from teachers.
The willingness of teachers to stay after school, come in on weekends, and provide support outside of
the classroom was an important factor for students attending other high schools outside of the footprint
as well.
According to the school climate survey, 84 percent of Chavez Middle School–Parkside students either
believe or strongly believe that they will “ask a teacher or someone else for help when they need it” and
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9 percent disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement. Eighty-nine percent of Chavez High
School–Parkside students ask for help from a teacher when they need it. More high school students who
do not live in the footprint (or 91 percent) ask for help from teachers in comparison to students who live
in the footprint (or 83 percent).
This accessibility to teachers not only helps the students achieve academic success, but provided the
students with a sense of belonging and mentorship from their teachers that they require outside of
standard school hours. Teachers at Chavez Parkside Schools also commented that providing this
additional support is a priority for the majority of staff at the school. Teachers also commented that
there is a great deal of sharing and learning that goes on between teachers, particularly those who share
the same office space. It is often in these more informal, daily settings that teachers exchange
information on best practices or observations on individual students rather than in the structured times
provided for professional development or curriculum planning.
Student Behavior
During their interviews, teachers stated that student behavior was not all that different than that of
students from other similar schools. The stringent disciplinary rules hold students to high standards,
which are often difficult for them to meet. The high school teachers felt that behavior was most difficult
at the senior level, where students begin to disregard authority figures on a regular basis. The challenge
of maintaining respect as a two-way street between teachers and students, or the security staff and
students. was mentioned in the retreats, teacher interviews, and focus groups.
For students who are displaying significant behavioral problems, individualized plans are created
through Chavez’s Turnaround program (outlined in the section on graduation above). Additionally, there
are two social workers who are mental health specialists available to students on a daily basis. This is far
less than the five specialists provided at the middle school level, but teachers felt that younger students
required more services than teenagers who have often learned how to cope with many of the issues
they face at home or in the community.
After School / Summer Activities
Finding: Chavez needs more extracurricular activities (sports and other clubs), and more summer
programming is necessary, particularly for adolescents in the neighborhood.
Two issues that surfaced repeatedly at the resident retreats, focus groups, teacher interviews, and
working group meetings were the significant dearth of summer programs for recreation and academic
enrichment to prevent “summer slide” and at Chavez Parkside Schools specifically, the lack of
competitive sports, clubs, and other recreational activities that are typically offered at standard high
schools.
Students, teachers, and parents all stated that this lack of programming, extracurricular clubs, and sport
teams at Chavez Parkside Schools was a major push factor in students transferring to other schools.
In the Students Are Safe working group as well as this joint working group, law enforcement and leaders
of the three community recreation centers noted the significant uptick in unrest and delinquent
behavior that takes place over the summer months. The Urban Institute has requested data from MPD
regarding unrest and delinquent behavior that takes place over the summer months. Older youth need
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summer jobs and enriching activities that will keep them on track for high school graduation. The Core
Subjects working group found that a significant barrier to learning for younger children was knowledge
retention over the summer months. Younger children require safe recreational activities as well as
academic enrichment during the summer break from school.
Parent Engagement
The joint working group came to an early consensus that parent engagement must play a key role in
achieving the academic and professional goals and objectives outlined at the beginning of this
document. Because there is a working group (Families and Communities Support Learning—FCSL)
entirely dedicated to this priority, the joint working group decided to coordinate and collaborate with
FCSL to ensure that their implementation plan would meet the needs determined by both groups.
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Students Are Healthy
Needs Assessment
Overview of Indicators
Students cannot achieve in school and in life if they are not strong and healthy. For this reason, DCPNI
has made “students are healthy” a central goal. The Department of Education designated several key
indicators to measure progress toward these goals:
1)
2)
3)
4)

#/ percent of children with medical homes (from “Students Are Ready to Learn” goals)
#/ percent of children who are overweight or obese
#/ percent students who eat five or more servings of fruits and vegetables daily
#/ percent of children who engage in 60 minutes of physical activity per day

Members of the Students Are Healthy Results-Driven Working Group (RDWG) actively collaborated in
the data-gathering for this needs assessment. Working group participants represent the Kenilworth
Courts resident council, Children’s National Medical Center, DC Appleseed, Groundworks, Planned
Parenthood, Primary Care Association, Chavez middle school, and Thomas and Kenilworth elementary
schools, among others.
Summary of Main Findings
According to estimates from the National Survey of Children’s Health, at least half of DCPNI children and
youth are likely to not have a medical home. However, in DC, the problem is likely not lack of insurance
coverage. Focus groups and resident retreats provide insight that the problem has more to do with the
lack of quality medical providers nearby, cost, and transportation issues. According to Children’s
National Medical Center data, emergency room use among DCPNI families is high, especially for those
with children under 5. Young children are biggest consumers of pediatric emergency room care and are
largely admitted for respiratory illnesses. Older children are seen in the emergency room more
frequently for injuries as well as for nonemergencies like follow-up, screenings, etc.
Estimates of obesity and overweight from the National Survey of Children’s Health indicate that DCPNI
children and youth are at high risk because of their status as low-income African Americans. Schools are
an important point for obesity intervention because of the large amounts of time students spend there
and because such a high percentage of DCPNI children and youth are served two of their three main
meals on site. Because of the Healthy Schools Act, partners schools are serving healthy breakfast and
lunch to all students, but participants in the focus groups and resident retreats reveal that students
generally do not like or eat the food provided. In addition, none of our partner schools has set aside
enough time for physical activity during the school day to meet the Healthy Schools Act benchmark of 60
minutes a day. Data from the National Survey of Children’s Health indicates that girls are at higher risk of
inactivity, and both teen girls and their parents expressed concern that physical education classes as
well as extracurricular activities are more geared toward boys.
A survey of neighborhood resources, interviews with the staff of local recreation centers, and focus
groups reveal that the DCPNI neighborhood lacks much of the infrastructure needed to support healthy
eating and physical activity. The footprint is located in a food desert and residents have to travel
substantial distances to access quality fresh food. Residents also perceive the cost of buying fresh fruits
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and vegetables to be prohibitive. There are several small recreation centers located within the
neighborhood, but they do not currently have the capacity to effectively serve all of the children and
families in the neighborhood. The sports and physical activity opportunities that are offered tend to be
more tailored for boys and young men. Program opportunities and play spaces for girls and very young
children are very limited. In addition, some of the facilities have restrictions on use that are barriers (i.e.,
residents only, limits on hours of operation).
Access to Medical Homes
Indicator: #/ percent of children with medical homes
Finding: At least half of DCPNI children are not likely to have a medical home
The last National Survey of Children’s Health in 2007 estimated that approximately 49.7 percent of
children in the District of Columbia have a medical home, a slightly lower proportion than in the nation
as a whole (57.5 percent).
Table 1: Percentage of Children with a Medical Home, US and DC
US
DC
Age: 0–5
Age: 6–11
Age: 12–17
African
American
0–99 & FPL
Boys
Girls

57.5
49.7
58.1
45.7
43.7
45.8
34.4
50.2
49.2

Within the DC population, children living in households with incomes from 0–99 percent of the federal
poverty level—like a large proportion of those living in the DCPNI footprint—have a much lower rate of
reporting a medical home, only about 1 in 3. There are also marked differences by age. The percentage
of children with a medical home decreases as children get older. While 58 percent of children under 5
regularly see the same medical provider, this is true for only 43 percent of youth ages 12 to 17.
Unfortunately, no small area quantitative data are available for this particular indicator. However, in
order to better estimate the need for medical homes and understand barriers to having one, we
analyzed data on several related topics, including health insurance, emergency room use, access to
quality health care providers, and the role of the school nurse at our partner schools.
Health Insurance
Finding: Most residents have access to health insurance
The District of Columbia leads the nation in children with health coverage, with only an estimated 2.8
percent uninsured children in DC versus 8.6 percent uninsured nationally, according to 2009 American
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Community Survey estimates. Because of the large segment of very low income households, most of the
residents living in the DCPNI footprint have health insurance. None of the participants in our focus
groups talked about not having coverage for themselves or their children. However, some participants in
the focus group for parents of children under 5 pointed out that adults who are working sometimes run
into problems if their employer does not offer affordable insurance. One of these parents shared how
these working people are often too proud to use the free clinics but cannot afford to pay out of pocket
either, adding, “People that are working have it very hard.”
Emergency Room Use
Finding: Children and Youth in DCPNI’s zip code depend more heavily on emergency rooms than their
counterparts in other areas
In order to better understand the need for medical homes in our neighborhood, we obtained data on all
visits to the emergency room at Children’s National Medical Center, one of the primary providers of
emergency care for children and youth in the DCPNI footprint, for the year 2010. DCPNI’s zip code ranks
number one in emergency room usage at this facility: nearly 1 in every 5 child patients who visited
CNMC’s emergency room in 2010 lives in this area. For every 100 persons 0–17 years of age, there were
approximately 49 visits last year. In these per population terms, DCPNI’s zip code ranks 8th among the 47
DC zip codes represented in the CNMC data.
Table 2: Pediatric Emergency Room Visits at Children’s National Medical Center by Age, 2010

Total visits
0–11
months
1–4 years
5–9 years
10–14 years
15–17 years

All DC Zip
Codes
43,565
percent
17.3

20019

Ranking

7,238
percent
16.8

1
—
2

38.7
18.2
15.2
10.5

35.6
18.2
16.8
12.7

2
1
1
1

Finding: More than half of pediatric emergency visits are for children under 5
DCPNI’s zip code ranks first in the number of pediatric patients 5–9, 10–14, and 15–17, and second in
patients under 5 years of age. The largest segment of the pediatric population served in the CNMC
emergency room consists of children less than 5 years of age, both among all CNMC cases and those
only from DCPNI’s zip code. However, there is an important difference between the age distribution of
cases overall and that of DCPNI’s zip code. This area has much higher representation of children ages
10–17 than the pediatric emergency room population as a whole. In part this is because of higher
numbers of injury in these age groups. For example, 30 percent of cases for youth 15–17 are seen
because of injury as opposed to only 26 percent of among all other cases.
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Finding: Almost 4 out of 5 emergency visits are for things other than unforeseen injuries or poisonings.
The principal diagnoses offer further insight into how families in DCPNI’s zip code are using the
emergency room. In an ideal world, we would want to see emergency room use only under unforeseen
circumstances like poisoning or serious injury. This indeed makes up a significant share of the visits—
about 21 percent overall; however, the great majority (79 percent) of all DCPNI zip code visits are for
other types of illness or treatment.
Table 3: Principal Diagnoses For Pediatric Emergency Room Visits to Children’s National Hospital by
Age Group in DCPNI Zip Code, 2010
Zip
Age Group
Code
20019
0–11
1–4
5–9
10–14
15–17
months years
years
years
years
Total cases
7238
1,215
2,576
1,316
1,213
918

Diseases of the Respiratory System
Injury and Poisoning
Symptoms, Signs, and Ill-Defined
Conditions
Diseases of the Nervous System
and Sense Organs
Infectious and Parasitic Diseases
Diseases of the Digestive System
Diseases of the Skin and
Subcutaneous Tissue
Supplemental Classification of
Factors
Mental Disorders
Diseases of the Genitourinary
System
Diseases of Muscoskeletal System
and Connective Tissue
Endocrine, Nutritional, and
Metabolic Disease, and Immunity
Disorders
Diseases of the Blood and BloodForming Organs
Certain Conditions Originating in
the Perinatal Period
Neoplasms
Diseases of the Circulatory System
Complications of Pregnancy,
Childbirth, and the Puerperium
Congenital Anomalies

percent
24.0
21.0
14.0

percent
34.5
4.0
19.0

percent
28.5
17.3
13.1

percent
22.2
26.0
12.1

percent
14.2
33.9
13.1

percent
11.2
29.7
11.1

8.0

9.2

11.1

6.6

4.2

3.8

7.0
7.0
6.0

6.9
9.6
5.7

8.3
8.2
6.8

8.4
6.2
6.7

4.0
6.4
5.3

6.4
4.8
4.7

4.0

2.2

3.4

4.2

5.5

7.2

2.0
2.0

0.0
1.6

0.0
1.1

2.2
1.6

4.0
2.4

6.0
6.1

2.0

0.5

1.0

1.8

4.7

5.0

1.0

0.9

0.4

0.6

1.0

1.0

1.0

0.2

0.7

1.4

0.6

1.6

1.0

4.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.3
0.3
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.1
0.0

0.2
0.3
0.1

0.0
1.0
0.2

0.0

0.7

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1
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Finding: Young children disproportionately visit the emergency room for respiratory illness.
Types of principal diagnoses vary substantially by age. Respiratory diseases are the most common
among children under 5. Thirty-four percent of all children under 1 visit the emergency room for this
reason, as opposed to only 11 percent of youth 15 and older. Undiagnosed signs and symptoms,
diseases of the nervous system and sense organs, parasitic and infectious disease, diseases of the
digestive system, skin diseases, and perinatal conditions also disproportionately affect younger children.
Finding: Older children and youth are seen primarily for injuries.
The reasons older children in DCPNI’s zip code visit the emergency room are very different. First of all, as
children get older, they are at increasing risk of injury. While only 4 percent of children under 1 visit the
ER for this reason, 34 percent of youth 10–14, and 30 percent of youth 15 and older are seen for this
type of health issue. Other principal diagnoses are also more common among older children, including
mental disorders, diseases of the musculoskeletal system and connective tissues, and diseases of the
genitourinary system.
Finding: Visits for nonemergency purposes are more frequent among older children and youth.
Another salient trend is that a relatively high percentage of older youth from DCPNI’s zip code are
assigned what is called a “supplementary classification of factors influencing health status and contact
with health services” instead of a principal diagnosis. The great majority of these cases consist of followup visits, routine screenings, prescription renewals, referrals, and even vaccinations. Fully 7 percent of
youth 15 and older are using the emergency room for this kind of purpose, as opposed to only 2 percent
of children less than a year old. This is consistent with the national statistics on medical homes for
children that show much lower percentages of older youth who have a regular medical provider.
Availability of quality medical providers
Finding: The Children’s National Medical Center mobile van is the only provider within the DCPNI
footprint, and many residents are unaware that its services are available to them.
The only medical care currently offered within the DCPNI footprint is through the Children’s National
Medical Center mobile van, which parks outside Chavez schools every Monday from 10:00 a.m. to 4:00
p.m., and at Kenilworth Courts every third Wednesday of the month during these same hours. Most of
the students from Chavez with whom we spoke during our focus groups were generally aware of the van
and its services. Parents’ knowledge was much spottier. Even though the van’s services are available to
anyone in the neighborhood, some participants in our focus group for parents of children under 5
thought that only Chavez students could be seen there. Even those who knew about the van at the
resident retreats were uncertain of its schedule and locations.
Finding: Quality of care is a concern at the nearest fixed facility.
Because there are no fixed medical facilities within the neighborhood, residents routinely have to go
outside of the neighborhood for their health care. The most commonly used provider is the Unity Clinic
on Minnesota Avenue because of its relative proximity to the neighborhood. However, some residents
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did not have a very positive perception of the care provided there. One teen focus group participant put
it this way, “They are like a fake hospital. I don’t like doctors pretending it’s a hospital. It’s a doctor’s
office.” A participant in the focus group for parents of high school students shared his sentiments. “You
wait three hours at Unity.”
Finding: Transportation and cost are barriers to accessing care at higher quality facilities.
Those seeking better quality medical care or dental care in particular, must travel substantial distances
to providers like Children’s National Medical Center, George Washington, the Fort Lincoln Medical
Center in Maryland, the Prince George’s Hospital Center, and other Unity clinics in other parts of the
District. Consequently, transportation is a key to understanding residents’ access to care. Unity Health
provides courtesy rides for patients to its facilities throughout the District, but many reported having
problems with this system. One participant in the parents of high school students focus group, who had
tried to use the rides in the past, found that “you'll be late for your appointment and you can't get
home.” For this reason, many others in this focus group prefer to use public transportation, even if it
takes longer to get to their appointments. There is no transportation at all offered by non-Unity
providers.
Focus group participants also expressed concern the going to non-Unity clinics for better quality care is
much more costly. One parent of a teen student justified her decision to use the nearby Unity clinic on
Minnesota saying, “You can go further out but it is expensive.”
The Role of the School Nurse
Finding: Parents and students are unclear about school nurses’ role
Both Chavez Parkside Schools and Neval Thomas Elementary have one full-time nurse available to
students throughout the school day. Kenilworth Elementary has two part-time nurses that together
cover the needs of the school. Some participants in the focus group for parents of young children
perceive that not all school nurses are “real certified nurses” and that many are not allowed to provide
medical care directly. One mother put it this way, “They can’t do anything…they’ll call the parents if
anything is wrong—just give them a band aid. Can’t even give aspirin or medication.” Participants in the
focus group for elementary and middle school parents see the school nurse as a good referral
mechanism for medical care. One woman told that group, “If you communicate with your nurse in your
school you can get their eyes examined for free.” No one mentioned getting referrals from the school
nurse for primary care.
Finding: Middle and high school students have much less frequent interaction with school nurses than
elementary school children.
All the teen girls in our focus group, regardless of what middle or high school they attended, agreed that
they had much more interaction with the school nurse when they were in elementary school. One girl
recalled, “’Cause I remember when I was in elementary school, the nurses come to the class and talk to
us about our health but once I got in high school, the nurses, we don’t even know the nurses if you
never go to the office.”
Teen participants from Chavez Parkside Schools in both the focus groups and the resident retreats were
unsatisfied with the availability of the nurse and the limitations on what the nurse can do for students.
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One teen girl described it like this: “Our nurse, she works on the high school side. I don’t think most kids
go to her. And when we do, she never there. She don’t talk to us about stuff or give us handouts and all.
And there’s nowhere to lay in her office. It’s like her room is so small. All you can do is go in there, get
some ice and some…that’s all there is for you to get. Just call home. You can do that from the office.”
The girls all wanted more interaction with the nurse, more advice about weight management and
general health: “The nurses should talk to the kids more.”
Overweight and Obesity
Indicator: #/ percent of children who are overweight, #/ percent of children who are obese
Finding: DCPNI children are at high risk for obesity and overweight.
Because of their status as African Americans and high rates of poverty, DCPNI children are much more
likely to be overweight or obese than other children in DC. While only 35 percent of DC children overall
are overweight or obese, 39 percent of African American children and 44 percent of children living
under the federal poverty level suffer from these conditions (National Survey of Children’s Health 2007).
Girls and older youth are also more frequently overweight or obese than boys and children under 12.
Table 4: Percentage of Children ages 6–17 who are overweight or obese
Weight Status
Overweight Obese
US
15.3
16.4
DC
15.2
20.1
Age: 6–11
16.2
14.2
Age: 12–17
24.6
15.6
African
15.8
23
American
0–99 percent of
17.8
26.3
federal poverty
level
Boys
11.6
22.2
Girls
18.7
18.2
Obesity and overweight begins to affect children at a very early age. According to the 2008 Pediatric
Nutrition Surveillance System (PedNSS), which assesses weight status of children from low-income
families participating in WIC, 29.4 percent of low-income children age 2–5 are already overweight or
obese in Washington, DC. Preliminary data on preschool students gathered by a pilot obesity prevention
program run by Children’s National Medical Center at Thomas Elementary provide additional evidence
of the early onset of these problems. Of the 42 children whom were measured, 26 percent were
overweight and another 19 percent were obese. This renders 45 percent of the preschoolers already at
high risk at the age of 5. This is of great concern since research shows that children who are obese are at
increased risk as adults for obesity, heart disease, type 2 diabetes, and other metabolic disorders.16

16

Moriarty-Kelsey M, Daniels S. Childhood Obesity Is the Fuel That Fires Adult Metabolic Abnormalities and Cardiovascular
Disease. Childhood Obesity, October 2010, 6(5): 250–56.
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Finding: School data on obesity are largely missing and of low quality.
The school nurse program run out of the Children’s National Medical Center maintains a database that
contains information from the health forms that all students in DCPS, including those at Kenilworth and
Neval Thomas Elementary schools, are mandated to turn in at the beginning of the school year. In
addition, Chavez Parkside Schools use a PowerSchools data system and are also supposed to be
gathering these same data. Because of the existence of these data sources, we had hoped to conduct a
thorough analysis of overweight and obesity risk among students in our partner schools. However, in
practice, these data are largely missing. It is unclear whether the issue is student compliance with
turning in the forms themselves or whether the data are not being entered. From our conversations
with school nurses, it seems that the database mostly contains information on students who need more
intensive health services in the form of case notes. While these may be useful for day-to-day case
management, they do not help us describe the health of the student populations as a whole.
Nutrition and Healthy Eating
Indicator: #/ percent students who eat five or more servings of fruits and vegetables daily
Finding: Most DCPNI children and youth are not consuming enough fruits and vegetables
Survey data for this indicator are fairly difficult to find. The best source is the 2007 Youth Risk Factor and
Surveillance System (YRFSS) survey, which offers estimates for high school students only for both the US
as whole and for DC and its subpopulations. A smaller proportion of DC youth meet the benchmark than
American youth in general. Within DC, African American high schoolers, girls in particular, are less likely
to eat healthy than other students.
Table 5: Percent of High School Youth Consuming Five or More Fruits and Vegetables Daily
US
21.4
DC
19.3
African
18.6
American
Boys
20.9
Girls
17.3
We further explore issues within the DCPNI footprint by examining the local school and neighborhood
food environments.
School Food Environment
Finding: DCPNI children and youth eat at least two of their three main meals at school during the week.
Because of their families’ low incomes, the great majority of school-age children and youth living in the
DCPNI footprint qualify for free or reduced price lunch. Each of our partner schools has very high rates
of participation in this program as well—88 percent of students at Neval Thomas Elementary, 92 percent
at Kenilworth Elementary, and 80 percent at Chavez Parkside Schools. In addition, DCPS recently
instituted a universal free breakfast program at all schools. So, most DCPNI students are provided at
least two full meals at school every day. High school students at Chavez also get snacks because they do
not eat lunch until 1:30.
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Finding: Schools are serving meals that meet high standards, but the students are not eating them.
With the passage of the Healthy Schools Act in 2010, District of Columbia Public Schools made a
substantial move toward changing the food available within the school system. It required all school
meals to meet USDA Gold Standards for nutrition and provided 10 cents more for each breakfast and
lunch meal served, and an additional 5 cents for each lunch meal that includes local foods. Schools were
also required to make sure “competitive foods”—snacks sold on campus—meet USDA Gold Standards
and that access to them be limited. All three schools in the DCPNI neighborhood—Thomas, Kenilworth,
and Chavez—have made their school lunch and breakfast menus more healthy and made efforts to
comply with Healthy School Act nutrition guidelines. Their meals all offer a different vegetable every day
of the week, fruit and whole grains at least once every day, and skim milk. Chavez contracts Revolution
Foods to provide its meals, while the two elementary schools work with DC Central Kitchen. Chavez
Parkside Schools recently began a “healthy snack” cart to provide middle school students with healthy
alternatives in between meals.
However, many of the parents and students complain about the quality of the food both at our focus
groups and at the resident retreats. One mother admitted at the focus group for high school parents,
“My daughter will not eat Chavez lunch. I pack her granola bars in order for her to eat something. No
seasoning in the food! Kids won’t eat it.” Students at the resident retreat echoed these sentiments and
told us that they often wait until they get home after school to eat around 3:15 p.m. rather than eating
the lunch that is served. Middle school Chavez girls also shared in their focus group that Revolution had
done a survey of students about the food, but that nothing had changed. They want to have more input
on what is served. Several of these same girls thought that the food would taste better if it were actually
cooked on-site. One of them advocated, “We need cooks and not people driving food off on the trucks.”
Chavez Parkside Schools students in our focus groups generally like the healthy snacks that are available
(granola bars, Goldfish crackers, etc.), but one of the teachers whom we interviewed thought that the
system of distributing snacks for the high school students was not working well. “It’s a total mess and
wastes tons of time. And we’re all starving [because lunch is too late].” Students are unhappy that the
vending machines are turned off until school gets out at the end of the day. As a reaction to this, some
students sell what would normally be in the vending machine to each other. None of the student focus
group participants had heard about the “healthy snack store” at Chavez Parkside Schools, but one of the
teens said that on Mondays and Wednesdays Chavez Parkside Schools has a dollar store and junk food.
And on Tuesdays and Thursdays they have $2 slices of pizza.
Neighborhood Food Environment
Finding: The neighborhood is located in a food desert.
Residents find it difficult to maintain good nutrition because there are very few places where they can
buy healthy food in their neighborhood. One mother of a high school student complained at her focus
group, “We have no fruits and vegetables around here!” The nearest supermarket is located 1.3 miles
away on the other side of a major freeway/Metro line and across busy multilane street and is accessible
only by bus. Participants in the resident retreats and in the Students Are Healthy results-driven working
group informed us that they do not like to go to this Safeway because it has poor-quality produce. The
store only has fresh fruits and vegetables early in the morning at 6:00 or 7:00 a.m.; they do not restock
during the day. They also complain that the service is bad and that employees do not help them find
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things they need. Because of these issues, residents routinely travel much farther to buy their
groceries—4.5 miles to Eastern Market or 3.5 miles to the Safeway on Kentucky Avenue. RFK Stadium,
2.6 miles away, also has a farmer’s market, which residents state everyone knows about and often uses.
Transportation to these locations can be difficult. People who do not own cars take public transit or
carpool with neighbors when they need to buy groceries.
There have been efforts to bring fruits and vegetables directly to the neighborhood, but they are very
small in scale. One participant in the parent of high school students focus group knew of a man through
the 7th Day Adventist Church who distributes fresh produce like white sweet potatoes, onions, and
purple cabbage every week near Kenilworth Elementary. Groundworks also recently received a two-year
USDA grant under the Farm Bill Specialty Crops program to fund their “one yard of garden” proposal to
develop gardening opportunities at Mayfair as well as other nearby sites; current participants are mostly
seniors. Many residents participating in our focus groups expressed interest in developing their own
community gardens, especially given the abundance of open land in the area. Community gardens
would likely have to be “above ground” because of concerns about soil contamination.
Finding: Families perceive that healthy food is too expensive.
Buying healthy food is also often expensive. One parent of a high school student expressed her
frustration with the cost of fruit at her focus group. “My kids love fruit. And it costs SO MUCH. $8 for a
bag of grapes! It also costs $3 for a box of strawberries—And my kids love [them]. They have to wait
until they go on sale.” In the same focus group, another parent pointed out that, as prices have
increased, it has become more and more difficult to access SNAP benefits. “They need more EBT centers
(food stamps). They closed centers and combined others, so now there is an average of 300 people a
day at an EBT center. They cut some buildings out.”
Finding: Parents and children need better education about nutrition and food preparation.
Even with better access to fresh, healthy food, many residents feel that there would not be many
changes in behavior without more education, especially of young parents. Some people at the resident
retreat felt that it would be beneficial to have cooking or home economics classes available at the
neighborhood’s recreation centers and/or in the schools. An older resident pointed out that, “Young
parents who do not know how to cook will wind up buying a lot of food from fast food places on the
corners.” Others suggested that it would be good to have more general education about nutrition and
healthy eating in the schools, at WIC offices, or in peer-to-peer programs at community organizations.
Physical Activity
Indicator: #/ percent of children who engage in 60 minutes of physical activity per day
Finding: Most DCPNI children are not on track to meet goals for physical activity.
The best survey data currently available to assess this indicator are found in the 2007 National Survey of
Children’s Health, which asks about the number of days that children ages 6–17 engage in vigorous
physical activity at least 20 minutes. While not a perfect match for the Department of Education–
designated indicator, it roughly correlates with meeting overall recommendations for physical activity,
which includes both moderate and vigorous physical activity.
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Table 6: Percentage of Children Engaging in Vigorous Physical Activity for 20 or More Minutes
Number of Days a Week
0
1–3
4–6
7
US
10.3
25.4
34.4
29.9
DC
17.4
28
28.4
26.3
Age: 6–11
9.3
28.1
30.2
32.5
Age: 12–17
25
27.8
26.7
20.5
African
19
28.6
26.8
25.6
American
0–99 percent 29.6
28.8
16.2
25.4
of federal
poverty level
Boys
15
25
29.9
30.1
Girls
19.8
31
26.9
22.4
A lower proportion of DC children are reported to engage in this level of physical activity for at least
four days a week—only about 55 percent as opposed to 64 percent nationwide. African American
children in DC meet this benchmark even less frequently—about 52 percent of the time.
As we saw in the available statistics for obesity and overweight in the District, not all children are at
equal risk. About 30 percent of children who live under the federal poverty level and 25 percent of
youth 12 and older do not engage in 20 minutes of vigorous physical activity during any days of the
week. Girls are also at higher risk than boys.
In order to better understand the local context for physical activity, we examined opportunities available
to DCPNI children both at school and in their neighborhood.
School Physical Activity Environment
Finding: None of our partner schools set aside enough time for physical activity during the school day.
The Healthy Schools Act passed by the Council of the District of Columbia in May 2011 set a goal of 60
minutes of physical activity for students every school day. However, none of the schools currently sets
aside enough time during the school day for children to be able to meet this goal. All schools have
dedicated staff to teach physical education, but only at Thomas Elementary do all children have a
physical education class every week of the school year. At the other schools, physical education is
rationed out by grade level or is only available for certain semesters of the year.
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Table 7: Amount of Minutes and Days Students Participate in Physical Education
School
Grades
Recess:
PE:
PE:
Total Max
PE:
Minutes/day Minutes/day Days/week
Minutes
Possible/Week
Thomas
All
35
45
1
220
Yearround
Kenilworth
All
30
45
1
195
1
semester
Chavez
6–8
0
60
3
180
Yearround
9–10, 12
0
0
0
0
—
11
0
55
4
220
1
semester
Ideally, to achieve the DC goal, we would want to see 300 minutes every week for physical activity
across all of the schools. In reality, all of the schools in the footprint fall well short of that benchmark.
Most high school students at Chavez High School–Parkside have no designated minutes for physical
activity at all.
Teachers, students, and parents alike have voiced concerns about the lack of opportunities for physical
activity during school. One of the teachers whom we interviewed at Chavez Parkside Schools expressed
concern about cutting out all exercise in favor of academics. “I understand we’re supposed to be
rigorous. But we’re pushing the limits.” The teen boys who participated in our focus groups also wished
that there were more opportunities for exercise at the school. One of these youth pointed out “I haven’t
seen recess in six years…But I’m saying the fact that, like, no recess, like I said. So at lunch, you’re sitting
there eating. Sitting there chilling. You burning none of that off.” Parents also echoed these concerns at
the resident retreat, saying that children didn’t get any exercise unless they were on an athletic team
outside of regular school hours.
Finding: There are very few extracurricular opportunities for physical activity at partner schools.
Chavez Parkside Schools have very little recreational infrastructure—only its multipurpose room, which
it opens up after school and on weekends for students to use. Several team sports are offered, including
basketball teams for girls and boys, volleyball for girls, and a soccer program run by DC Scores. However,
parents of Chavez students are still concerned about the lack of extracurricular opportunities for
physical activity. In one of the focus groups with the high school parents, a resident said, “Chavez only
has basketball, tutoring, or detention. There is nothing else for the kids to do.” The teen boys also
brought this issue up in their focus group, saying, “We need more sports. You need basketball,
football…soccer, track. We’re trying to get football.”
Both of the elementary schools have separate gyms as well as cafeterias and playgrounds that are open
after school, but at Neval Thomas Elementary, only kids who are enrolled in the school’s after-school
program can play there. There are no structured sports programs currently offered at either of these
facilities.
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Finding: Current PE and extracurricular programming may discourage girls from participating.
In order to be successful, schools must not only offer 60 minutes designated for physical activity, but
they must also ensure that all children and youth are actively participating. In our conversations with
teens and parents, it became clear that gender may make a difference in this respect. The teen girls at
Chavez who participated in a focus group observed that the kind of activities offered during the limited
physical education classes were not appealing to most of them. “[There’s] a couple of weeks football,
next couple of weeks, basketball, and then another couple of weeks, she [the PE teacher] keeps doing
different sports…. but most of the time it’s mostly what the boys like to do. Most of the girls don’t
participate.” The girls in the focus group suggested that other, more “unisex” opportunities for physical
activity like kickball, double-dutch, dance, or aerobics would be helpful in getting more girls to be active.
A parent at the resident retreat also perceived that there was inequity in the access that boys and girls
had to the Chavez gymnasium after school. She shared that when scheduling conflicts arise in the
Chavez gymnasium, the boys’ basketball team generally gets preference over the girls’.
Neighborhood Physical Activity Environment
Finding: Neighborhood spaces for physical activity are limited and there are barriers to use, including
scheduling, residence requirements, and safety concerns.
The Kenilworth Parkside Recreation Center was demolished in 2010 with hopes of breaking ground on a
brand-new facility. However, because the building had been constructed on top of a covered landfill, the
demolition disturbed the soil and created new concerns about environmental hazards. Since this time,
the issue of who should cover the cost for remediation has kept the reconstruction in limbo. The center,
which had been the only place in the footprint that served all of the distinct neighborhoods, has not
been replaced and the surrounding grounds are cordoned off. However, because of the lack of quality
recreational space elsewhere in the neighborhood, some residents still use the field for football and
soccer, a large cement wall for tennis or racquetball practice, and the athletic track that had been fairly
recently constructed before the recreation center debacle. After the demolition, the Parks and Rec staff
that had been at the recreation center moved into the 3rd floor of Kenilworth Elementary, where they
have some limited space for activities.
Most residents must go outside the footprint to the Deanwood Recreation facility, which is located on
the other side of the 295 freeway. The facility boasts a leisure swimming pool, complete with the
District’s first-ever water slide, a gymnasium, a fitness center, and multipurpose rooms, as well as a wide
array of programs and classes. One parent of an elementary student raved, “They got everything. Before
they build Deanwood Recreation Center there was nothing for the kids to do. They have everything right
in there.” However, parents and teens alike feel that there are issues of safety for youth from the DCPNI
neighborhood who are perceived as outsiders at Deanwood Rec. One teen boy confided in his focus
group, “They just pick on you for no reason. People beat you up because they just want to do it.” Adults
echoed this concern about safety. A father participating in the parents of elementary and middle school
students focus group reported, “Every weekend since that rec has been opened...there is always
something and the police are always running back and forth. And the police are taking more time to get
here now when it first started, right. Used to be there in a few minutes…So what happens is they are not
taking it serious because no one has been hurt yet. And until someone gets hurt I don’t think anything is
going to happen.” Some parents also perceive cost to be a barrier at Deanwood. While there is no fee to
use the pool, several participants in the resident retreat claimed that they have to pay $25–$35 a month
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to use the workout machines. Other DCPNI residents at this event expressed irritation about the many
rules in place at the recreation center.
Each of the major housing developments in the footprint offers some recreational space for its
residents. At Kenilworth Courts, there is a boxing gym which has a professional boxing ring as well as
treadmills, pull-up bars, and crunch bars. This space is open to residents from 4:00–7:30 p.m. every day.
There is also a Fun Center for youth run out of this housing development, mostly a place for them to
hang out. Paradise also has a recreation center and multipurpose space for activities.
Mayfair offers space for several different types of physical activity. It has a pool in the summer months
as well as basketball courts, a small exercise room, and other spaces that can be used for exercise
classes. However, neighborhood residents perceive some barriers to use of these facilities. Because it is
private property, the facilities are primarily for the use of Mayfair residents. One mother of a child under
5 lamented, “There’s a pool here at Mayfair, but they won’t let Paradise kids in.” The teen girls from our
focus groups also told us that they could not use the exercise room if they were under 21. One of them
argued, “I mean, I think you should at least have a parent consent form saying you can come here
anytime, something like that. Knowing your child gonna be in here and you got a security guard, you got
Sonya, you got other people in this building, you got cameras in here. Why can’t the kids come in here?”
The teens who participated in the focus primarily wanted access to the Mayfair Recreation Center
during more hours. One girl pointed out that, many times, the nets are down before they get back from
school and were not up at all during the winter months. Another volunteered, “We need to get more
help to keep it open with longer hours.”
In general, several participants in the focus group for parents of children under 5 lamented the lack of
space for younger children. “We need a Romp and Roll or baby swimming, or something. Something to
get the little people in. Baby playgrounds…There are stuff out there but they are taken over by the kids
smoking marijuana and all that.” The only playground mentioned, the one at Kenilworth, people
considered unsafe. One parents at this same focus group told us, “They LOCK the Kenilworth playground
now so you have to play somewhere else. It is so easy to get in trouble. There was a shoot-out there as
well.” Another parent chimed in with “You can’t leave your kids in the playground” and “You have to
teach them to hit the ground.” One parent at the same focus group confided that his children play
basketball in the side yard of their apartment building and made some makeshift baskets rather than
going to play at the playground.
Physical activity and sports programming is very limited, especially for girls and young children.
The most heavily subscribed sports program in the neighborhood is the boys’ basketball program, run as
a collaboration between the Parks and Recreation staff based at Kenilworth Elementary and a partner at
Kenilworth Courts. There are two teams for three different age groups—12 and under, 13–15, and 16–
17. Parks and rec staff recruit kids from Eastland Gardens and partner with Kenilworth Courts to recruit
kids from that housing development. They often practice at Chavez and play in DC-wide tournaments.
The Parks and Recreation department also offers a limited menu of activities including an adult step
exercise class and some other activities available Monday, Tuesday, and Thursday, from 6:30 to 7:30
p.m.
Several residents, both parents and teens, brought up the programming available at Kenilworth at the
focus groups. The parent of one high school student had very positive thoughts, saying “Mr. Chic’s rec
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center is great.” However, resources for the program are limited and the teen girls who participated in a
focus group wished that other activities were available there as well. “They only have Mr. Chic’s
program and boxing and a lot of girls don’t go to boxing. That is mainly for the boys and everybody
doing….that’s the only programs I know about.” Besides boxing, youth play football on the old ParksideKenilworth Recreation Center grounds and a volunteer is planning to run an “obesity” class this summer,
which will focus on nutrition and physical activity and be open to all residents.
The recreation center at Paradise offers a tee ball and baseball teams, as well as a basketball team for its
residents. There is also a Girl Scout troop, though it is unclear how much physical activity is a component
of their programming.
Mayfair partners with the YWCA to provide senior exercise classes three days a week for an hour at a
time. The facility also hosts a hip-hop dance class for youth on Tuesday evenings and provides space for
WE-CAN’s activities, which sometimes include dancing or other physical activity. During the summer,
swimming lessons are also available. Participants in the focus groups were generally aware of the
programming available at Mayfair—the dance class for youth, the senior exercise class. However,
residents considered the cost of the classes offered by outside providers a barrier. The first year that the
YWCA was involved, payments were made on some sort of sliding scale not effectively communicated
with residents. One mother expressed frustration with this model in the focus group for parents of
young children, “Here you got to pay! You have to have a voucher! Why should you have a voucher
when we live right here!”
Most private classes or teams outside of the neighborhood are prohibitively expensive for neighborhood
residents. One parent of a high school student shared, “The boys’ club is 100 bucks per kid! But I made a
deal with them to pay $25 each. I just kept showing up.” Another mother in the focus group for parents
of elementary and middle school children shared that she takes her son to a karate class that was free
for a month on East Capitol Street.

67

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

Students Feel Safe
Needs Assessment
The Students Feel Safe Results-Driven Working Group (RDWG) is charged with ensuring that all students
in the DCPNI footprint feel safe in their neighborhood. The working group has gathered both
quantitative and qualitative data over the past several months from existing data sources, community
residents and safety experts, and the Urban Institute’s school climate survey. Data from the school
climate survey are benchmarked against data collected by the National Youth Risk Behavior Survey
(YRBSS), the Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) Survey of School Environment, and the DC
Public Schools Stakeholder Survey. The experts include law enforcement officials and the community
outreach coordinator from the Metropolitan Police Department (MPD), representatives from other
government offices (Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, District Department of
Transportation, and the Mayor’s Office) and a physical environment safety specialist. These experts have
provided feedback on the safety needs/problems within the DCPNI community.
Below is a map (Map 1) highlighting the DCPNI footprint, also represented by Police Service Area (PSA)
601, and census tracts 96.01 and 96.02. PSA 601 encompasses the entire DCPNI footprint. Census tract
96.01 represents the northern portion of the footprint (north of Jay Street) that includes Kenilworth
Elementary, Eastland Gardens, and Kenilworth Courts public housing. Census tract 96.02 represents the
southern portion of the footprint (south of Jay Street) that includes Mayfair, Paradise, Chavez Parkside
Schools, Neval Thomas Elementary, and the Minnesota Avenue Metro footbridge.
Map 1: Highlights of the DCPNI Footprint, Police Service Area 601, and Census Tracts 96.01 and 96.02

Figure 1. PSA 601 (Census Tract 96.01 north of Jay Street, 96.02 south of Jay Street)
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Priority Areas of Need
A series of Students Feel Safe RDGW meetings with community residents (youth and adults), law
enforcement, and other authority figures produced a list of six priority areas of need:
 School Commuting Safety and Bridges
Department of Education–Related Indicator:
percent/#children who feel safe going to and from school
 Police, School, and Community Communication
 School Climate
Department of Education–Related Indicator:
percent/# children who feel safe at school
 Truancy
 General Neighborhood Safety
 Sexual Safety and Health
General Neighborhood Safety
Finding: The highest volume of property and violent crimes is within the Parkside/Mayfair portion of the
DCPNI footprint, followed by the area surrounding Kenilworth Courts Public Housing (see maps).
However, when considering crime per capita, only Kenilworth has violent crimes significantly higher
than the DC average (see line graphs). Property crimes per capita follow the DC average in both parts of
the DCPNI community. A particular area of concern for DCPNI community members is the base of the
Minnesota Avenue footbridge and the park across from the Parkside housing development (high volume
of property crimes).
During the resident retreats, focus groups, and working group meetings, participants highlighted a
number of general safety issues. Among these are drug dealing and use, lack of safety on area
playgrounds, lack of community cohesion (residents do not react or actively seek to prevent crimes), and
summer strife for youth out of school without jobs or summer activities.
The following line graphs demonstrate trends for violent and property crimes between 2001 and 2009 in
both census tracts of the DCPNI neighborhood (96.01 and 96.02). When considering crimes per capita,
only violent crimes in the Kenilworth portion of the neighborhood (96.01) appear to be significantly
higher than the DC average.
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Figure 1: Levels of Violent Crime in DCPNI Neighborhoods
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Figure 2: Levels of Property Crime in DCPNI Neighborhoods
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The maps below (produced from MPD data at http://crimemap.dc.gov/presentation/query.asp) show
that the numbers of both property crime and violent crimes from January 2011 to July 17, 2011, are
highest in the Mayfair/Parkside portion of the DCPNI footprint (Census Tract 96.02), followed by the
housing around Kenilworth Courts in the northern part of the neighborhood (northern part of Census
Tract 96.01). These maps only demonstrate the volume of crimes committed, not the crimes per capita
as the line graphs above represent.
Violent crimes are nonexistent in the central portion of the DCPNI footprint (see area circled in green in
Figure 4 below), which is the higher-income homeowner section of the neighborhood. Property crimes
are present everywhere in the footprint, but again, highest in Census Tract 96.02 and in the northern
portion of 96.01 (by Kenilworth Courts public housing).
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Map 2: Map of PSA 601—Violent Crimes, 1/1/11 to 6/17/11

Map 3: Map of PSA 601—Focus on Violent Crimes in 96.02, 1/1/11 to 6/17/11

71

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

Map 4: Map of Census Tract 96.02—Focus on Property Crimes, 1/1/11 to 6/17/11

Map 5: Map of Census Tract 96.01—Focus on Property Crimes, 1/1/11 to 6/17/11

According to information gathered at various meetings with community members (working groups,
focus groups, retreats, etc.), the key areas of concern with respect to safety for members of the DCPNI
community are the Minnesota Avenue Metro footbridge, the playground in the Kenilworth
neighborhood, and the area around the Deanwood Recreation Center. Of particular concern is the fact
that a murder recently took place at the Mayfair Mansions, directly across the street from Chavez
Parkside Schools.
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Residents repeatedly mentioned the lack of after-school and summer programs as a main problem to
address to increase safety for youth in the DCPNI footprint. The elimination of Kenilworth Elementary
recreation has been raised as a major issue in multiple focus groups, resident retreats, working group
meetings, and DCPNI community meetings. This has created a significant lack in programming for youth
from the Kenilworth neighborhood and leaves many of the residents without a safe place to congregate
in the area. Many community residents feel that the Deanwood Recreation Center is too far (particularly
for seniors), they don’t feel safe traveling to that neighborhood (particularly youth), and it has changed
the level and quality of community cohesion in the Kenilworth neighborhood.
A coalition of groups have united to provide and promote a variety of summer programs to serve youth
ages 4–24. The “Ward 7 Operation Safe Summer 2011” initiative is organized by the East of the River
Family Strengthening Collaborative, Ward 7 Weed & Seed, MPD, USAO, the Office of the Mayor and the
Office of Councilmember Yvette Alexander. Residents expressed a lack of knowledge about these
programs, difficultly accessing programs in other parts of the neighborhood, and a lack of programming
for older youth. Many of the older youth commented that what they want is summer jobs, not just
programming or activities.
School Commuting Safety and Bridges
Finding: The most unsafe areas for students commuting to and from school are the footbridges at two of
the local Metro stops.
The required Department of Education indicator related to this area is the percentage or number of
children who feel safe going to and from school. The school climate survey conducted at Chavez Middle
and High Schools found the following:


A majority of Chavez Middle School–Parkside students (64 percent) and high school students
(66 percent) feel very safe or mostly safe getting to and from school (School Climate)



Almost half (41 percent) of Chavez Middle School–Parkside students feel very safe or safe
outside of the Chavez Parkside school property.
o



A smaller share of Chavez High School–Parkside students reported feeling safe outside school
property (50 percent) than DCPS students (56 percent).
o



About half (51 percent) of the middle school students from the DCPNI footprint feel very
safe or safe and only 36 percent of students outside the footprint feel safe around
school property.

Seventy percent of Chavez High School–Parkside students from the DCPNI footprint feel
safe outside compared to only 45 percent of students from other neighborhoods.

23 percent of students at Chavez Middle School–Parkside missed one or more days of school
because of feeling unsafe, whereas only 5 percent of students in the Youth Risk Behavior
Surveillance Survey (YRBSS) missed school 1 or more days. 11percent of Chavez Parkside High
School–Parkside missed one or more days of school because of feeling unsafe, compared to 5
percent of students surveyed in the YRBSS.
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At various focus groups and working group meetings, youth have stated that they often do not feel safe
commuting to and from school by themselves. There is a general sense that “you always have to watch
your back.” In discussions, there was a general consensus that these problems stem from the fact that
youth in the area are not familiar with each other and lash out at each other as a form of defense. Also,
long term/historic strife or “beefs” between different areas of the neighborhood persist and have never
been properly addressed.
 A majority of Chavez Middle School–Parkside students (64 percent) feel very safe or mostly safe
getting to and from school.
o



More students outside of the footprint report feeling somewhat unsafe or very unsafe.
Approximately 24 percent of students, who live outside of DCPNI, feel unsafe, while 15
percent of students in DCPNI feel somewhat unsafe or very unsafe.

Sixty-six percent of students at Chavez High School–Parkside feel very safe or mostly safe getting
to and from school.
o

A greater percentage of students from the DCPNI footprint (77 percent) feel very safe or
mostly safe getting to and from school when compared to students who live outside the
footprint (63 percent).

This data confirms many of the comments made during the resident retreats, focus groups, and safety
working group meetings that youth feel most unsafe when faced with the unknown. Youth and
community members commented that youth feel on edge in neighborhoods and areas with which they
are not familiar.
The Footbridge Issue
Many students attending Chavez Parkside Schools use the Minnesota Avenue Bridge to get to and from
school. Youth residing in Kenilworth often use the Deanwood Bridge on their commute to school or to
the Deanwood Recreation Center. It is widely accepted in the DCPNI community that these bridges are a
serious safety concern for youth on their daily commutes. The map below demonstrates the higher level
of (mostly property) crime at the base of the footbridge. The numbers between “Kenilworth Terrace”
and “Kenilworth Ave.” show that there were a total of 15 property crimes in and around the footbridge
(9, 3, 2, and 1 crimes in various spots around the base of the bridge) between January 1st and July 17th of
2011. The only other area with comparable crime is the park adjacent to the Parkside housing
development where 16 property crimes took place (11, 1, and 4 in various spots).
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Map 6: Map of PSA 601- Focus on Property Crimes at the Metro Footbridge, 1/1/11 to 6/17/11

The schools located at our around the Minnesota Avenue and Deanwood Metro stops include Ron
Brown Middle School, Friendship Collegiate Academy, IDEA, Cesar Chavez Middle and High Schools.
The main factors contributing to the lack of safety on the bridge are:
 The high volume of traffic around school dismissals
 Lack of police or other authority presence on the actual bridge
 Blind spots around tunnel entrances
Last school year, MPD representatives met with school leaders to address concerns about the
Minnesota Avenue Bridge and Metro stop. MPD officers and staff who regularly participate in the
Students are Safe working group mentioned that schools in the area agreed to a staggered dismissal,
which reduced the number of incidents between youth on and around the bridge. However, the schools
returned to normal dismissal hours this school year and problems have resumed. Additionally, students
and other community residents have complained about a lack of police or other authority on the actual
foot bridge. Police are often stationed at the base of the footbridge, where few incidents take place.
There are issues of jurisdiction that must be addressed to resolve this issue as half of the bridge is under
MPD jurisdiction while the other half is under DDOT. The unsupervised blind spots are located closer to
the entrance of the Metro underground area. The physical environment specialist on the working group
believes that the cameras filming these blind spots are visible but not in working order. During a recent
safety walkthrough, members of the working group found drug paraphernalia at the foot or surrounding
this camera. Community residents in working group meetings, focus groups and the community retreats
have suggested that increasing teacher presence on the bridge at dismissals and providing Metro buses
directly in front of the schools would be helpful solutions.
Inside and Around the Schools
Youth and adult residents at the retreats and focus groups commented that Chavez is one of the safest
schools around. However, they still raised a number of safety concerns. In May of 2011, a teacher was
assaulted on school grounds while taking a break in the back of the school. Additionally, students have
commented that there are occasional issues with the side doors being unsupervised and/or left
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unlocked during and after school hours. A few students suggested that there should be student IDs so
that only Chavez students are allowed into the school. At present, only adult visitors are asked to
present a form of ID.
During the youth focus groups, students commented that the least safe schools in the area are Spingarn,
Friendship Collegiate and Anacostia. They felt that one of the main problems is school staff “turning a
blind eye” to many problems occurring directly after school hours and on or around school grounds.
They reported that security at these schools is not thorough, and that students or others often sneak
illegal paraphernalia into the school. Students also suggested that having to show a form of school ID for
entry as a security measure for these schools.
According to parents who participated in working group meetings and focus groups, safety appears to
be a lesser concern for the elementary schools in the DCPNI area. One group –the Watchdog Dads—
does patrol the area around Kenilworth Elementary to ensure the safety of Kenilworth students on their
way to and from school. Residents are familiar with this group, and feel that the regular presence of
male figures significantly increases the sense of safety around the school. Indirectly, members of the
working group and community residents stated that youth in the area see these male figures as role
models and mentors.
Police, School, and Community Communication
Finding: There appears to be significant underreporting of crimes in the DCPNI footprint and a problem
with other forms of communication between the police, schools and residents on crime prevention
initiatives.
Residents and Metropolitan Police Department officers agreed and reiterated at several working group
meetings that there is poor communication between the schools and police and that crime in the DCPNI
footprint is underreported. MPD representatives emphasized the need to increase crime reporting, as
police resources are allocated based on the need associated with crime statistics. Additionally, residents
and schools expressed that they are often unaware of programs, meetings, and initiatives being led by
the MDP.
The Urban Institute requested data reporting information collected by SRO’s at DC high schools and
estimates of underreporting from MPD.
School Climate
Finding: A large portion of students, particularly middle school students, feel unsafe at school and on
their way to and from school; many students are getting into physical fights and report seeing gang
activity on school property. School staff require better training on preventing and responding to
behavior issues and crime; and the physical environment and atmosphere of the school grounds could
be improved to increase student safety.
The broad definition of school climate includes environmental, cultural, physical, and atmospheric
characteristics of a school. The Urban Institute administered a school climate survey to gather
information on five main areas of interest: student attitudes toward school, safety, teaching, learning
and environment. The “CPTED evaluation” mentioned later in this document focuses more specifically
on the physical environment characteristics of a school.
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The required Department of Education indicator related to this area is the percent or number of
students who feel safe at school. The school climate survey conducted at Chavez Parkside Schools found
that 55 percent of middle school students and 71 percent of high school students feel safe at school.
Overall, the middle school students reported much higher levels of feeling unsafe, being involved or
observing risky behaviors such as fights or crew/gang activity, and distrust in school staff than the high
school respondents. More detailed findings from the school climate survey are detailed below.
The most striking findings from the Chavez Middle School climate survey were:







45 percent of Chavez middle school students do not feel safe at school
28 percent of Chavez MS students reported being threatened or injured by a weapon 1 or more
times on school property, compared to only 7 percent of YRBSS national survey.
23 percent report missing a day or more of school due to feeling unsafe (compared to only 5
percent in the YRBSS.)
53 percent report seeing crew or gang activity on school property
35 percent report having been in a physical fight at school at least once (compared to only 11
percent in the YRBSS.)
41 percent report that staff do not maintain discipline well at school.

The most interesting findings from the Chavez High School climate survey were:





13 percent of Chavez HS students have been in a physical fight on school property 1 or more
times in the last year, very similar to the YRBSS national benchmark of 11 percent.
15 percent of Chavez HS students have been threatened or injured with a weapon on school
property, whereas only 8 percent from national YRBSS answered similarly.
Only 59 percent of Chavez HS students feel they rarely or never see crew or gang activity on
school property.
While Chavez MS and HS students at Parkside feel less safe than the YRBSS benchmark, they
report fewer instances of being offered, sold, or given illegal drugs on school property.
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Table 1: Chavez Middle School Results in the School Climate Survey
Question

All

Other
Neighborhoods
51.2

Female

Male

54.7

DCPNI
Neighborhood
62.3

I feel safe at school
(strongly/somewhat agree)
Staff maintain discipline
(strongly/somewhat agree)

53.3

56.6

59.3

63.5

57.2

55.1

64.6**

Students bring knives and other
weapons to school
(strongly/somewhat agree)
I feel safe in hallways and bathrooms
(very/mostly safe)
I feel safe outside around school
(very/mostly safe)

23.2

22.2

23.6

18.7

28.9

69.5

71.0

68.8

65.1

75.3

41.2

50.8

36.4

45.4

35.7

See crew/gang activity at school
(rarely/never)
Stolen or damaged property at school
(1 or more times)
Threatened or injured with a weapon
at school (1 or more times)
In a physical fight at school (1 or more
times)
Someone offered an illegal drug at
school (yes)
I have been bullied at school (yes)

47.4

42.6

49.6

52.8

40.2*

56.0

47.6

60.2

64.8

44.6*

28.0

24.6

29.6

29.8

25.6

34.7

35.5

34.4

34.6

34.9

10.0

6.4

11.7

6.5

14.5**

31.3

26.9

33.3

29.6

33.3

I have been electronically bullied (yes)

14.8

6.5

18.9**

16.2

13.1

Differences by neighborhood and differences by gender: p<.10=*, p<.05=**, and p<.001=***
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Table 2: Chavez High School Results from the School Climate Survey
Question

All

Other
Neighborhoods
70.0

Female

Male

71.3

DCPNI
Neighborhood
76.6

I feel safe at school
(strongly/somewhat agree)

71.2

70.2

Staff maintain discipline
(strongly/somewhat agree)

71.7

71.9

71.9

72.8

69.1

Students bring knives and other
weapons to school
(strongly/somewhat agree)
I feel safe in hallways and bathrooms
(very/mostly safe)

18.4

15.6

18.7

14.1

27.4**

80.9

82.8

81.3

80.3

82.4

I feel safe outside around school
(very/mostly safe)

50.4

69.8

45.1**

47.5

56.5

See crew/gang activity at school
(rarely/never)

58.5

60.9

58.1

62.8

49.4**

Stolen or damaged property at school
(1 or more times)

30.3

33.3

29.1

29.7

31.8

Threatened or injured with a weapon
at school (1 or more times)

15.1

15.6

14.8

14.2

16.5

In a physical fight at school (1 or more
times)

13.3

12.5

13.4

12.5

14.6

Someone offered an illegal drug at
school (yes)

13.0

14.1

12.4

12.0

14.6

I have been bullied at school (yes)

10.4

12.7

9.9

9.3

13.1

I have been electronically bullied (yes)

5.6

9.5

4.4

5.5

6.0

Differences by neighborhood and differences by gender: p<.10=*, p<.05=**, and p<.001=***

During various Safety working group meetings, the physical environment specialist discussed the fact
that school leaders and personnel are not trained in crime prevention techniques and are often unable
to identify the appropriate steps for improving school and neighborhood safety. During the retreats and
other informal conversations, students and parents have commented that there is a lack of respect
between the security personnel and the students. The school climate also extends to the commute
students have to and from school, discussed above.
To complement the data collected from the school climate survey, the physical environment specialist
will conduct a CPTED (Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design) evaluation at Chavez Parkside
Schools, and with permission, at Kenilworth and Neval Thomas Elementary schools. This evaluation will
provide written and visual documentation including checklists, photographs, detailed notes and area
crime reports. The CPTED specialist will produce a comprehensive report that identifies key safety
issues. The report will be presented to each school’s principal in an audit debriefing meeting. At the
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meeting, both the specialist and school staff will create an action plan for addressing any identified
issues.
Truancy
Finding: Truancy has been identified as a priority area of interest for the local DC government .
Many schools in the DC area are facing significant problems with truancy in DCPS high schools, ranging
from a high of 67 percent at Dunbar High School to 18 percent at Woodson Academy during the 2009–
2010 academic school year. (See chart below for details on truancy at DCPS high schools.) The Urban
Institute is working to collect data on truancy levels at the Chavez Parkside Schools.
Table 3: Truancy Levels in DCPS
School
08–09
09–10
percent
percent
truant
truant
Anacostia
72 percent 62
percent
Ballou
59 percent 58
percent
Cardozo
56 percent 52
percent
Coolidge
53 percent 44
percent
Dunbar
66 percent 67
percent
Eastern
53 percent 39
percent
Roosevelt
54 percent 48
percent
Spingarn
65 percent 65
percent
Wilson
29 percent 24
percent
Woodson
47 percent 18
Academy
percent
Woodson
66 percent 55
percent
Truancy rates are calculated by the following formula: percent truant = # truant students / # enrolled. A
truant student is defined as any student under 18 years who has been a member of the school for 25
days or more and has accumulated 15 or more unexcused absences from that school.
The data clearly flag what is a major issue at DC-area high schools. The DC City Government has
recognized that truancy is a serious problem and has recently formed the Special Committee on School
Safety and Truancy, chaired by Councilmember Sekou Biddle. Law enforcement officers, teachers, and
experts all agree that truancy is not only a problem related to poor academic performance but a key
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indicator of other risky youth behaviors, including delinquency or health risks such as drug use and
unsafe sex. That said, truancy levels are poor, as methods for tracking attendance, transfers, and other
school absences are not consistent across schools.
Health and Sexual Safety
Finding: There is a lack of mentorship and counseling opportunities for female youth, and sexual assault
crimes are significantly underreported.
While the number of sexual assaults in the DCPNI footprint is not higher than the DC average, it is widely
acknowledged by experts at MPD and in social services aimed at teen girls in the DC area that there is a
much higher incidence of sexual assaults within and around schools and these crimes are severely
underreported.
There is also a sense from community residents that girls and young women do face a high risk of assault
or negative sexual attention in the area more generally. Girls and women in the focus groups and
working group meetings expressed a desire for more female-centered mentorship programs. While
there are many stable adult women present in the neighborhood, they believe that more formal
mentorship, guidance, and counseling is necessary—particularly for teen girls who have a high need to
share experiences and emotions.
The following data was collected from the school climate survey:
School Climate Survey
“Other students make sexual comments (a couple of times a year to everyday)”
School

All

DCPNI
Neighborhood

Other
Neighborhoods

Female

Male

37.6

40.6

37.1

38.8

35.7

44.7

42.9

45.7

53.7

32.9**

Chavez High School
Chavez Middle School

Differences by neighborhood and differences by gender: p<.10=*, p<.05=**, and p<.001=***

While there were many complaints about the nurse at Chavez High School–Parkside not being available
on a regular or consistent basis, there is a sense that she is someone who will listen and provide
guidance on issues of particular interest to teenage girls. Additionally, young females who participated
in the focus groups and retreats commented that they were very pleased with the opportunity to
express them openly and wished they had more similar opportunities. The young men in the focus group
for boys also seemed to think that more “safe space” opportunities for discussion would be helpful.
The Students Are Healthy working group has also had extensive discussions about sexual health and
safety. The two working groups plan to coordinate their efforts to gather more information and data
around this issue to determine which services and programming would best address the needs of the
community.
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Students Live in Stable Communities
Needs Assessment
Overview of Indicators
The Students Live in Stable Communities (SLISC) Results-Driven Working Group (RDWG) was charged
with ensuring that DCPNI students live in stable communities. The U.S. Department of Education (ED)
requires Promise Neighborhood planning grantees to define stable communities as reducing midyear
enrollment withdrawals; however, ED also allows the planning grantees to broaden the definition.
Therefore, the SLISC working group also defines stable communities as the need to ensure that the five
DCPNI neighborhoods are vibrant places where DCPNI residents want to live. SLISC working group
participants include community development specialists, the DC Housing Authority, an ANC
commissioner, school registrars’ offices, and a small number of residents from Kenilworth Courts public
housing development and Mayfair.
The three areas of need that the SLISC working group identified are:
 Increasing student enrollments at Kenilworth and Neval Thomas elementary schools,
 Reducing the number of Cesar Chavez students who withdraw,
o The ED-required indicator for this working group is to track midyear withdrawals
and entries measured by dividing the total number of new student entries and
withdrawals at a school, from the day after the first official enrollment number is
collected through the end of the academic year
 Increasing community involvement and awareness across all of the DCPNI neighborhoods so
that families want to and understand how to create a vibrant community.
Increasing Kenilworth and Neval Thomas Enrollments
Findings: Midyear withdrawals are not a problem at Kenilworth and Neval Thomas Elementaries.
Instead, the issues at these elementary schools are that their enrollments have declined drastically
partially due to the increase in public charters, but also because some parents intentionally enroll their
children in schools outside of the neighborhood. Parents also voiced their frustration in getting their
special needs children the services they require.
Withdrawals
ED requires the tracking of midyear withdrawals and entries because school switches are associated
with a variety of poor academic outcomes such as decreased academic performance and a variety of
social, behavioral, and interpersonal effects (Prebish and Downy 1999; Schwartz et al. 2007; Swanson
and Schneider 1999). Negative effects, especially academic ones, have been shown to be more severe
for younger children (Rumberger 2003). In addition, schools that experience significant turnover in their
student body tend to perform worse as well (Hanushek et al. 2004, Rhodes 2005).
The SLISC working group collected withdraw data from Chavez Parkside Schools and has requested the
same data for Kenilworth and Neval Thomas Elementaries from the DCPS Data Accountability Office. The
working group also interviewed the administrative school registrar staff at all three schools. According
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to both registrar offices at Kenilworth and Neval Thomas Elementaries, they have few midyear
withdrawals. Most of these withdrawals are because families move away. Students who are enrolled out
of boundary (i.e., those who live outside of the official school catchment area) can be withdrawn if they
don’t meet particular behavioral standards, but there have been no instances of this, according to both
elementary school registrars.
Enrollments of the Two DCPS Schools
While excessive withdrawals are not a problem for the two DCPNI elementary schools, a general
underenrollment of the schools is a problem. Kenilworth Elementary suffers from this problem more
than Neval Thomas Elementary. As Figure 1 shows, Kenilworth Elementary enrollment decreased by 54
percent between 2001 and 2010, and Neval Thomas Elementary enrollment decreased by 44 percent.
Figure 1: Enrollments at DCPNI Footprint Schools, 2001–2010

Source: OSSE audited reports (October reported enrollments).
These steep decreases in the two DCPS schools reflect the precipitous drop in DCPS’s enrollment overall
(see Figure 2). Between 2001 and 2010, DCPS’s total enrollment dropped 29 percent. While Kenilworth
and Neval Thomas Elementaries’ decreases reflect the same citywide trend, it should be noted that their
decreases are much greater than the city’s overall decrease.

83

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

Figure 2: DCPS and Public Charter Total Enrollments, 2001–2010

Source: OSSE audited reports (October reported enrollments).
Kenilworth and Neval Thomas Elementaries’ enrollment declines are certainly due to the competition
from public charters, but DCPS’s open enrollment policy also contributes to the problem. District
students can submit to attend a traditional DCPS school outside of their school boundary in a
schoolwide lottery. In SY2008–09 (the latest student-level data available), only 30 percent of all the
District’s public school students attended their in-boundary traditional school, 37 percent went to outof-boundary traditional public schools, and the remaining 37 percent went to a public charter school.
In SY2008–09, there were 685 public school preschool through 5th grade students (either DPCS or public
charter) living in the DCPNI footprint. Of those 685 students, 52 percent attended either Neval Thomas
ES (187 students) or Kenilworth (173 students). The remaining 48 percent of all elementary students
(325 students) in the DCPNI boundary were dispersed across 87 other DCPS or public charter elementary
schools. (See Appendix 1 for a listing of the schools.)
While options for school choice are extensive in the District, some DCPS schools are better able to
attract or “capture” their students living in their school boundary than others. For instance, the capture
rates for DCPS schools in Ward 3 were the highest in the city in SY2006–07: more than 80 percent of
public school elementary students living in Ward 3 attended their in-boundary DCPS school (Figure 3).
Ward 3 also had the lowest share of students who withdrew from a school before reaching its highest
terminal grade. Between SY2006–07 and SY2007–08, 14 percent of all public school students in the city
(both DCPS and public charters) switched schools to enroll in another public school before reaching the
highest grade. Ward 5 had the highest share of “early exiter” students at 18 percent followed closely by
Wards 7 and 8 (17 percent each). Ward 3 had the lowest early exit rate of only 5 percent.17
While these data are now outdated, the point remains the same: children and families in the most
affluent sections of the city choose their neighborhood public school over other public school options.
This is a goal that Kenilworth and Neval Thomas should work towards as well.
17

st

Filardo et al. 2008. Quality School and Healthy Neighborhoods: A Research Report. Washington DC: 21 Century
School Fund, Brookings Institution, Urban Institute.
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Figure 3: Share of all public school students who attend their in-boundary DCPS school, SY2006–07

Source: Quality Schools and Healthy Neighborhoods Research Report, 2008
(http://www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/411769_quality_schools.pdf).
Residents’ Perceptions of the Two Neighborhood Elementary Schools
The Urban Institute conducted a series of focus groups to help inform the RDWGs and specifically asked
participants about the quality of the two DCPS elementary schools in the footprint.
Finding: Three themes pertinent to student mobility emerged: positive and negative reactions to the
DCPNI schools, challenges in serving special needs children, and parents’ decisions to enroll in school
outside of the neighborhood.
Perceptions of the DCPNI Elementary Schools
Perceptions of the schools were mixed—some felt that Neval Thomas Elementary had a strong
community and their children received a solid education there. For instance, one older mother who had
been associated with Neval Thomas Elementary for a long time said, “Neval Thomas is not a bad school.
Neval Thomas has a good family that works together and stays together.” As long as she’s been around,
it’s been a good school. “Parents who come up there, they pretty good—they communicate well with
the teachers.”
However, another parent said that once the kids hit 3rd grade at Neval Thomas Elementary something
happens—things change. Her son’s and daughter’s grades dropped and she got more and more phone
calls about her son’s behavior. The teachers attributed the problem to other children—to peer pressure.
Other parents felt that the newer, younger teachers were the source of the problem because they had
less control over their students.
A number of the participants familiar with Kenilworth Elementary described the unruly student body
and discipline problems. One mother said that kids run all over the school and she would never send her
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child there. But other Kenilworth Elementary parents defended the school and pointed to the fact that
the test scores had increased slightly as a good sign.
Frustrations of Parents with Special Needs Children
Another theme that emerged from the focus groups was parents of special needs students struggling to
find adequate services. These parents talked about their efforts in shopping for a school that could
address their children’s special education needs and how they did not believe teachers could meet them
because they either were not qualified or they had no patience.
For instance, one mother from Kenilworth said that although DCPS has programs for special needs
children, she did not believe the teachers are equipped, capable, or caring. She said that her son has had
special needs since he was a toddler, and she enrolled him at Houston ES but they didn’t have special
education services. She said that Houston did not even understand that her child had a disability. As she
said, “I had to find out on my own and take further action.” Under No Child Left Behind, she transferred
him to Ludlow Taylor in Ward 6. As she said, “They have something there at Ludlow, but they don’t
know what to do with him. [The teachers] don’t have the education or patience.”
Another mother from Mayfair said that her older son has ADHD and she felt that DCPS staff were
unaware of the problem. She said that she figured out that “something was a little lacking” in her son—
she comes from a family of teachers. She said she has had to work with her son to figure out how to get
by. She helps him do his own “cheat sheets” so he can study and do well on tests.
The frustrations of these parents who participated in the focus group have not stopped others from
enrolling in either DCPNI elementary school, however, particularly Neval Thomas Elementary. Figure 4
compares the share of students with individual education plans (IEPs) (the process for ensuring special
needs students receive services) at both DCPNI elementary schools compared to the citywide DCPS
average. The share of Kenilworth Elementary students with IEPs has been below the citywide average,
while the share at Neval Thomas Elementary has been above the citywide average in recent years. Using
the latest data from SY2010–11, 14.0 percent of students at Neval Thomas Elementary (33 students) had
IEPS compared to only 11.8 percent of students at Kenilworth Elementary (21 students). The citywide
DCPS average was 13.0 percent in SY2010–11.
Due to the feedback from residents via focus groups and resident retreats, as well as the hard data
themselves, DCPNI intends to implement an Early Intervention and Special Education task force. This
task force is being created to look at the issues surrounding special education for families and children
living in the footprint more extensively and develop strategies to address early intervention of special
education services in the footprint.

86

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

Figure 4: Share of Students with Individual Education Plans (IEPs)
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Parents Intentionally Enrolling Children Outside the Neighborhood
A number of parents who participated in the focus groups reported that they intentionally enroll their
children in schools outside of the neighborhood. These parents either believed neighborhood children
were a bad influence or they thought that exposure to other types of children was beneficial. For many
of these parents, improving the quality of neighborhood schools might not be enough to convince them
to enroll their children, which poses a significant challenge for DCPNI. One mother from Paradise said
she did not send her daughter to Chavez because of her daughter’s peers. She instead sent her to ElliotHine just a few miles away in Ward 6. As the mother said, “I was afraid she was going to act like a fool
like she did at Neval Thomas.” Her daughter was an honor roll student at Neval Thomas, but she said
that when her daughter reached the 5th grade, she went “berserk.” Another parent said that she didn’t
send her son to Chavez, even though she thinks it’s a very good school. She didn’t want him to “get in
with the neighborhood kids.” As she put it, “The kids I saw were no good. It looked like a bad set up.”
Reducing the Number of Students Withdrawing from Cesar Chavez
Finding: The second theme that emerged from the SLISC working group was the large number of
withdrawals at Cesar Chavez due to students not wanting such a rigorous program, needing special
education services elsewhere, and discipline problems.
Withdrawals
The SLISC working group collected information about Cesar Chavez Parkside’s midyear withdrawals.
Unlike at Neval Thomas and Kenilworth, Chavez does have a sizeable number of students who leave
midyear. Chavez’s registrar provided a report of the number of withdrawals as of February 2011 for the
2010–11 school year (see Table 1). As of February 2011, Cesar Chavez Parkside middle school and high
school combined had a withdrawal rate of 8 percent. Grades 9, 11, and 12 had even higher withdrawal
rates of 10 percent. The Urban Institute is waiting for DCPS withdrawal rates to use as a point of
comparison. Unfortunately, we do not have withdrawal data from comparable public charter schools.
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Table 1: Chavez Parkside Schools Withdrawal Data Between 10/5/10 and 2/22/11

Grade
6th
7th
8th
9th
10th
11th
12th
Total

# of
withdrawals
Oct 2010–Feb
2011
5
8
8
17
7
7
6
58

Enrollment
as of Oct
2010
92
102
112
163
116
71
61
717

percent
withdrawn
by Feb 2011
5 percent
8 percent
7 percent
10 percent
6 percent
10 percent
10 percent
8 percent

As Table 2 shows, almost two-thirds (60 percent) of those students who withdrew in the 2010–11 school
year said it was because they were transferring to another school. A little more than one-quarter (26
percent) withdrew for involuntary reasons such as expulsion or attendance problems and 14 percent
withdrew because they were moving.
Table 2: Reasons for Withdraw at Chavez Parkside Schools (as of February 2011)
Reasons for
withdraw
6th
7th
8th
9th
10th
11th
Moving
0
2
1
0
5
0
Attending other
school
4
4
6
11
1
5
Involuntary
removal
(expulsion or
attendance
problem)
1
2
1
6
1
2

12th
0

Total
8

4

35

2

15

Of those who identified their new school, the numbers were evenly divided among schools with a more
intensive special education focus, higher-performing schools, lower-performing schools, and alternative
school programs. The following transfer schools were recorded:
 19 percent switched to Ron Brown or Hamilton Education Campus (they have very high special
education populations of 19 percent and 100 percent),
 19 percent switched to low-performing comprehensive DCPS high schools (Ballou, Eastern,
Spingarn)
 17 percent switched to other competitive DCPS or public charters (KIPP, Friendship, Wilson,
Columbia Heights EC, Phelps), and
 14 and switched to an alternative program school such as STAY or online school.
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In-Depth Explanation for Withdrawals
The qualitative data the working group and Urban Institute collected helps explain why so many Chavez
students withdraw midyear. The SLISC working group interviewed Chavez administrators and focus
group participants identified three reasons: challenges due to special needs, strict discipline rules, and
students and parents thinking Chavez too rigorous and demanding.
The Cesar Chavez registrar’s office provided an administrative perspective of why students withdraw
from Chavez Parkside Schools. According to the registrar’s office, the main reason middle school
students leave Chavez is because of behavior problems and high school students leave due to
attendance problems. These two reasons are much more prominent than families moving, as in the case
with Kenilworth and Neval Thomas Elementaries.
The registrar hypothesized that some of the behavior problems may be the result of special education
needs; however, the special education coordinator disagreed. Looking at where students transfer, it is
clear that a portion of students do transfer because of special education needs, although it may not be
discipline problems per se.
Chavez Parkside Schools have a series of procedures to address students’ discipline and special
education needs. The Chavez Middle School–Parkside principal and staff have been working with Turn
Around for Children since SY2010–11 and will be working with them for the next two years. The mission
of Turn Around for Children is to provide leadership development in order to improve academic
achievement at persistently low-performing schools. Turn Around does this by addressing school
culture, building capacity to address students’ behavioral challenges, and creating an outcome-driven
administration.
Turn Around staff met with each teacher at Chavez Middle School–Parkside to train them on the
student-intervention discipline process, which includes using an early identification system, creating
strategies to address behavior problems, and then using the referral process to the student intervention
team if the teacher’s strategies are not successful. The student intervention team at Chavez Middle
School–Parkside meets weekly and consists of the principal, school guidance counselor, two school
social workers (one Department of Mental Health social worker and the other is a student support social
worker), Turn Around for Children’s social worker consultant, Turn Around for Children’s education
coach, dean of students, the special education coordinator, representatives from East River
Strengthening Collaborative and Hillcrest Children and Family Center, and the teacher who referred the
student. The child referred to the student intervention team is assessed using the CONNORS or SSRS
tool, and the team determines what kinds of interventions and ultimately services are needed based on
the assessments, teacher’s referrals, and interviews with the students. Parents are also engaged.
An action plan is developed by the intervention team to help the child address the issues he/she is
facing, and a member of the intervention team takes the lead on overseeing the child’s progress and
managing parental involvement. Action plans are regularly reviewed by the intervention team, typically
every three weeks.
During SY2010–11, 17 Chavez Middle School–Parkside students were referred to the student
intervention team. Most of the students’ challenges related to social/emotional issues and were not
related to special education. If the student intervention team believes a child might have a special
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education need, then the child will go through a separate set of special education procedures and
assessments.
Chavez-Parkside Schools is a “District charter” in regard to its special education services. At the time of
chartering, Chavez opted to fall under DCPS authority for special education services. (Some charters are
“independent charters” and are responsible for providing their own special education services.) This
means that Chavez Schools provide basic special education services but should the students’ needs be
more extensive, DCPS reviews the case and the student is transferred to a DCPS school with the staff or
facilities ready to serve the child such as Ron Brown.
A few parents in the focus group talked about how they withdrew their special education students from
Chavez. One Mayfair parent said, “My son went [to Chavez], but I had to take him out. He was failing.
They couldn’t help my son because he’s special ed. That’s why he had to come out. His teacher gave him
an F. I said to the teacher—why would you give him an F if you know he has special needs? You should
give him some work! Don’t just pull him out of class. I went up there [and said], Next time you better
give him some work, if he gets pulled out, make sure he gets work for that day.”
The Chavez Schools registrar also said that some high school students withdraw from Chavez due to
attendance problems. A student is expelled for five consecutive unexcused absences within a quarter or
20 unexcused absences overall. Chavez High School–Parkside uses a slightly different model for
addressing student discipline problems compared to the middle school. (Turn Around for Children has
not been funded to work directly with Chavez High School–Parkside.) Chavez High School–Parkside uses
a student report team model based on DCPS’s model. Turn Around believes that the student report
team model is not as comprehensive as the student intervention model but the high school does not
have the resources to fully implement the student intervention model at this time. However, the
student report team model includes the discipline staff, school social worker, special education
specialist, teachers, and eventually family members to address the issue and develop a plan of action.
Should the student not follow the plan or continue with the errant behavior, particularly absences, the
child will be expelled. The SLISC working group is waiting to receive the official discipline policies from
the student intervention team.
Turn Around has recommended that the stringent attendance policy implemented across all the Chavez
campuses be revised to be more “student friendly”; however, school administrators believe this policy is
beneficial to the school overall. Turn Around did tell the SLISC working group that they need access to
more adult mentors.
Students who participated in the focus groups also discussed how the high demands and strict rules of
Chavez can be challenging. Focus group participants described Chavez’s rules against being late, the
required dress code, and demanding homework. One parent during the focus group said her son who
was an honor roll student at Neval Thomas failed at Chavez. She said that he tried to “clown around” at
Chavez, which is not tolerated. So her son transferred back to Ron Brown and is on the honor roll again
(and presumably still clowning around).
The SLISC working group highlights these perceived challenges not because we suggest revising the
discipline policy but because preparing students and families for a more rigorous college preparatory
environment is a challenge that Chavez faces.
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Increasing Community Stability across All of DCPNI Neighborhoods sS Families Want to Remain and
Create a Vibrant Community
Finding: From resident feedback during working group meetings and resident retreats, residents feel
uninformed and inexperienced about how to take a more active role in ensuring their community has all
the necessary positive attributes for a stable, vibrant community.
The final area of need the Students Living in Stable Communities working group recently identified is the
need for residents to be informed, engaged, and empowered to take a more active role in ensuring that
their community is safe, government resources are appropriately allocated to their community, and
property owners are held accountable. From resident feedback during RDWG meetings and resident
retreats, we learned that:
 Residents feel a general frustration due to a lack of understanding about their rights and
recourse for addressing neighborhood issues.
 Residents are very concerned about safety issues, the lack of opportunities for youth, and the
lack of parental involvement.
 Residents are frustrated with the poor maintenance of the Kenilworth-Parkside Resident
Management Corporation (KPRMC) units and many residents do not know how to influence
property management and what recourse they have.
Early on, DCPNI and the DC Housing Authority (DCHA) recognized a potential partnership through linking
similar place-based initiatives—Promise Neighborhoods and Choice Neighborhoods. The DC Housing
Authority submitted a proposal for a federal Choice award for Kenilworth Courts in 2010 but was not
awarded and is submitting another in 2011.
Since many of these issues that residents have identified to ensure a stable community are crosscutting, the stable community working group intends to partner with other DCPNI working groups in the
near future.
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Families and Communities Support Learning
Needs Assessment
Overview of Indicators
The Families and Communities Support Learning (FCSL) Results-Driven Working Group (RDWG) is
charged with increasing positive parent/guardian involvement and other adult support for the education
of children living in the DCPNI footprint. The working group has gathered information continuously
through its bimonthly meetings (evenly attended by community residents and subject experts) and
interviews with principals, and provided input in developing questions for the resident retreats, focus
groups for parents and youth, and teacher interviews. The working group expert representatives include
former principals, teachers, legal experts (on Title 1 funding), a school social worker, and staff from
various nonprofits from the area who provide parenting classes and other support to families to
increase youth development outcomes and student achievement.
Through an iterative process, FCSL identified five priority areas of need:







Home-school communication about learning
Department of Education–Related Indicators:
o percent/# parents/guardians who attend school events;
o percent/# parents/guardians who attend parent-teacher conferences
Welcoming and trusting school climates/cultures
Skill-building and leadership development for parents and community members
School staff guidance, support and professional development
Child and youth mentoring

For each of these core areas of need, FCSL discussed what success looks like, the main barriers to
achieving success, and the target population we are trying to serve, and reviewed promising programs,
strategies, and resources inside and outside of the community. Each of these discussions were
supported by qualitative and quantitative data, as outlined below.
Priority Areas
Home-School Communication about Learning
Findings: There is a need to increase the amount and variety of methods used to communicate with
parents.
The first area of need that the FCSL clearly identified was the importance of communication between
schools, parents/caretakers, and the students. The two required Department of Education indicators
related to this area are:
-

percent/# parents/guardians who attend school events;
percent/# parents/guardians who attend parent-teacher conferences
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While none of the three schools in the DCPNI footprint currently track this kind of data in a systematic
fashion, the group collected a substantial amount of information from parents (during working group
meetings and in focus groups) and teachers (through teacher interviews) to better understand
parent/guardian participation in the school. More generally, FCSL decided that it was important to look
at other forms of school-home communication and parental participation in school life.
Percent of Parents/Guardians Who Attend Parent-Teacher Conferences
The teachers interviewed estimated the following percent of parents/guardians attend parent teacher
conferences:
Chavez Middle School–Parkside
- 60 percent come to at least 1 parent teacher conference.
Chavez High School–Parkside
- 40 percent come to at least 1 parent teacher conference.
- 20 percent will contact a teacher outside of these regular conferences.
Neval Thomas Elementary School
- UI to request this data from Neval Thomas.
Kenilworth Elementary School
- 75 percent come at least once a year.
- 40 percent come 2 or more times a year.
There was a general consensus among all of the teachers that attendance at parent-teacher conferences
is much higher toward the beginning of the year and tapers off as the school year progresses. Also,
during various discussions with teachers, parents, and in the working group meetings, there was a
consensus that parental involvement in a student’s school life is significantly different during the high
school years and there is a need to better define what “effective parental involvement” should look like
for high school students. Teachers interviewed stated that high school students are expected to be
much more self-sufficient; teachers call parents only when there is a problem, not on a regular basis.
Parents and teachers both suggested that it would be helpful to have a parent-school liaison at each of
the schools. This strategy would increase communication between school and home, relieve some of the
burden from the teachers, and reduce the need to immediately involve CPS in serious matters than
could be resolved without an immediate systems intervention.
Percent of Parents/Guardians Who Attend School Events
Generally, both parents (in the working group meetings and focus groups) and teachers (during teacher
interviews) said that they considered parent/guardian attendance at school events low . Attendance at
school events is highest for the back to school night and for any performances that their child is a part
of. Interview respondents thought that parents are also motivated to attend school events by food,
raffles, and incentives.
In addition to incentives, respondents thought that parents attend school/educational events when they
are fun, enticing, and engaging. A parent participating in the focus group for parents of primary school
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students commented, “One father got on the bull horn chanting ‘PTA, PTA, PTA’ and then all the parents
came out of their houses chanting right along even though they weren’t even involved in the PTA before
then. Just need to get people to participate in creative ways.”
One teacher observed that the more communication she has with the parent, and the more she keeps
them apprised of what is going on at the school and in their student’s academic life, the more likely a
parent is to be involved in the school and to attend school events. She felt that food and performances
were not the trick, better communication is the key. Parents agreed that communication, not always
incentives, was the answer. “A lot of us don’t know about…We never heard about it! People need to put
up flyers!”
The former Chavez High School–Parkside principal used to place more of an emphasis on engaging the
parents and the community at large. According to the teachers, one of the most helpful initiatives he
organized was Saturday workshops for parents. Once a month, a few of the teachers would come in to
“teach the parents.” They discussed techniques for helping with homework, staying on top of their
student’s performance, and other parenting skills. They were oriented around the school with the
facilities and the staff and topics such as academic content, discipline, and school resources were
discussed. Teachers felt this not only made a difference in the students’ learning, but the parents felt
more welcomed in the school and were more likely to become further involved.
Parents/Guardians General Involvement and Communication with the School
Overall, parents and teachers agree that there are various forms of communication between the schools
and students’ homes and it is important to track these forms of communication and participation in
school life. It is common at all three of the DCPNI footprint schools for teachers to speak to their
student’s parents over the phone or in person outside of the regularly scheduled parent-teacher
conferences. All teachers stressed the vital importance of communicating with the parents on a much
more regular basis, and establishing a close relationship from the very beginning of the school year.
They felt that parents should be made familiar with their child’s school and all of their teachers, and
they should feel comfortable calling those teachers.
Some of the teachers the Urban Institute team interviewed do house calls. Reasons vary from
convenience for the parents to a final measure to reach parents when a serious problem arises or when
other forms of communication have failed. Teachers’ opinions were divided over whether they would
like to receive further support to enable them to do more home visits. One teacher said she would never
feel comfortable going to a student’s home.
Relaying Information on Student Behavior/Performance to Parents/Guardians
Relaying information to parents and guardians is a challenge that was repeatedly mentioned both by
parents in focus groups and working groups and by teachers in interviews. Teachers use a variety of
methods including phone calls, hard copies of materials sent home with students, and technology.
Both Chavez middle and high schools use Power Schools. Through Power Schools, parents and students
can access information on grades, attendance, behavior, and more from home with access to a
computer and Internet. The elementary schools’ communication abilities were more limited and
teachers said they relied on phone calls or written notes for communications with parents. The
elementary school teachers expressed interest in moving toward a more electronic system, particularly
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for reporting grades. The elementary schools still use traditional carbon copy report cards; these cannot
be filed electronically and do not provide the space or flexibility a teacher requires to provide
comprehensive feedback to the parents/guardians. Moving toward the use of higher-tech methods for
communicating information to parents is a significant challenge in a neighborhood where many families
do not have access to a computer or Internet at home or computer skills necessary to access the
information. Please see the 21st Century Learning Tools needs assessments for more information on
technology needs in the neighborhood.
For students with special needs, teachers create Individualized Accommodation Plans (IAPs) which
involve a more high-tech process with files created and shared electronically. This tool assists teachers
and other diagnosticians identify a student’s cognitive and academic needs and chose the most
appropriate instructional modifications and supplements. However, one parent commented that schools
are slow in getting her information on her child’s individual IAPs, “When I ask for the IAP, it takes 3 or 4
weeks to get it.”
Many of the themes discussed in the section above relate to the following area of need as well.
Welcoming and Trusting School Climates/Cultures
Findings: Many parents/guardians are not involved in their child’s education or school because either
the schools are unwelcoming or school systems are misunderstood by parents.
During the focus groups with parents and in regular FCSL meetings, parents mentioned that the schools
(inside and outside DCPNI footprint) are not welcoming. Some of the issues respondents mentioned
were that school entrances and offices are poorly marked, security and front office staff are not helpful
or professional, schools do not offer “before care” for parents who must get to work, and more
outreach should be done to ensure higher participation in the school’s “back to school night” at the
beginning of the year.
Some suggested it would be good to have more than one “Back to School Night.” They would prefer
something more regular like the Saturday workshops that were held at Chavez High School.
Both Kenilworth and Neval Thomas Elementary teachers expressed that the school culture is one of the
main reasons they love teaching there. They feel that their peers are very supportive, part of a team,
and that they receive good support from the principal/administration. Members of the working group
felt that how this supportive culture translates to the parent/guardian experience of the school is
questionable.
Kenilworth Elementary parents were very complimentary about the relatively new parent center located
inside the school. As one parent said, “We have a parent center at Kenilworth and it is great. Would be
great to have one open to the larger community—it helps to get parents educated.” Making a space
available to parents not only provides a welcoming atmosphere to get the parents more involved, it also
presents opportunities for parents to build on their skills—a key point for the next area of need outlined
below.

95

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

Skill Building and Leadership Development for Parents and Community Members
Findings: Parents lack the skills and knowledge necessary to effectively support their students’ learning.
Through a variety of FCSL working group meetings and notes taken from the resident retreats and focus
groups, skill building was repeatedly highlighted as a key area of need in the community. This area of
need responds to comments made related to parents’ personal negative experiences with the education
system in the past, low levels of education, few resources or lack of time, poor communication skills,
lack of support from the school system, and poor understanding of how academics/discipline/systems
work at their child’s school, among other issues.
Parents need both the skills and the knowledge/understanding to effectively navigate the educational
system and support their child’s learning. Some key areas for skill building and leadership development
included:





Definitions and strategies for parental involvement in a student’s academic experience for
different age/grade levels. This involvement changes as the child progresses and guidance
for parents would be useful.
Familiarizing parents with their child’s academic curriculum. “The new school curriculum
isn’t benefiting for parents. Parents aren’t equipped for the assignment.”
Further education for the parents so they are equipped with the basic education it takes to
support their child’s learning.
Parenting classes so that what is taught at schools is reinforced at home.

Parents and teachers agreed that without serious parent involvement, children will not perform as well
in and out of school. Parents who participated in the focus group for primary school students felt that
much of this has to do with missed opportunities for students whose parents are not as involved in their
education. Parents stated, “You have to go out and find those programs for your kids. But some parents
can’t do that” and, “As a community we need to bring those programs closer to our neighborhood. It’s
hard to match kids to programs. Can’t expect low income folks to have these skills. A lot of us don’t have
good communications skills. We have a lot of challenges and limitations.”
Additionally, parents from this same focus group commented that when students switch schools, it is
due to the parent/guardian’s lack of involvement in the child’s education. The parents felt that this
could also be related to parent’s lack of education, skills, or understanding of how the school system
works.
School Staff Guidance, Support, and Professional Development
Findings: Teachers lack the appropriate training and support to communicate more effectively with their
students’ parents/guardians.
This area of need relates to comments made by parents and experts in the FCSL working group
meetings. They stated that schools often have a narrow definition of what parent involvement
includes/looks like, there is no shared definition of what it means to have parents aid in their child’s
academic achievement, and school staff are not trained to communicate or work well with parents.
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From an administrative standpoint, engaging parents is not a priority in teachers’ job descriptions or
performance evaluation, there is often little support (time, training, and resources) for this from
principals, and the turnover rates at schools make it difficult for staff to establish meaningful
relationships with parents.
As mentioned earlier, two of the teachers interviewed suggested reinstating something similar to the
Saturday parent workshops that were run at Chavez High School–Parkside to help address this need.
Teachers interviewed also suggested the following:


Better use of DCPS training on how to use their educational portal to access training
opportunities online.



Providing teacher trainings and professional development opportunities on site at the
schools. Teachers expressed that it is hard to make it to afternoon training sessions
when they have to finish up the school day and prepare for the next day. More teachers
would take advantage of trainings if they took place at the school.

At all three schools in the DCPNI footprint, teachers commented that there is a great deal of informal
peer teaching and sharing of best practices. Both Neval Thomas and Kenilworth Elementary teachers
commented on how one of their favorite elements of teaching at their school was how supportive the
staff are of each other (and the principal too). Many of the teachers at Chavez Parkside Schools share
best practices and information informally in their shared office space. All of the teachers commented
that it would be useful to have a time for teachers to lead professional development
opportunities/trainings (during the CHALC time at Chavez for example) and that sharing information
between teachers in the same subject area, not just the same grade, would be tremendously helpful.
Many of these teacher comments on trainings were not directly related to gaining skills to better engage
parents; however, the suggestions and comments do apply to this need as well.
Child and Youth Mentoring
Findings: Existing mentorship and academic enrichment programming in the DCPNI footprint lacks the
resources and training necessary to meet demand; new programming should be identified to fill in
where existing programming cannot meet the high level of need.
As the name of this working group is Families and Communities Support Learning, the group identified
child and youth mentoring programs as a key need to increase the community support available to
support student learning. Currently, there are few after-school activities and mentoring programs
available to youth living in the DCPNI footprint. The neighborhood’s three community centers at
Mayfair, Paradise, and Kenilworth provide the majority of this programming. Outside of these
community centers, only two formal programs were mentioned repeatedly by parents, students,
teachers, and experts during the focus groups, retreats, and working group meetings—WE CAN at
Mayfair and Fishing Schools available to all children in the neighborhood.
DCPNI conducted a scan of existing community resources and programs. There are nearly 50 programs
listed that focus on “Youth Services.” However, many of these programs are activities and services
available to youth but not actually provided within the DCPNI community. Geographic provision of
services is a major barrier to participation in these programs as is awareness and understanding of what
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these programs are offering outside of the community. The same could be said for the 30 summer
programs listed in the Ward 7 Operation Safe Summer 2011 initiative. In addition to knowledge and
location of such programs, other issues which should be investigated further are the capacity as well as
the quality and ability to meet the varied needs of the children and youth living in the DCPNI
neighborhoods.
Residents feel that this lack of programming translates to a scarcity of mentors (especially male
mentors) for youth to provide guidance and role models. In addition, there is very little academic
support for students outside of the school. Lack of mentorship and academic support outside of school,
combined with little out of school time activity, places many youth living in the neighborhood at high
risk for poor academic performance and in some cases, delinquency.
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21st Century Learning Tools
Needs Assessment
Overview of Indicators
Access to 21st Century Learning tools is critical for youth for multiple reasons. First of all, it facilitates
their ability to complete more complex homework assignments and projects. Second, it helps them
engage the contacts and resources they need to navigate the ever-changing world. Third, understanding
the wide array of applications for 21st Century Learning Tools equips students to compete in a global
marketplace as adults.
The Department of Education designated the number and percentage of students with school and home
access to broadband and connected computing devices as its key indicator for the 21st Century Learning
Tools goal for the Promise Neighborhood Initiative. However, during this process, we realized that we
needed to break down this indicator into its components to better understand the needs of the students
and their schools. As a result, we examined these key indicators:
 #/ percent of students with access to a computing device at home
 #/ percent of students with a broadband at home
 #/ percent of students with access to a computing device at school
 #/ percent of students with a broadband at school
During the needs assessment process, it also became clear that there were other dimensions of the
technology environment that were key to advancing the education of students and enhancing the
functioning of our partner schools. As a result, we explored some additional indicators:
 #/ percent of students who have other 21st century learning tools in their classrooms
 #/ percent of students enrolled in structured computer/technology classes or programs
 #/ percent of partner schools that use technology to track students’ progress and
communicate with parents
 #/ percent of students who can reliably access computers and the Internet at
community locations
Members of the 21st Century Learning Tools results-driven working group actively collaborated in the
data gathering for this needs assessment. RDWG participants include the DC Housing Authority,
teachers from the Tiger Woods Learning Center, community activists, staff from the DC Office of the
Chief Technology Officer (OCTO), and students from Chavez Parkside Schools.
Summary of Main Findings
In terms of the home environment, we find that the digital divide is a significant issue for DCPNI
students, particularly in Kenilworth Courts. A high percentage of families living in this area do not have
home computer or Internet access and primarily use community or school facilities to offset this need.
Our partner schools generally have adequate infrastructure for students in terms of computers and
Internet access. Some improvements, such as the installation of a computer lab at Thomas Elementary
or Smartboards in all classrooms at Kenilworth, would be helpful. However, the larger issue is a lack of
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structured instruction time around computers and technology to impart meaningful skills to the
students. Partner schools could also make substantial improvements in their use of technology for
tracking student progress and well-being in terms of both the quality of data and physical infrastructure.
Schools could also better employ technology to provide information to parents and cultivate more
active communication with students and parents.
In-Home Access
Access to computing device
Indicator: #/ percent of students with computer at home
Finding: Many low-income students in the DCPNI footprint do not have a computer at home
National data tell us that 93 percent of all children ages 8 to 17 have a computer at home.18 However,
access is not the same for all children. Those living in low-income households, like the great majority of
DCPNI students, are much less likely to use a computer at home than other children.19 Although focus
group participants all reported having a computer at home, the teachers with whom we spoke at the
elementary schools and at Chavez Schools estimated that only about 40 percent of their students had inhome access.
Data from the DC Office of the Chief Technology Officer (OCTO) show that there are many households
within the DCPNI footprint that do not have in-home access to a computer (see attached map). The
highest concentration of these households is in Kenilworth Courts, though there is substantial need in
Mayfair and Paradise as well.
Nevertheless, the school climate survey conducted at Chavez Parkside Schools shows that students
living in DCPNI housing developments have better in-home access to computers than OCTO statistics or
our teacher interviews might suggest. Students who live in Mayfair represent the largest segment of the
DCPNI population attending Chavez Middle School–Parkside and fully 90 percent of them report having
a computer they can use at home—a rate higher than that for Chavez Middle School–Parkside students
as a whole. Residents of other DCPNI housing developments revealed lower rates of in-home computer
access, but all of these rates exceeded expectations.
Similar results were found in Chavez High School. Almost all of the students in Mayfair, the
neighborhood representing the most DCPNI youth at Chavez High School, report having access to
computers at home. All the students surveyed who live in Paradise and Parkside also have in-home
access to a computer.

18

Data for 2009: Rideout, V. J., Foehr, U. G., and Roberts, D. F. (2010). Generation M2: Media in the lives of 8- to 18-year-olds.
Kaiser Family Foundation. Accessed at http://kff.org/entmedia/upload/8010.pdf.
19

Jansen, Jim. Use of the Internet in higher-income households. Pew Research Center’s Internet & American Life Project.
11/24/2010. Accessed on June 3, 2011 at http://pewinternet.org/~/media//Files/Reports/2010/PIP-Better-off-households-final.pdf.
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Table 1: Number and Percent of Chavez Middle School Students Who Report Having Access to a
Computer at Home, School Climate Survey
Neighborhood
All
Eastland Kenilworth Lotus
Mayfair Paradise Parkside Other
Chavez
Gardens
Square
Middle
School
Students
N
161
3
14
6
20
15
4
122
84.7
66.7
78.6
50.0
90.0
86.7
75.0
87.7
percent
Note: Data are missing on this variable for 14 Chavez middle school students.
Table 2: Number and Percent of Chavez Middle School Students Who Report Having Access to a
Computer at Home, School Climate Survey
Neighborhood
All
Eastland Kenilworth Lotus
Mayfair Paradise Parkside Other
Chavez
Gardens
Square
High
School
Students
N
246
5
12
0
29
15
3
176
91.5
80.0
91.7
0.0
96.6
100.0
100.0
89.8
percent
Note: Data are missing on this variable for 5 Chavez high school students.

Not
Sure

6
66.7

Not
Sure

9
100.0

Access to broadband
Indicator: #/ percent of students with a broadband Internet connection at home
Finding: Many low-income students in the DCPNI footprint do not have in-home Internet access
Approximately 84 percent of children ages 8 to 18 have in-home access to the Internet nationwide.18
However, not all children have equal access. While 87 percent of households with an annual income of
$75,000 or greater have broadband, only 40 percent of households earning less than $40,000 do.19
Given that the median income for our DCPNI footprint census tracts are $22,300 and $23,696
respectively,20 we would expect in-home Internet access to be problematic for our families.
In fact, broadband residential adoption rates21 are low in the DCPNI footprint relative to other
neighborhoods in the District, according to data from DC Office of the Chief Technology Officer. The
20

Census tract estimates are from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2005–2009 American Community Survey. Because of small sample
size, the margin of error on these estimates is substantial—$13,020 for the first census tract and $5,166 for the second. However,
the upward limit for these estimates would still put the median income for DCPNI residents well below the $40,000 mark.
21
Broadband subscriber counts were collected from FCC Form 477 that each provider shared voluntarily to the District of Columbia
Public Service Commission. Form 477 provides a breakdown of subscriptions by subscriber type (residential versus commercial)
and speed of connectivity by census tract. Residential broadband subscribers were calculated for each provider and then
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census tract which contains the Eastland Garden niche has slightly better connectivity than the tract
containing Parkside, Paradise, and Mayfair. The former ranks 109th of the 188 tracts in DC at 54.7
percent, while the latter ranks 145th at 44.9 percent. Within each of the two census tracts, broadband
adoption varies substantially as well. As the attached map illustrates using data gathered from youth
applying to DC’s summer employment program, the public housing community of Kenilworth Courts has
the most concentrated need for in-home Internet access (see attached 21CenturyLearningmaps.pdf).
However, residents of Mayfair and Paradise also struggle with Internet access.
Table 3: Number and Percent of Chavez Middle School Students Who Report Having Access to the
Internet at Home, School Climate Survey
Neighborhood
All
Eastland Kenilworth Lotus
Mayfair Paradise Parkside Other Not
Chavez
Gardens
Square
Sure
Middle
School
Students
N
185
3
14
6
20
15
4
117
6
82.2
100.0
71.4
66.7
85.0
86.7
75.0
83.8
66.7
percent
Note: Data are missing on this variable for 19 Chavez middle school students.
Table 4: Number and Percent of Chavez High School Students Who Report Having Access to the
Internet at Home, School Climate Survey
Neighborhood
All
Eastland Kenilworth Lotus
Mayfair Paradise Parkside Other
Chavez
Gardens
Square
High
School
Students
N
232
4
11
0
25
13
3
167
86.6
80.0
91.7
0.0
89.3
86.7
100.0
85.2
percent
Note: Data are missing on this variable for 6 Chavez high school students.

Not
Sure

9
100.0

Overall, most of the DCPNI population at Chavez Middle School and Chavez High School have access to
the Internet at home. Students in the DCPNI neighborhoods have about the same access to the Internet
as those students who live outside the DCPNI footprint. Students who live in Lotus Square and are in
Chavez Middle School had the least access to the Internet at home.
Like our analysis of school climate survey data on in-home computer access among Chavez middle
school students, we found in-home Internet access to be better than expected. In most DCPNI housing
developments, students reported Internet access at the same rate or one slightly lower than their
computer access. However, there were two notable exceptions. Students from Eastland Gardens and
aggregated to provide the total number of broadband subscribers by census tract. Broadband is defined as speeds of at least 768
kbps download and 200 kbps upload. Broadband adoption rates for each census tract were calculated as the ratio of residential
broadband subscribers to the total number of households reported in the 2000 census.
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Lotus Square actually demonstrated better rates of in-home access to the Internet than to in-home
computers. This may result from the use of smart phones or other technologies.
Access at school
Access to computing device
Indicator: #/ percent of students with access to a computing device at school
Finding: Access is sufficient at Chavez Parkside Schools and Kenilworth Elementary, but lacking at Neval
Thomas Elementary.
Access to computers is structured differently at each school. Chavez Parkside Schools has a learning lab
in place with 28 computers. All middle and high school students have a 50-minute computer lab period
two days a week. The lab is also available for student use after school and on Saturdays from 9:00 a.m.
to 1:00 p.m. with supervision. In addition, the school’s library has 12 computers for student use. Further,
one of the high school teachers told us that they can get laptops delivered to their classroom if they are
going to use them in an exercise or teaching that day. There are, in fact, two laptop carts for this type of
use—one for the middle school which contains 25 computers, and one for the high school which has 60.
Chavez Parkside Schools also issues laptops to all teachers to use during their hours of instruction.
The School Climate Survey revealed that only about half of Chavez middle school students often use
computers to do school work. Sixth graders had the lowest reporting rate at approximately 40 percent;
rates for 7th and 8th graders were slightly higher at 53 and 51 percent respectively.
Our School Climate Survey showed that Chavez students have some interesting perceptions computer
access on campus. A very high percentage of middle school students agreed that they have access to a
working computer during computer class or lab at school—92 percent overall with little variation by
grade level. However, only about half of these students reported that they had access to computers
during the school day other than within this structured time and environment. The majority of middle
school students also perceived that the school’s computers were not available before or after school,
despite Chavez’s open-door policy. Overall, approximately 50 percent of these students seemed
satisfied with their computer access at school; but 7th graders in particular felt that they didn’t have
enough access. More than 2 of every 5 7th graders surveyed didn’t think they had enough opportunities
to use computers at school. One Chavez high school student echoed this concern in the teen boy focus
group, “We need more access to do our homework.”

103

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

Table 5: In-School Internet Access among Chavez Middle School Students, School Climate Survey
Grade
7th

8th

Total
N*

All
6th
Chavez
Middle
School
Students

I have access to working computers during
computer class or lab at school.

168

92.3

93.8

90.2

92.8

I have access to working computers during
the school day other than computer class or
lab

181

51.4

49.0

50.0

54.1

I can use my school's computers before and
after school.

185

36.8

32.7

36.2

40.0

I have enough opportunities to use
computers at school.

179

50.3

51.0

37.5

59.7

Note: Percentages were calculated for all students who responded “strongly agree” or “agree” to each statement.
* The total number of responses varies for each question because of different missing value patterns.

Table 6: In-School Internet Access among Chavez High School Students, School Climate Survey
Grade
Total All
9th
10th
11th
12th
N*
Chavez
High
School
Students
I have access to working computers during
computer class or lab at school.

176

69.0

73.8

59.0

65.8

81.3

I have access to working computers during
the school day other than computer class
or lab

161

62.9

60.8

63.3

65.8

65.6

I can use my school's computers before
and after school.

190

74.2

75.7

69.6

76.3

78.1

I have enough opportunities to use
computers at school.

169

65.5

68.5

61.3

65.8

65.6

Note: Percentages were calculated for all students who responded “strongly agree” or “agree” to each statement.
* The total number of responses varies for each question because of different missing value patterns.

More Chavez Middle School students have access to working computers in their school during computer
class or lab compared to Chavez High School. However, Chavez High School students have more access
and opportunities to work on computers outside of computer lab or class at school.
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Access to computers at the elementary schools is more limited. Kenilworth Elementary has a computer
lab and each class at Kenilworth Elementary uses this facility for one 45-minute period a week.
Classrooms at this school also have a couple of computers available for use in conjunction with teachers’
lesson plans. There is no computer lab at Neval Thomas Elementary. Classrooms generally have a
computer available, but it is more for the use of the teachers in their instruction than for students’ use.
Access to broadband Internet connection
Indicator: #/ percent of students with a broadband at school
Finding: All schools have Wi-Fi installed, but connection at Chavez in particular may be unreliable.
Internet access at our partner schools is largely through Wi-Fi. There are two DC government wireless
hotspots within the neighborhood—one located at the Kenilworth Recreation Center based on the 3rd
floor of Kenilworth Elementary and the other at Neval Thomas Elementary.22
Chavez also has Wi-Fi Internet access throughout its facility. Results from the School Climate Survey
show that approximately 82 percent of middle school students and 87 percent of high school students
either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, “I have access to the Internet at school.” However,
the quality of the connection at Chavez Parkside Schools may be unreliable. A middle school student at
Chavez told us at the teen girl focus group that issues with connectivity cause problems for the
functioning of school records of grades and attendance. “I still think they should write it down ‘cause
that’s how your grade can get messed up. Like say ‘cause we don’t have good reception at Chavez so
one day it was down and I was like, ‘that’s not my grade.’ It dropped fully.”
Availability of 21st tools in the classroom
Indicator: #/ percent of students who have 21st century learning tools in their classrooms
Finding: Chavez and Thomas are fairly well-equipped; Kenilworth classrooms have some great tools but
are lacking Smartboards.
Chavez Parkside Schools are perhaps best situated among the three schools. Classrooms sport built-in
LCD projectors hanging from the ceilings, used by English and math teachers to display notes and
PowerPoint on the board. All teachers have laptops to facilitate this process.
At Kenilworth Elementary, each classroom has a few computers students use to enhance their learning
with various math and reading programs and do research for small projects. One teacher at Kenilworth
22

http://broadbandmap.dc.gov/#
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shared that she uses a palm pilot with a program called M Class Rating for testing on fluency, word
usage, language competence, and other skills. Each child is tested one at a time and creates reports to
help parents and teacher understand the child’s progress. They also have “listening centers” with tape
recorders to listen to books, and TVs with DVDs, although one teacher reported that the latter were
located too high up to be able to comfortably use. There is only one Smartboard in the whole school;
teachers have to reserve it and take their class to the board because it is difficult to move. At Thomas, all
classrooms have Smartboards and computers for teachers to project their lesson plans and integrate
video and audio into their instruction.
Quality of Technology-Related Instruction
Indicator: #/ percent of students enrolled in structured computer/technology classes or programs
Finding: Children at partner schools have very little structured instruction in computers/technology.
Children and youth in the neighborhood are much more comfortable with technology than their
parents. “They know more than we do,” admitted one parent in our focus group with parents of
elementary and middle school students. However, despite their relative comfort level with technology,
the ways in which youth use it are very limited. Both parent and teen focus group participants agreed
that youth access the Internet mostly for social networking purposes. The parent of a preschool age
child observed, “They don’t go in there to do Internet—they go in to socialize and do Facebook.” A teen
girl from one of our focus groups told us, “Most kids like going on the Internet because of video chat and
stuff like that.” A participant in the teen boys focus group shared that, even if he starts off working on
an assignment on the computer, he usually ends up doing Facebook instead. “I try, but usually I use the
computer and it leads to other stuff.” A Chavez high school teacher with whom we spoke also added her
concern, “They desperately need better computer skills. Not just typing, PowerPoint, basic Internet
skills. Many juniors this year had no idea how to attach a document to an e-mail. They were cutting and
pasting the whole document into the e-mail body.”
Structured instruction time around technology and its applications is fairly limited at our partner
schools. This is not surprising since DC schools have not yet adopted standards around technology. A
high school teacher at Chavez told us that all freshman at take a quarter-long “Research and
Presentation” class, which gives them some basic skills on how to do research online and create
PowerPoint presentations in preparation for their policy project. All middle and high school students
also have the 50-minute computer lab period two days a week, as mentioned above. However, there is
no structured instruction during these labs. Students mostly use the period as their downtime. Students
in our focus groups agreed that opportunities to use technology at Chavez Parkside Schools seemed
limited. “Yeah at the middle school, we didn’t even take computers,” pointed out a middle school girl at
a teen focus group. Both partner elementary schools also have limited structured technology
instruction. Each class at Kenilworth Elementary has access to the school’s computer lab for one 45minute period a week. Since there is no computer instructor, teachers must individually come up with
their own strategies to take advantage of this instruction. This situation means that the scope and
quality of this instruction around technology varies substantially. And at Neval Thomas Elementary,
there is no designated time or space for computer- or technology-related instruction.
In practice, all three schools’ main approach to teaching students about computers and technology has
been to depend on individual teachers to find ways to integrate technology into their standard
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instruction. Respondents to the School Climate Survey at Chavez affirm that teachers are indeed making
an effort to use computers and media into their classes. An estimated 83 percent of middle schoolers
and 90 percent of high schoolers either strongly agreed or agreed with the statement, “School staff use
computers and other technology for classroom teaching.”
Some teachers with whom we spoke accomplish this very successfully. One 4th and 5th grade special
needs instructor at Thomas shared how she uses her SmartBoard regularly, puts all lesson plans on her
computer, looks up audio and visual to support her lessons, and uses PowerPoint, the Internet, and
other tools to support instruction. She even makes hooking up the equipment part of the lesson.
Teachers at Kenilworth and Chavez also articulated similar efforts. One teacher at Kenilworth shared
how she uses a web-based application called Study Island for math that is great because students can
communicate with the teacher through the program using texts or messages. It is clear that using
technology and multimedia in the classroom helps to better engage students. Another teacher from
Chavez confided, “I can be so much more creative with my teaching with technology! It keeps their
attention longer.” The issue is really whether these passive experiences effectively translate into skills
that the students can use for their academic and professional success.
In terms of after-school programming, there is only one program available within the footprint. Chavez
houses the Tiger Woods Learning Center within its campus, which offers technology-related after school
activities from 3:30–5:00 p.m. Middle school students can participate Monday through Thursday; and
high school students come in on Fridays. The Tiger Woods Learning Center offers a wide variety
technology applications including robotics and forensic science. Despite the merits of this program,
neighborhood youth underutilize it. Even though the program welcomes all middle school and high
school youth in the neighborhood, only Chavez students attend. Among Chavez students, none of our
focus group participants mentioned the program. Some Chavez parents also have misperceptions
around access to this program. In our focus group with parents of high school students, one parent
confided, “Programs like [Tiger Woods] are not advertised around. Only straight A students can
participate. And your mom does not even get a notice about the activities.”
Use of Computers and Technology at Schools to Track Student Progress
Indicator: #/ percent of partner schools that use technology to track students’ progress and
communicate with parents
Finding: Data systems to facilitate information for parents are inadequate.
Chavez Parkside Schools utilizes Power Schools to record student attendance and academic progress.
Teachers at the school told us that they use the system and that parents and students alike have access
to it. However, Internet connectivity problems may be causing problems for this system, as mentioned
in the section above. At the elementary schools, teachers maintain hand-written records for attendance
and grades. When it comes to report cards, teachers have to make carbon copies. One Kenilworth
teacher confided that the forms themselves were insufficient for writing comments, so she has taken to
typing them into the computer and handing them out along with the report card. That way she also has
an electronic record she can reference later.

Finding: Partners do not routinely use technology communicate with parents and students
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At Chavez Schools, some teachers shared with us that they regularly communicate with students by email, but not with parents. Similarly, teachers at the elementary schools gave examples of
communicating with other school staff like the social workers or counselors by e-mail, but not with
parents. One teacher at Kenilworth explained that this mode of communication was simply not practical
since only about a third of her students’ parents even had an e-mail account. In part, this may be due to
the lack of in-home and Internet access identified in the earlier sections of this needs assessment.
However, it may be due to a lack of comfort with technology on the part of many parents. At the first
resident retreat, some parents talked about a shift in communication toward e-mail and a web page–
based system at schools. Students seem to like this because they do not like bringing fliers, letters, etc.
home, but parents did not seem to like this as much. A mother of Thomas Elementary student and a
Chavez middle school confided at one of our focus groups, “You have people who are intimidated by
technology. People who just don’t like it and have no desire.” In our high school parent focus group,
another parent pointed out, “[There are] lots of opportunities for it but you need to want it.” No one at
our focus groups mentioned using the Internet to exchange e-mail with their children’s teachers or
otherwise interact with their schools.
Neighborhood Access to Computing Devices and the Internet
Indicator: #/ percent of students who can reliably access computers and the Internet at community
locations
Finding: Most DCPNI families access computers and the Internet at community locations, but restrictions
often hinder their use.
Participants in all of our focus groups stated that most people use one of the computer labs within the
neighborhood or nearby. In fact, there are three recreation centers within the footprint that have
computers for residents to use. However, the infrastructure available varies substantially across these
facilities. Mayfair has the best equipped facility with two computer labs and a total of 28 computers
which have the Microsoft Office Suite (Word, PowerPoint, Excel, etc.) installed as well as Internet access.
Paradise has 25 computers in their Community Center. Kenilworth Courts, in contrast, has only three
computers in its learning center; and another four laptops available in the boxing gym.
Each of the different recreation centers also has different restrictions on the access that is available to
their computer labs. For example, because Mayfair is a private property, their residents have priority
over other comers (i.e., a youth from Parkside could only access the lab if there were empty spaces and
no residents from Mayfair also wanted the space). The computer lab at Mayfair is also closed on Fridays
and weekends. Similar schedule restrictions apply at the other recreation centers located within the
footprint.
Many residents, particularly those in Kenilworth, actually make the trek across the 295 freeway to use
the computer facilities at the Deanwood Recreation Center because of its good infrastructure (25
computers in the computer room and another 25 at the adjacent library) and relatively flexible hours. It
is open until 9:30 p.m, Monday through Saturday, though access from 7:30 p.m until closing is only
available to adults. However, our focus groups indicated that there are issues of safety for youth from
the DCPNI neighborhood who are perceived as outsiders at Deanwood. In our focus group with teen
boys, one Kenilworth student confided, “They just pick on you for no reason. People beat you up
because they just want to do it.” We heard this same concern from parents in two different focus
108

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

groups—the one for parents of elementary and middle school students and the one for parents of high
school–age youth. One father of an elementary school student put it this way, “Every weekend since
that rec has been opened... there is always something and the police are always running back and forth.
And the police are taking more time to get here now when it first started, right. Used to be there in a
few minutes…So what happens is they are not taking it serious because no one has been hurt yet. And
until someone gets hurt I don’t think anything is going to happen.”
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APPENDIX:
Schools Attend by Public School Students from DCPNI Footprint
SY2008-09
Appendix 1. Schools attended by students preschool–5th grade from DCPNI footprint
School Name

THOMAS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
KENILWORTH ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
ARTS AND TECHNOLOGY ACADEMY
FRIENDSHIP EDISON—CHAMBERLAIN CAMPUS
HOUSTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
AITON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
KIPP DC—LEAP
RIVER TERRACE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

Number of
elementary
students from
DCPNI footprint
enrolled
187
173
29
23
17
13
11
10

WILLIAM E. DOAR, JR. PCS—EDGEWOOD
BURRVILLE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
DC PREPARATORY ACADEMY
MARY MCLEOD BETHUNE—Brookland Campus

10
<10
<10
<10

MAURY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
BRENT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
EAGLE ACADEMY
FRIENDSHIP EDISON—WOODRIDGE CAMPUS

<10
<10
<10
<10

MERIDIAN PCS ELEMENTARY
MINER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
FRIENDSHIP EDISON—BLOW PIERCE CAM

<10
<10
<10

HYDE LEADERSHIP PCS
JO WILSON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
LANGDON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TYLER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
WATKINS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
CENTER CITY PCS—Shaw
HOPE COMMUNITY PCS—Lamond
HOWARD ROAD ACADEMY PCS—Pennsylvania Avenue

<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10

IMAGINE SOUTHEAST PCS
NIA COMMUNITY PCS
PEABODY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
ACADEMY FOR LEARNING THROUGH THE ARTS PCS

<10
<10
<10
<10

APPLETREE EARLY LEARNING PCS (Columbia Heights)

<10

COMMUNITY ACADEMY PCS—Amos III Armstrong
FEREBEE-HOPE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

<10
<10

FRIENDSHIP SOUTHEAST ELEMENTARY ACADEMY

<10
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HOPE COMMUNITY PCS—Tolson
NOYES ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
POTOMAC LIGHTHOUSE CHARTER SCHOOL
PROSPECT LEARNING CENTER
AMIDON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
BROWNE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL
CENTER CITY PCS—Trinidad
COMMUNITY ACADEMY—ALLISON STREET

<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10

DC PREPARATORY ACADEMY—Edgewood Elementary
E.L. HAYNES PCS
ELSIE WHITLOW STOKES COMMUNITY FREEDOM
EXCEL ACADEMY PCS
FRANCIS JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL
IDEAL ACADEMY (lower school ES—MS)
JACKIE ROBINSON CENTER
NALLE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
ROSS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
SEATON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
SEPTIMA CLARK PCS
SHAED ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
SMOTHERS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
ST. COLETTA
THOMSON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
WASHINGTON LATIN PCS
APPLETREE EARLY LEARNING PCS (Riverside)
APPLETREE EARLY LEARNING PCS (at Amidon)

<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10

BIRNEY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
BROOKLAND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
CENTER CITY PCS—Brentwood
CENTER CITY PCS—Petworth
COMMUNITY ACADEMY—VIRTUAL SCHOOL

<10
<10
<10
<10
<10

CONSOLIDATED HEADSTART
EMERY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
HAMILTON CENTER SPECIAL EDUCATION
HARRIS, CW ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
HOWARD ROAD ACADEMY PCS
KIPP DC—KEY ACADEMY
LECKIE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
MALCOLM X ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
MARSHALL THURGOOD ELEMENTARY
MARTIN LUTHER KING ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10

MARY MCLEOD BETHUNE—16TH STREET

<10

MC TERELL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
PLUMMER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
RANDLE HIGHLANDS ELEMENTARY
ROOTS PCS —PK–8
SCOTT MONTGOMERY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
SHEPHERD ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
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TREE OF LIFE COMMUNITY, PCS
TUITION GRANT
WHITTIER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
WILLIAM E. DOAR, JR. PCS—Northwest

<10
<10
<10
<10

Source: Student-level data from DCPS STARS and Public Charter OLAMS systems from SY2008–09.
Notes: School listing includes only students enrolled from PS–5th grade. This list may exclude students from the 6th grade enrolled in other
elementary schools. Schools with enrolled with less than 10 students was suppressed for confidentiality purposes.

Appendix 2. Schools attended by students 6th–8th grade from DCPNI footprint
School Name
CESAR CHAVEZ PSHS—HAYES
RONALD BROWN MIDDLE SCHOOL
FRIENDSHIP EDISON—BLOW PIERCE CAM
IDEA—INTEGRATED DESIGN ELECTRONIC
ACADEMY
JEFFERSON JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL
ELIOT JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL
HARDY MIDDLE SCHOOL
MARY MCLEOD BETHUNE—Brookland Campus
OPTIONS PCS
BROWNE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL
FRIENDSHIP EDISON—WOODRIDGE CAMPUS
KELLY MILLER MIDDLE SCHOOL
KIPP DC-KEY ACADEMY
KRAMER MIDDLE SCHOOL
PAUL PCS
ARTS AND TECHNOLOGY ACADEMY
CENTER CITY PCS——Trinidad
COLUMBIA HEIGHTS EDUCATION CENTER
HOWARD UNIVERSITY—MIDDLE SCHOOL OF MATH
& SCIENCE

Frequency
98
89
18
14
10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10

KIPP DC—WILL ACADEMY
MAYA ANGELOU PCS MIDDLE SCHOOL—Evans
WILLIAM E. DOAR, JR. PCS—EDGEWOOD
CENTER CITY PCS—Capitol Hill
DC PREPARATORY ACADEMY
E. L. HAYNES PCS
HOPE COMMUNITY PCS—Tolson
HYDE LEADERSHIP PCS
SEED PCS
STUART-HOBSON MIDDLE SCHOOL
ACADEMIA BILINQUE DE LA COMUNIDAD PCS
BARBARA JORDAN PCS
CAPITAL CITY PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL Lower
School

<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10

CESAR CHAVEZ PSHS—Prep
DEAL JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL
EMERY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

<10
<10
<10
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FRANCIS JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL
FRIENDSHIP EDISON—CHAMBERLAIN CAMPUS
GARNET-PATTERSON MIDDLE SCHOOL
HAMILTON CENTER SPECIAL EDUCATION
KIPP DC—AIM ACADEMY
LANGDON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
MACFARLAND MIDDLE SCHOOL
SHARPE HEALTH SCHOOL
SOUSA MIDDLE SCHOOL
TRUESDELL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TUITION GRANT
TWO RIVERS PCS
WALKER-JONES ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
WEBB ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10

Sources: Student-level data from DCPS STARS and Public Charter OLAMS systems from SY2008–09.
Notes: School listing includes only students enrolled from 6th–8th grade; therefore, this list may include elementary school because some have
6th grades. Schools with fewer than 10 students enrolled were suppressed for confidentiality purposes.

Appendix 3. Schools attended by students 9th–12th grade from DCPNI footprint
School Name
SPINGARN HIGH SCHOOL
CESAR CHAVEZ PSHS—HAYES
FRIENDSHIP EDISON—CG WOODSON CAM
IDEA—INTEGRATED DESIGN ELECTRONIC ACADEMY
WOODSON ACADEMY
HD WOODSON SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL
LUKE MOORE ACADEMY HIGH SCHOOL
MAYA ANGELOU PCS—EVANS CAMPUS
BUSINESS & FIN SWSC WOODSON
TH
CESAR CHAVEZ PSHS—12
MCKINLEY TECHNOLOGY HIGH SCHOOL
DUNBAR HIGH SCHOOL
EASTERN HIGH SCHOOL
WASHINGTON MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY PCS
COOLIDGE HIGH SCHOOL
BENJAMIN BANNEKER HIGH SCHOOL
WILSON SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL
BOOKER T. WASHINGTON—DAY
SEED PCS
ANACOSTIA HIGH SCHOOL
CARDOZO HIGH SCHOOL
COLUMBIA HEIGHTS EDUCATION CENTER
ELLINGTON SCHOOL OF THE ARTS
MARRIOTT HOSPITALITY PCHS
ROOSEVELT HIGH SCHOOL
WILLIAM E. DOAR, JR. PCS—EDGEWOOD
BALLOU HIGH SCHOOL

Frequency
105
64
38
23
21
20
16
13
12
10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
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CITY LIGHTS PCS
HYDE LEADERSHIP PCS
MEI FUTURES ACADEMY PCS
PHELPS ARCH., CONST. & ENGINER. HIGH SCHOOL
TRANSITION ACADEMY AT SHADD
YOUNG AMERICA WORKS PCS
BALLOU STAY
CHOICE ACADEMY MS/HS Hamilton
DC DETENTION FACILITY
KIMA—KAMIT INSTITUTE FOR MAGNIFICENT ACHIEVERS
MAYA ANGELOU PCS—SHAW CAMPUS
SCHOOL WITHOUT WALLS
YOUTH SERVICES CENTER

<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10
<10

Sources: Student-level data from DCPS STARS and Public Charter OLAMS systems from SY2008–09.
Notes: School listing includes only students enrolled from 9th–12th grade. Schools with enrolled with less than 10 students was suppressed for
confidentiality purposes.
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Focus Group Instrument Guide
Appendix
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Teenage Boy/Girl
Focus Group Discussion Guide
Focus Group Goals
• To learn about what teenagers who live in the DCPNI footprint think are the greatest needs, challenges, and
strengths in the following areas:
School, extracurricular activities, safety, graduation and college, physical health, family
st
supportive learning, and 21 century learning tools.
• The information learned will be used for:
o U.S. Department of Education’s required needs assessment
o Results-Driven Working Group program proposals

You were invited to attend this focus group because we want to hear what teenagers think about their schools and
neighborhoods. We want to hear from you about things that are working and things that you need to make things
better.
[Facilitators read rules of focus group.]
Let’s start our discussion by introducing ourselves. Please tell us your first name, what neighborhood you live in,
and where you go to school.
HIGH SCHOOL (20 minutes)
Let’s start off talking about the high schools in and around the DC Promise Neighborhood.
What are some of the high schools that teenagers from this community attend?
What do they like/don’t like about the high schools?
How do these schools compare to others in DC?
Probes: special education, teacher quality, school quality, safety, extracurricular activities?
What about Chavez High school? Why would a teen choose to attend Chavez? Advantages/disadvantages? Why
would they choose not to go there?
Probes: Special education (do certain schools provide better for students’ special needs).
Do kids switch schools midyear? Why?
Where do they switch to?
Are students/parents happy after they switch? Why/why not?
GRADUATION AND COLLEGE (20 minutes)
Do the high schools encourage and expect students to graduate on time? What do the schools/teachers do to
make sure? What more could they be doing?
Probe: counselors?
Do the high schools encourage and expect students to go on for more education after graduating, like college,
community college, trade schools, or accreditation programs? Why do you think that? Examples?
Probe: Do counselors identify target schools, assist students in financial planning to pay for college, make
sure students are academically ready?
Probes: Do students want to go onto college or trade school?
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What are some of the specific things schools do that are most helpful to get students ready to go on for more
school after graduating? What more could they do to be supportive/helpful?
Think about kids who have not graduated from high school—why do you think they don’t make it to graduation?
What are they doing now?
What would have helped them graduate from high school?
SAFETY IN SCHOOLS (20 minutes)
Let’s talk about how safe teens are in their school and traveling to go to school.
Do teenagers feel safe in their schools? Why—what are the problems?
Probe: Which schools do people think are the safest? The least safe? Why?
What would it take to make them feel safer at school?
Are teenagers in the neighborhood safe when traveling to or from school? What are the challenges if any?
What would need to happen to make them feel safer?
ACCESS TO SERVICES (25 minutes)
Now we want to ask about the types of services, programs, opportunities that are in these neighborhoods.
What types of activities are available to the teenagers who live in the neighborhood? Where are they?
Probe: Are they after school, on the weekends, during the summer?
Probe: employment opportunities? Training?
What would teenagers like to see available to do in the neighborhoods after school, on the weekends, in the
summer?
Probe: Do they have enough programs—do they get full quickly? What would make it easier to
join/participate?
What opportunities are there for teens to be active or get exercise in the community? Are there any challenges?
Probe: Safety issues? Where in particular?
Where do teenagers in this community go when they’re sick?
Probe: emergency room versus regular doctor, mobile van, school nurse
Probe: For regular check-ups or vaccinations
Where do teenagers go for regular dental care?
Where do teenagers get their information/advice about being healthy and taking care of themselves?
Probe: school nurse, friends, parents, regular doctor, Internet
How much interaction do teenagers have with the school nurse? Does he/she provide information that teens use?
Switching gears a bit, let’s talk about access to technology.
Do teens around here have access to a computer and Internet? Where?
Probe: Differentiate between cell phones and computers.
Probe: Are computers available at home, library, rec center, work?
Are there any challenges for teenagers in this neighborhood to get access to computers and the Internet? What
are they?
Probe: If parents/children don’t have access, what are they missing out on?
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How do teachers use computers in your classes? Do they use other types of technology in the classroom?
Probe: do they use it to teach, to communicate with students, for homework?
Do teenagers use the computer or Internet for school work? Or other things beyond video games?
WRAP UP
Is there anything else that you think is important for the groups working on DC Promise Neighborhood Initiative to
know about what teenagers who live here need?
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Parents of Infants, Toddlers, and Early Childhood
Focus Group Discussion Guide
Focus Group Goals
 To learn about what parents of infants, toddlers, and preschool/prekindergarten students who live in the
DCPNI footprint think are the greatest needs, obstacles, and strengths in the following areas:
Child care options, preparation for kindergarten, and access to services.
 The information learned will be used for:
o U.S. Department of Education’s required Needs Assessment
o Results-Driven Working Group program proposals

You were asked to attend this focus group because we want to hear how parents of very young children decide
whether to use child care and whether they think their children are getting what they need to be well prepared for
kindergarten. We want to hear from you about things that are working for you and your family and things that you
need to make things better.
[Go through script describing rules of a focus group.]
Let’s start our discussion by introducing ourselves. Please tell us your first name, what neighborhood you live in,
how many children you have, and the ages of your children.
ACCESS TO CHILD CARE (25 minutes)
What child care options are available in the community? Outside of the community?
For example, If you have a 2-year-old, what are your options for child care?
What about if you have a 4-year-old?
Probes: what kind of care: stay at home, family/friends/neighbors, center-based care, licensed homebased care?
Are there enough child care options in the community? Is there anyone who can’t find child care nearby? Do
families feel they need to go outside the community to get care? Why/why not?
Probes: infant care in particular?
What kinds of things to parents look for when they want good child care for young children?
Probes: location, free/subsidized, convenience, hours
Are these kinds of good child care available in the community? Do families think they need to go outside
the neighborhood?
Do families face any obstacles in trying to get access to good child care?
Probes: differentiate between infants and older kids, children with special needs, transportation, waiting
lists
Neval Thomas and Kenilworth offer Head Start, preschool and prekindergarten classes. What do you think of these
classes? Do families use them and like them? What are the strengths and weaknesses?
Probe: space limitations
PREPARED FOR KINDERGARTEN (25 minutes)
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Are the children who live in the community ready for kindergarten by the time they are 5 years old? By that, I
mean do they recognize their shapes and colors, know their numbers, know how to behave in groups?
What helped them get ready? What stood in their way?
Probe: Not enough quality child care, no space available
If parents at home are an issue, what would it take to get kids ready?
Probe: education
[Should families talk about developmental delays]
Do families have access to screenings for developmental delays? How about services afterwards?
Do the child care providers here in the neighborhood help get children ready for kindergarten? How? [Differentiate
between child care outside of elementary schools versus PS/PK in Kenilworth and Neval Thomas]
Prompt: Are parents provided information on how to help children be ready for K? Starts with social
workers, case workers, and doctors office.
SCHOOLS (10 minutes)
Let’s switch gears a bit talking about the schools in the DC Promise Neighborhood Initiative—Neval Thomas,
Kenilworth, and Cesar Chavez Middle School.
What do families think about the schools, Neval Thomas, Kenilworth, Chavez MS, in these neighborhoods? What
do parents like/what don’t parents like?
[If they have problems]
What would you like to see different?
Probes: special education, parent involvement?
How would you compare these schools to others in DC?
Probes: buildings, teachers, resources.
Why would families from this neighborhood choose to attend or not choose to attend these schools for their
children?
Probes: Low test scores, not enough activities, special education, teacher quality, principal quality, safety
Are parents involved with their children’s education? In what ways?
Probes: things parents can do at home, at the school
Are there any obstacles that parents face in getting more involved in their children’s school or education?
ACCESS TO SERVICES (25 minutes)
Now we want to ask about the types of services, programs, and opportunities that are in the community.
What types of activities are available to the children that live in the community? Where are they?
Probe: Are they after school, on the weekends, during the summer?
Are there enough activities/programs—do they get full quickly? What would make it easier for children to
join/participate? What has changed?
What would parents like to see available to children in the community after school, on the weekends, in the
summer?
Will parents travel to different parts of the neighborhood? Like the Mayfair pool?
Are there ways for children to be active or get exercise in the community? Are there any obstacles?
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Probe: Safety issues? Where in particular? Issue of facilities or enough staffing.
What about parents—what opportunities are there for adults to be active/get exercise in the community?
What are the obstacles?
Probe: Safety issues? Accessibility?
Where do parents in this community go when they’re sick? (Here inside the footprint or outside including MN
Ave)? What about for their children?
Probe: Hunt Place Clinic, Charter Health, emergency room versus regular doctor, mobile van, school nurse
Probe: For regular check-ups or vaccinations (e.g., daycare forms)?
Would parents want some health services in the neighborhood? What kind?
Probe: location, cost/insurance issues
[If parents not using]
What would it take to get people to use them?
Where do parents in this community go for regular dental care for themselves and their children?
Probe: Do people go at all.
Probe: how do parents get the school dental forms filled out for child care?
What do you think is the number one health problem for adults and children in the community?
Probe: obesity, asthma, mental health, teen pregnancy
Are there services to help out with the problem?
Switching gears a bit, let’s talk about access to technology.
Do adults in this neighborhood have access to a computer? Do adults have access to the Internet? Where/how do
people access it? What about their children?
Probe: Differentiate between cell phones and computers.
Probe: Are computers available at home, library, rec center, work?
Are there any obstacles for adults and children in this neighborhood to get access to computers and the Internet?
What are they?
Probe: If parents/children don’t have access, what are they missing out on?
If they don’t have it, where do people go?
Probe: Friend, library, rec center?
WRAP UP (5 min)
Is there anything else that you think is important for the groups working on DC Promise Neighborhood Initiative to
know about parents and the children who live here?
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Parents of Elementary and Middle School Students
Focus Group Discussion Guide
Focus Group Goals
• To learn about what parents of elementary school and middle school children who live in the DCPNI footprint
think are the greatest needs, challenges, and strengths in the following areas:
st
School, extracurricular activities, safety, physical health, family supportive learning, and 21
century learning tools.
• The information learned will be used for:
o U.S. Department of Education’s required needs assessment
o Results-Driven Working Group program proposals
You were asked to attend this focus group because we want to hear what parents of teenagers think about their
teenagers’ schools and neighborhoods. We want to hear from you about things that are working for you and your
family and things that you need to make things better.
[Go through script about rules of a focus group.]
Let’s start our discussion by introducing ourselves. Please tell us your first name, what neighborhood you live in,
and where your children go to school.
SCHOOL AND MOBILITY (25 minutes)
We’re going to start off talking about the schools in the DC Promise Neighborhood Initiative – Neval Thomas,
Kenilworth, and Cesar Chavez Middle School.
What do families think about the schools, Neval Thomas, Kenilworth, Chavez MS, in these neighborhoods? What
do parents like/not like?
Probes: academics, safety, building, resources
How do these schools compare to others in DC?
Probes: special education, teacher quality, principal quality?
Why would families from this neighborhood choose to attend or not choose to attend these schools for their
children?
Probes: Special education
Do families switch their children’s schools midyear? Why?
Probes: are there differences in reasons between elementary and middle school?
Where do they switch their children to?
Are students/parents happy after they switch? Why/why not?
FAMILY SUPPORTIVE LEARNING (10 minutes)
Now let’s talk know about how involved parents are in their children’s school, in their education.
Are parents involved with their children’s education? In what ways?
Probes: things parents can do at home, at the school
Are there any challenges that parents face in getting more involved in their children’s school or education?
SAFETY IN SCHOOLS (20 minutes)
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Let’s talk about how safe children are in their school and traveling to go to school.
Do parents have any concerns about safety for their kids in their schools? What are they? What has led to these
concerns?
Probe: Determine if these are in Neval Thomas, Kenilworth, and Chavez in particular.
[If parents don’t think their children are safe at school]
What would it take to make the students feel safer at school?
Are children in the neighborhood safe when traveling to or from school? Examples? What are the challenges if
any?
Probe: Traffic versus violence, drugs, gangs
[If parents report unsafe]
What would need to happen to make their children safer?
ACCESS TO SERVICES (30 minutes)
Now we want to ask about the types of services, programs, and opportunities that are available in these
neighborhoods.
What types of activities are available to the kids that live in the neighborhood? Where are they?
Probe: Are they after school, on the weekends, during the summer?
What would parents like to see available for children in the neighborhoods after school, on the weekends, in the
summer?
Probe: Are there enough programs—do they get full quickly? What would make it easier for children to
join/participate?
What opportunities are there for children to be active or get exercise in the community? Please describe.
Are there any challenges for children to be active/get exercise?
Probe: Safety issues? Where in particular?
What about parents—what opportunities are there for adults to be active/get exercise in the community?
What are the challenges, if any?
Probe: Safety issues?
Where do parents in this community go when they’re sick? What about for their children?
Probe: emergency room versus regular doctor, mobile van, school nurse
Probe: For regular check-ups or vaccinations (e.g., daycare forms)?
Do parents need other health services that don’t currently exist in the community? What kind?
Probe: location, cost/insurance issues
[If parents not using]
What would it take to get people to use them?
What do you think is the number one health problem for adults in the community? For children?
Probe: obesity, asthma, mental health, teen pregnancy
Where do parents in this community go for regular dental care for themselves and their children?
Probe: how do parents get the school dental forms filled out?
Switching gears a bit, let’s talk about access to technology.
Do adults in this neighborhood have access to a computer? Do adults have access to the Internet? Where/how do
people access it? What about their children?
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Probe: Differentiate between cell phones and computers.
Probe: Are computers available at home, library, rec center, work?
Are there any challenges for adults and children in this neighborhood to get access to computers and the Internet?
What are they?
Probe: If parents/children don’t have access, what are they missing out on?
WRAP UP
Is there anything else that you think is important for the groups working on DC Promise Neighborhood Initiative to
know about parents and the children who live here?
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Parents of High School Students
Focus Group Discussion Guide
Focus Group Goals
• To learn about what parents of high school children who live in the DCPNI footprint think are the greatest
needs, challenges, and strengths in the following areas:
School, extracurricular activities, safety, graduation and college, physical health, family
st
supportive learning, and 21 century learning tools.
• The information learned will be used for:
o U.S. Department of Education’s required needs assessment
o Results-Driven Working Group program proposals
You were asked to attend this focus group because we want to hear what parents of teenagers think about their
teenagers’ schools and neighborhoods. We want to hear from you about things that are working for you and your
family and things that you need to make things better.
[Review script of rules of focus groups.]
Let’s start our discussion by introducing ourselves. Please tell us your first name, what neighborhood you live in,
and where your children go to school.
HIGH SCHOOLS AND COLLEGE (25 minutes)
We’re going to start off talking about the high schools in and around the DC Promise Neighborhood Initiative.
What are some of the high schools that teenagers go to from these neighborhoods?
What do families think about these high schools? What do parents like/not like? What would make the schools
better?
Probe: Academics, safety, extracurricular activities?
How do these schools compare to others in DC?
Probes: special education?
What about Chavez High School? Why would families choose Chavez? Why would they choose another school?
Probes: Special education, teacher quality, principal quality, extracurricular activities?
Do families switch their children’s schools midyear? Why?
Where do they switch their children to?
Are students/parents happy after they switch? Why/why not?
Do schools provide support to help students get ready for college or other schooling after high school? Please
describe.
Probes: Counselors identify target schools, do financial planning to pay for college, make sure
academically ready?
[If yes] What are some of the specific things schools do that are most helpful? What more do you think
they could or should do?
Do schools provide support/counseling for students who are not planning to go on to college or postsecondary
education in order to find a job or make plans after graduating high school? Please describe.
SAFETY IN SCHOOLS (20 minutes)
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Let’s talk about how safe children are in their school and traveling to go to school.
Do parents have any concerns about safety for their kids in their schools? What are they? What has led to these
concerns?
Probe: Determine if these are in Chavez in particular.
[If parents don’t think their children are safe at school]
What would it take to make children feel safer at school? Please describe.
Are children in the neighborhood safe when traveling to or from school? Examples? What are the challenges if
any?
[If parents report unsafe]
What would need to happen to make their children safer?

FAMILY SUPPORTIVE LEARNING (10 minutes)
Now let’s talk know about how involved parents are in their children’s school, in their education.
Are parents involved with their children’s education? In what ways?
Probes: things parents can do at home, at the school
Do parents feel comfortable/welcome in their children’s schools? Do they talk to teachers or school staff regularly?
How could this relationship be improved?
Are there any challenges that parents face in getting more involved in their children’s school or education?
ACCESS TO SERVICES (30 minutes)
Now we want to ask about the types of services, programs, and opportunities that are in these neighborhoods.
What types of activities are available to the teenagers that live in the neighborhood? Where are they?
Probe: Are they after school, on the weekends, during the summer?
What would parents like to see available for teenagers in the neighborhoods after school, on the weekends, in the
summer?
Probe: Are there enough programs—do they get full quickly? What would make it easier for teenagers to
join/participate?
Probe: How has this changed over time?
Will parents go to different parts of the community for programs, events, services? Let their children go to
different parts of the community?
What opportunities are there for teens to be active or get exercise in the community? Please describe.
Are there any challenges for teens to be active/get exercise? Availability of facilities? [Deanwood]
Probe: Safety issues? Where in particular?
What about parents—what opportunities are there for adults to be active/get exercise in the community?
What are the challenges, if any?
Probe: Safety issues?
Where do parents in this community go when they’re sick? What about for their children?
Probe: [Charter Health, Hunt Place Clinic], emergency room versus regular doctor, mobile van, school
nurse
Probe: For regular check-ups or vaccinations (e.g., daycare forms)?
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Do parents want health services to be available inside the community?
Probe: location, cost/insurance issues
What do you think is the number one health problem for adults in the community? For children?
Probe: obesity, asthma, mental health, teen pregnancy
Do parents and their children go to the dentist regularly?
Probe: where are they going? [mobile van]
Switching gears a bit, let’s talk about access to technology.
Do adults in this neighborhood have access to a computer? Do adults have access to the Internet? Where/how do
people access it? What about their children?
Probe: Differentiate between cell phones and computers.
Probe: Are computers available at home, library, rec center, work?
Are there any challenges for adults and children in this neighborhood to get access to computers and the Internet?
What are they?
Probe: If parents/children don’t have access, what are they missing out on?
WRAP UP (5 minutes)
Is there anything else that you think is important for the groups working on DC Promise Neighborhood Initiative to
know about parents and the children who live here?
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Teacher Interview Guide
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Teacher Interview Guide
How long have you been a teacher? How many years at this school?
What do you like about teaching in this community? What are some of the challenges?
What are some specific challenges of teaching in this community related to children and their families?
Probe: academically/socially prepared when they enter, health, behavior, parents
CLASSROOM PREPARATION AND LEARNING
What percentage of the kids would you say come to your class prepared for that grade level?
(Focus for pre-K and K teachers: what is it that they are missing?)
If they don’t come prepared, any ideas why not?
What are some of the best tools or resources you have available to help the students learn more
easily/effectively?
Literacy tutors, parent volunteers, computer programs, workbooks, STEM tutor, etc…
What are some of the main barriers for students’ learning in the classroom?
Probe specifically on developmental delays
How would you characterize student behavior at your school?
How does it compare to other places you’ve worked?
How does it compare to what you hear from colleagues at other schools?
How does student behavior contribute to or detract from their learning?
What are some positive behaviors you have noticed?
Are many parents switching their children to other schools? Why is this?
Do you find that many students leave your class or join your class midyear? Do you know why students leave or
join midyear? Is this different from other schools where you have taught?

Are there any challenges when new students enter your classes midyear? What types? How do you handle the
challenges? Do the challenges seem any different from the past?
FAMILY SUPPORTIVE LEARNING
Now we are going to talk a little about the student’s parents and support the students get outside of school hours.

What are three words you would use to describe how families and communities support learning?
How would you define it? What do families and communities do to support the student’s learning in this
neighborhood?

Probe: phone calls, help with work, parent-teacher conferences, PTA meetings, volunteering in
the classroom or for field trips
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What does success look like if family/community engagement is working properly for your students, parents, staff,
and overall school climate?
How can parents be helpful to you and helpful in their child’s learning?
What are the biggest challenges you face in getting parents involved?
What have you found to be the most effective way of getting parents involved in their children’s education?
What is the best way to get parents to participate in school activities or communicate regularly with teachers?
Are their programs after school or outside of school that help support student’s learning? Where are these
people/programs located and how to students access them?
CORE SUBJECTS
Do you feel you get the professional support you need from the school/administration to help you do your job
well?
What kind of additional support could you use?
Describe the professional development you have received.
Specifically: curriculum development, teaching core standards, assessment.
Do you think you are sufficiently trained in these areas?
What could be done to improve your ability to successfully perform in these areas (develop curriculum, teach to
standards, assess)?
GRADUATION AND ADVANCED LEARNING [focused on Chavez MS/HS]
Now we are going to talk about graduation and what students do after high school.
Does Chavez make the expectation of graduation and postsecondary school clear to their students? How?
What do you do specifically?
What is the overall school culture to ensure?
How do you think this differs from other schools?
What is missing?
Do you have students who don’t graduate and finish? Do you have a sense what happened?
What do you think would have helped them to make sure that they could graduate from high school?
Do you think your students want to (and plan to) go to college?
What are some of the barriers that keep them from going to college? How does your school address those
barriers/challenges?
HEALTH
Let’s move on to talk about the student’s health now.
Universal free breakfast was recently introduced at DCPS schools. Do you know if your students participate?
How do you think this has affected kids’ behavior and performance at school?
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How often is there a school nurse around? What does he/she do? What are some of the things the students go to
the nurse for? What could be better?
ST

21 CENTURY LEARNING TOOLS
Do you use technology, such as computers, multimedia, or lab equipment, in the classroom?
What do you use it for?
How much/how often do you use it?
Do you use technology to communicate with students outside of the classroom? Examples? How has this worked?
What about communicating with parents?
How much of a barrier is access to technology for your student’s learning? Why?
Probe: ability to use computer at home?
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School Climate Survey Analysis and Instrument
Appendix
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Chavez Parkside Middle School Survey Report
School Climate Survey SY2010–11 at Chavez Middle School–Parkside
DCPNI

The federal Promise Neighborhood planning grant requires that DC Promise Neighborhood Initiative’s
needs assessment include tracking students’ perceptions of school safety. In addition, DCPNI is required
to track other difficult-to-collect indicators such as access to the Internet and other technology, and
DCPNI is interested in learning students’ perceptions of teachers and principals, as well as students’
expectations for graduation and college. In order to meet the Department of Education’s requirements
and establish a baseline to assess DCPNI’s future outcomes, the Urban Institute created a school climate
survey instrument using questions from DCPS’s and Montgomery County Public Schools’ existing school
climate surveys and from the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance Survey (YRBSS). Throughout the report,
we compare Chavez Parkside responses to the other comparable school districts or national and District
of Columbia responses to YRBSS. The Urban Institute surveyed only Chavez Middle and High School
students at Parkside. In the future, the Urban Institute would like to implement additional parent and
teacher surveys at the Parkside schools, as well as survey students, teachers, and parents at the two
other targeted DCPNI elementary schools, Kenilworth and Neval Thomas ES.
Methodology
Chavez Middle School students at Parkside took the school climate survey online using the software
system CheckBox during their computer lab class the week of May 16, 2011. Each middle school student
has computer lab twice a week, so the computer lab teacher administered the survey to the entire class in
the beginning of the week and then offered students who had been previously absent the survey on the
second day. Approximately four computer lab teachers administered the survey, although one computer
lab teacher was responsible for the majority of students.
The survey was voluntary, and computer lab teachers explained this to the students. The Urban Institute
provided a $50 raffle per grade as an incentive for participating in the survey. Students appeared to have
little trouble taking the survey online and the ease of having the data automatically inputted into a
database was extremely helpful for the Urban Institute. However, despite the incentives, a sizeable
number of students declined to take the survey. In addition, one class missed their scheduled computer
lab session.
Chavez Middle School has 291 students in 6th, 7th, and 8th grades. A total of 204 took the school climate
survey, resulting in an overall school response rate of 70 percent. If we remove the 22 students who did
not attend their computer lab class at all during the week, the share of students who opted to take the
survey increases to 76 percent. Like the high school survey, we recommend increasing the incentives for
future rounds of surveying to increase the response rates.
Demographics of Respondents
At the end of the survey, we asked students for basic demographic information such as age, grade,
gender, and race/ethnicity. We also asked students whether they lived in the specific neighborhoods
included in the DCPNI footprint or if they lived in other neighborhoods.
The majority of students who took the survey (56 percent) were female. According to OSSE audited
reports from SY2009–10, 55 percent of all students from all grades at Chavez Parkside were female and
45 percent were male. While at first glance, it appears that the survey respondents reflect the overall
student population, we need to determine what the actual gender proportions are at the middle school
(instead of middle school and high school combined). We are requesting the gender statistics from the
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middle school and high school to see whether the school climate survey accurately represents the
student body.
A greater share of middle school students who took the survey was from DCPNI neighborhoods
compared to the high school responses. One-third (33 percent) of students who completed the survey
lived in DCPNI neighborhoods, and 67 percent of students lived in other neighborhoods.
More than three-fourths of the survey respondents (80 percent) were African American, 11 percent were
th
mixed race, and 6 percent were Hispanic or Latino. Twenty-nine percent of the respondents were 6
th
th
graders, 32 percent were 7 graders, and 40 percent were 8 graders.
Benchmarks
Throughout this report, we include the responses from other comparable surveys such as DPCS’s school
climate survey from SY2009–10, Montgomery County’s school climate from SY2009–10, national
comparisons of the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance Survey (YRBSS) from 2009, and the District of
Columbia YRBSS from 2007. (The District of Columbia did not implement YRBSS in 2009.) The
comparisons of Chavez survey responses to DCPS and DC’s YRBSS should be made with caution. While
DCPS included all schools in its survey (i.e., they conducted a census), their response rate was only 40
percent, which means that many students did not take the survey. DCPS’s response rate was much lower
than the Chavez Middle School–Parkside response rate of 70 percent. The YRBSS administered in the
District also has challenges with low response rates. These benchmarks are included mostly for
comparative purposes.
Summary of results
The following summarizes the responses of the Chavez Middle School–Parkside students organized in
the four domains of the survey. In general, the Chavez Middle School–Parkside students were less
optimistic about the quality of their school and their future and felt less safe compared to the Chavez High
School–Parkside students. We hypothesize that this reflects the overall developmental challenges of the
middle school years and also that the Chavez Middle School–Parkside student body is more diverse in
their attitudes to school than the high school, which has a more self-selected student body. It is also worth
th
noting that the 7 grade Chavez Middle School–Parkside students were significantly more pessimistic
and felt more unsafe then their peers in the other middle school grades.


Attitudes toward school. The purpose of Cesar Chavez Public Charter Schools is to prepare
District youth for competitive colleges and to become productive citizens in their communities.
They offer rigorous classes and set high standards for performance. The vast majority of Chavez
Middle School–Parkside students feel school is important to their future and they want to
graduate from high school to attend college, at rates slightly higher than DCPS students.



Safety. Roughly half of Chavez Middle School–Parkside students feel safe at school, and more
feel safe in the school in the hallways and bathrooms (70 percent) compared to being outside on
school grounds (40 percent). Slightly more than half of the students reported seeing gang/crew
activity at school; boys were more likely to report gang/crew activity than girls were. More than
half of the students (again mostly girls) reported stolen or damaged personal property at school.
More than one-quarter of Chavez Middle School–Parkside students reported being threatened or
injured with a weapon on school grounds. One-third of students reported not feeling safe getting
to and from school. Almost one-third of students reported being bullied.



Teaching and learning. As a college preparatory school, Chavez Middle School–Parkside has
the reputation in the footprint of being a rigorous and demanding program. More than threefourths of Chavez Middle School–Parkside students responded that teachers and staff set high
expectations for academic achievement and attendance for students.
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Access to technology. More than three-fourths of Chavez Middle School–Parkside students
reported that teachers use technology in the classroom, and the vast majority of students
reported that they have access to a computer during school hours or through computer lab. Only
half of students reported that they have access to computers outside of computer lab, the same
proportion reported using computers for their school work, and slightly more than one-third
reported being able to use computers before or after school. However, more than three-fourths of
students say they have access to computers and the Internet at home—higher than what we
expected. Chavez Middle School–Parkside reported much greater access to technology at school
compared to their DCPS peers. Two thirds of students reported that their teachers have the
instructional materials that they need.

Table 1 provides the summary frequencies of each of the questions in an easy-to-read table. We also
include responses disaggregated by students living in the DCPNI neighborhoods versus those students
living in other neighborhoods, and by gender. We indicate in the table where the differences between
neighborhoods and by gender are statistically significant or where differences are unlikely to happen
because of chance. There are a number of instances where the differences between neighborhoods look
substantially different; however, they are not statistically different (see differences between feeling safe at
school). This happens because there were not enough responses for students living in DCPNI
neighborhoods to rule out the possibility of the differences being caused by chance.
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Appendix Table 1: Summary of School Climate Survey
Chavez Middle School–Parkside, SY2010–11

All
(%)

DCPNI
neighbrhd
(%)

Other
neighbrhd
(%)

I like school (strongly/somewhat
agree)

52.6

58.7

I attend all my classes (strongly
agree/agree)

94.3

Confident will graduate high school
(strongly/somewhat agree)

Female
(%)

Male
(%)

49.6

48.2

58.3

95.2

93.8

94.4

94.0

91.6

92.1

91.3

93.4

89.3

Doing well in school is important for
future (strongly/somewhat agree)

96.8

96.7

96.9

97.2

96.3

I want to go to college
(strongly/somewhat agree)

90.1

91.9

89.2

88.9

91.6

Feel safe at school (strongly/somewhat
agree)

54.7

62.3

51.2

53.3

56.6

Security guards do a good job
(strongly/somewhat agree)

45.8

48.4

44.5

41.7

51.2

Security guards treat me with respect
(strongly/somewhat agree)

59.7

65.1

57.0

60.2

59.0

Staff maintain discipline
(strongly/somewhat agree)

59.3

63.5

57.2

55.1

64.6

I can talk to an adult if something is
wrong (strongly/somewhat agree)

79.4

72.6

82.7

83.0

74.7

23.2

22.2

23.6

18.7

28.9

Feel safe in hallways and bathrooms
(very/mostly safe)

69.5

71.0

68.8

65.1

75.3

Feel safe outside around school
(very/mostly safe)

41.2

50.8

36.4

45.4

35.7

See crew/gang activity at school
(rarely/never)

47.4

42.6

49.6

52.8

40.2

*

Stolen or damaged property at school
(1 or more times)

56.0

47.6

60.2

64.8

44.6

*

Threatened or injured with a weapon at
school (1 or more times)

28.0

24.6

29.6

29.8

25.6

In a physical fight at school (1 or more
times)

34.7

35.5

34.4

34.6

34.9

44.7

42.9

45.7

53.7

32.9

Question

Students bring knives and other
weapons to school (strongly/somewhat
agree)

Signif
diff

*

Signif
diff

**

Other students make sexual comments
(a couple of times a year to everyday)
**
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All
(%)

DCPNI
neighbrhd
(%)

Other
neighbrhd
(%)

Someone offered an illegal drug at
school (yes)

10.0

6.4

Feel safe getting to and from school
(very/mostly safe)

63.9

Felt unsafe going to school in last 30
days (1 or more days)
Have been bullied at school (yes)

Female
(%)

Male
(%)

Signif
diff

11.7

6.5

14.5

**

72.6

59.7

63.9

63.9

22.7

20.0

24.0

21.0

25.0

31.3

26.9

33.3

29.6

33.3

14.8

6.5

18.9

16.2

13.1

Staff expect students to be in class
(strongly/somewhat agree)

82.3

85.7

80.6

84.3

79.8

I ask for help from my teachers
(strongly/somewhat agree)

84.3

87.1

83.0

84.3

84.3

Teachers assign homework that helps
me learn (strongly/somewhat agree)

72.1

77.1

69.8

70.1

74.7

78.0

83.6

75.2

78.5

77.2

Staff treat me with respect
(strongly/somewhat agree)

55.3

56.7

54.7

50.0

62.2

School is clean and well maintained
(strongly/somewhat agree)

43.7

51.6

39.8

37.0

53.0

Question

Signif
diff

Have been electronically bullied (yes)

Staff set high standards for
achievement (strongly/somewhat
agree)

Classrooms have the instructional
materials I need (strongly/somewhat
agree)

**

**

65.6

73.8

61.6

62.3

70.0

Staff uses technology for teaching
(strongly/somewhat agree)

83.3

87.1

81.3

84.8

81.3

Access to computers in computer
class/lab (strongly/somewhat agree)

91.8

96.4

89.5

94.9

87.7

*

51.9

51.7

52.0

44.3

62.3

**

Can use computers before or after
school (strongly/somewhat agree)

37.1

41.9

34.7

32.0

43.8

Access to the Internet at school
(strongly/somewhat agree)

81.5

80.0

82.3

80.2

83.3

Access to a functional printer
(strongly/somewhat agree)

63.1

61.0

64.0

58.9

68.8

Access to computers other than
computer class/lab (strongly/somewhat
agree)

*
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Question
Use computers for school work
(strongly/somewhat agree)
Have enough opportunities to use
computers at school
(strongly/somewhat agree)
Access to a computer at home (yes)

All
(%)

DCPNI
neighbrhd
(%)

Other
neighbrhd
(%)

50.0

50.0

50.6
84.7

Signif
diff

Female
(%)

Male
(%)

50.0

48.6

52.0

55.7

47.9

41.5

63.2

**

80.7

86.7

88.9

79.3

*

83.8

80.0

Access to the Internet at home (yes)
82.2
80.7
82.9
Differences between neighborhoods and by gender: p<.10=*, p<.05=**, and p<.001=***

Signif
diff

Responses to individual questions
The following section describes each of the individual questions included in the survey. We include the
frequencies of the responses, as well as discuss whether there were any differences by grade, gender, or
DCPNI neighborhood or non-DCPNI neighborhood in the text. The full data runs with the grade, gender,
and neighborhood cross tabs are included in the document “Final SchoolClimateSurvey_MS_Freqs 6-111.docx.” We also include the comparable benchmarks from the DCPS, Montgomery County, or YRBSS
surveys when available.
Domain: Attitude toward School
Q1. I like school.
The majority of students (53%) like school; however, more students in DCPS (70%) answered favorably
to this statement. More students (59%) in the DCPNI footprint feel they liked school in comparison to
students who live outside of the footprint (50%), although the difference was not statistically significant.
About 50% of seventh grade respondents answered strongly disagree or disagree, whereas 31% of sixth
grade students and 27% of eighth grade students answered similarly. A larger proportion of males (58%)
liked school compared to females (48%), although this difference was not statistically significant.
Q1. I like school.
Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

likeSchool

Frequency

Strongly agree

19

9.90

19

9.90

Agree

82

42.71

101

52.60

Disagree

45

23.44

146

76.04

Strongly disagree

24

12.50

170

88.54

Not sure

22

11.46

192

100.00

Q2. I attend all my classes.
Overwhelming percentages (94%) of students feel they attend all their classes, and 90% of DCPS
students also responded favorably to this statement. No major differences by grade, gender, or
neighborhood were found in the results.
Q2. I attend all my classes.
attendClass

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

107

55.73

107

55.73
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Q2. I attend all my classes.
attendClass

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Agree

74

38.54

181

94.27

Disagree

5

2.60

186

96.88

Strongly disagree

3

1.56

189

98.44

Not sure

3

1.56

192

100.00

Q3. I am confident I will graduate from high school.
A large majority of students at 92% feel they will graduate from high school, and about the same
percentage of students in DCPS (90%) answered favorably to this statement. Percentages of students in
DCPNI and other neighborhoods were about the same at 92% for students in the footprint and 91% for
students outside of the footprint.
Q3. I am confident I will graduate from high school.
willGraduate

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

129

67.89

129

67.89

Agree

45

23.68

174

91.58

Disagree

8

4.21

182

95.79

Strongly disagree

1

0.53

183

96.32

Not sure

7

3.68

190

100.00

Q4. I think doing well in school is important for my future.
At Chavez MS, 97 percent of students felt school was important to their future. Similarly, at DCPS 95% of
students reported the same. Percentages of students within the DCPNI footprint and in other
neighborhoods were evenly distributed at approximately 97%. Percentages of students who approved this
statement were evenly distributed by grade with a range of 96–97%. Percentages of responses were
similar when analyzing by grade.
Q4. I think doing well in school is important for my future.
doingWellImportant

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

136

72.34

136

72.34

Agree

46

24.47

182

96.81

Disagree

2

1.06

184

97.87

Not sure

4

2.13

188

100.00

Q5. I want to go to college.
Virtually all (90%) of the middle school students want to go to college. This question was created by the
Urban Institute staff and does not have a benchmark to compare results. Distribution of responses were
comparably the same for males and females.
Q5. I want to go to college.
wantCollege

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

123

64.40

123

64.40

Agree

49

25.65

172

90.05

Disagree

3

1.57

175

91.62
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Q5. I want to go to college.
wantCollege

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly disagree

1

0.52

176

92.15

Not sure

15

7.85

191

100.00

Domain: Safety
Q6. I feel safe at school.
A majority of Chavez MS students (55%) feel safe at school, but 69% of DCPS students reported the
same. A higher percentage of Chavez students from DCPNI neighborhoods (62%) feel safe at school,
while 51% of students outside the footprint feel safe at school, although the differences are not
statistically significant. A majority of students, 53% in seventh grade, strongly disagree or disagree with
this statement.
Q6. I feel safe at school.
Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

15.26

29

15.26

39.47

104

54.74

35

18.42

139

73.16

Strongly disagree

24

12.63

163

85.79

Not sure

27

14.21

190

100.00

safeAtSchool

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

29

Agree

75

Disagree

Q7. Security guards at my school do a good job.
Less than half (46%) of Chavez Middle School students said that the school’s security personnel do a
good job, while 67% of DCPS students answered the same. More students in sixth grade (64%) thought
the security guards were doing a good job compared to students in seventh grade (31%) and students in
eighth grade (47%). About half of males (52%) felt the security guards do a good job, and 42% of females
felt the same way, although the differences are not statistically significant.
Q7. Security guards at my school do a good job.
guardsAreGood

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

23

12.11

23

12.11

Agree

64

33.68

87

45.79

Disagree

43

22.63

130

68.42

Strongly disagree

26

13.68

156

82.11

Not sure

34

17.89

190

100.00

Q8. Security guards at my school treat me with respect.
Approximately 60% of students feel that security guards treat them with respect. Analyzing responses by
gender yielded similar results. This question was created by UI staff, and does not have a benchmark to
compare results.
Q8. Security guards at my school treat me with respect.
guardsAreRespectful

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

40

20.94

40

20.94

Agree

74

38.74

114

59.69
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Q8. Security guards at my school treat me with respect.
guardsAreRespectful

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Disagree

34

17.80

148

77.49

Strongly disagree

20

10.47

168

87.96

Not sure

23

12.04

191

100.00

Q9. The staff at my school help maintain discipline in the entire school.
Almost two-thirds (59%) of Chavez Middle School students agreed that the school maintains discipline in
the school, while 72% of DCPS approved the same statement. A smaller share of seventh grade students
(53%) believes that the staff maintains discipline in the school compared to eighth and sixth grades:
eighth grade (74%) and sixth grade (65%) feel the staff supports discipline in school. More males (65%)
agree the staff maintains discipline, whereas, only 55% of females feel likewise. These differences were
statistically significant. Also, when examining results of students who responded negatively, more than a
third of females (37%) disagreed, and 21% of males answered similarly.
Q9. The staff at my school maintain discipline in the entire school.
staffMaintainsDiscipline

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

43

22.75

43

22.75

Agree

69

36.51

112

59.26

Disagree

39

20.63

151

79.89

Strongly disagree

18

9.52

169

89.42

Not sure

20

10.58

189

100.00

Q10. The staff at my school include at least one adult I can talk to if something is wrong.
More than three-fourths (79%) of Chavez MS students felt comfortable talking to an adult in school if
something is wrong. A similar share of DCPS students answered the same (83%). Chavez MS students
from neighborhoods outside the DCPNI footprint were more likely to have an adult at the school to talk to
compared to students from the DCPNI footprint (10 percentage points higher and statistically significant).
Q10. The staff at my school include at least one adult I can talk to if something is
wrong.
canTalkToStaff

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

83

43.92

83

43.92

Agree

67

35.45

150

79.37

Disagree

14

7.41

164

86.77

Strongly disagree

13

6.88

177

93.65

Not sure

12

6.35

189

100.00

Q11. In my school, students bring knives and other weapons to school.
Of all the respondents at Chavez Middle School, 23% felt that other students brought weapons to school,
while 37% of middle school students in Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) felt the same way.
Approximately one-third (33%) of students were not sure of how to respond to this question. Percentages
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of DCPNI students and students in other neighborhoods were approximately the same for this question. A
larger proportion of seventh and eighth grade students agreed with the sentence, and a majority of sixth
grade students disagreed with the sentence. More males, or 29%, agreed that other students bring
weapons to school than females, or 19%, although the differences were not statistically significant.
Q11. In my school, students bring knives and other weapons to school.
studentsBringWeapons

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

10

5.26

10

5.26

Agree

34

17.89

44

23.16

Disagree

33

17.37

77

40.53

Strongly disagree

51

26.84

128

67.37

Not sure

62

32.63

190

100.00

Q12. How safe do you feel in the hallways and bathrooms of the school?
Almost three-fourths (70%) of Chavez Middle School students feel safe in the hallways and bathrooms,
and 75% of DCPS students reported the same. There is not a major difference in safety in hallways and
bathrooms between students in the DCPNI footprint and those outside the footprint. The percentage of
students responding positively in each grade had a wide range of results. About 68% of sixth grade
students, 52% of seventh grade students, and 84% of students in eighth grade responded with feeling
very safe or safe in the hallways and bathrooms. A greater proportion of males (75%) feel safe in
hallways and bathrooms than females (65%), although the differences were not statistically significant.
Q12. How safe do you feel in the hallways and bathrooms of the school?
hallwayBathroomSafety

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Very safe

52

27.81

52

27.81

Safe

78

41.71

130

69.52

Neither

27

14.44

157

83.96

Somewhat unsafe

21

11.23

178

95.19

Very unsafe

9

4.81

187

100.00

Q13. How safe do you feel outside around school property?
Less than half (41%) of Chavez Middle School students feel very safe or mostly safe outside around
school property. DCPS had a higher percentage of students (56%) who felt very safe or mostly safe
outside around their school. More students from the footprint feel safe compared to those traveling into
the footprint. About half (51%) of DCPNI students feel very or mostly safe and only 36% of students living
outside the footprint feel safe around school property, although the differences are not statistically
significant. A large portion (47%) of seventh grade students report feeling unsafe outside around school
property, but only 32% of sixth grade students and 28% of eighth grade students responded similarly. A
larger percentage of female students (45%) feel safe outside around school property than male students
(36%)—again not statistically significant.
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Q13. How safe do you feel outside around school property?
outsideSchoolSafety

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Very safe

25

13.02

25

13.02

Safe

54

28.13

79

41.15

Neither

47

24.48

126

65.63

Somewhat unsafe

35

18.23

161

83.85

Very unsafe

31

16.15

192

100.00

Q14. How often do you see crew or gang activity on school property?
Approximately half (47%) of Chavez Middle School students report they rarely or never see crew or gang
activity on school property compared to two-thirds (63%) of DCPS who rarely or never see gang/crew
activity. There was little difference in responses between students living in the DCPNI footprint and
students from other neighborhoods. When analyzing by grade level, a larger share of seventh grade
students feel they have seen gang activity at 61%, sixth grade at 52%, and eighth grade at 47%. About
half, or 53%, of females rarely or never have seen gang/crew activity, but less than half, or 40%, of males
have rarely or never seen gang activity; these differences were statistically significant. More male middle
school students (60%) have seen gang/crew activity sometimes to very often in comparison to female
middle school students (47%).
Q14. How often do you see crew or gang activity on school property?
gangActivityAtSchool

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Very often

25

13.16

25

13.16

Often

37

19.47

62

32.63

Sometimes

38

20.00

100

52.63

Rarely

48

25.26

148

77.89

Never

42

22.11

190

100.00

Q15. During the past 12 months, how many times has someone stolen or deliberately damaged
your property, such as your car, clothing, or books, on school property?
More than half (56%) of Chavez MS students have had their property damaged one or more times at
school. More students outside the DCPNI (60%) than those students in the DCPNI (48%) have had their
property damaged one or more times, although this was not statistically significant. A major percentage of
seventh grade students (68%) had property stolen one or more times, and 60% of sixth grade students
responded similarly. Only 44% of eighth grade students answered they had property damaged one or
more times. This is a new question in the YRBSS 2011 survey, and it does not have a benchmark yet.
More females have had property stolen/damaged on school grounds than male students (differences are
statistically significant). Two-thirds of female students (65%) have had their property stolen or damaged
one or more times, while less than half of male students (45%) have experienced the same behavior on
school property.
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Q15. During the past 12 months, how many times has someone stolen or deliberately damaged
your property, such as your car, clothing, or books, on school property?
Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

0 times

84

43.98

84

43.98

1 time

31

16.23

115

60.21

2 or 3 times

42

21.99

157

82.20

4 or more times

34

17.80

191

100.00

stolenDamagedYourProperty

Q16. During the past 12 months, how many times has someone threatened or injured you with a
weapon, such as a gun, knife, or club, on school property?
Slightly more than one-quarter (28%) of Chavez MS students reported being threatened or injured by a
weapon one or more times, a share much higher than the national average of 7% collected by YRBSS.
Responses from students in the Promise Neighborhood and students in other neighborhoods were evenly
distributed. More seventh grade students reported being threatened or injured by a weapon one or more
times (39%) than sixth grade students (26%) and eighth grade students (19%).
Q16. During the past 12 months, how many times has someone threatened or injured you
with a weapon, such as a gun, knife or club, on school property?
Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

0 times

134

72.04

134

72.04

1 times

22

11.83

156

83.87

2 or 3 times

17

9.14

173

93.01

4 or more times

13

6.99

186

100.00

threatenedInjuredYou

Q17. During the past 12 months, how many times were you in a physical fight on school property?
Approximately a third (35%) of students at Chavez Middle School reported being in a physical fight at
school one or more times over the past year. Nationally, only 11% of students from YRBSS reported the
same. Students in the sixth and seventh grades were more likely to be in fights compared to the eighth
grade. No major differences were found by gender.
Q17. During the past 12 months, how many times were you in a physical fight on
school property?
Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

0 times

124

65.26

124

65.26

1 time

34

17.89

158

83.16

2 or 3 times

19

10.00

177

93.16

4 or more times

13

6.84

190

100.00

physicalFight

Q18. During the past 12 months, how often do other students make unwanted or rude sexual
comments to you on school property?
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Less than half (45%) of Chavez Middle School students received unwanted or rude sexual comments
from other students on school property. This is less than the 57% of students who reported the same in
the Maryland Adolescent Development in Context Study (MADICS). Almost one-fifth of Chavez Middle
School students (19%) responded that they experience unwanted sexual comments every day. Half of
female students who responded (53%) have experienced unwanted or rude sexual comments, while 33%
of males have experienced similar behavior—differences were statistically significant. Seventh grade
students reported the highest percentage of receiving unwanted or rude sexual comments a couple of
times each year to everyday at 57% in comparison to sixth grade students at 32% and eighth grade
students at 45%.
Q18. During the past 12 months, how often do other students make unwanted or rude sexual
comments to you on school property?
sexualComments

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Never

82

43.16

82

43.16

A couple times each year

14

7.37

96

50.53

A couple times each month

15

7.89

111

58.42

Once or twice each week

20

10.53

131

68.95

Every day

36

18.95

167

87.89

Not sure

23

12.11

190

100.00

Q19. During the past 12 months, has anyone offered, sold, or given you an illegal drug on school
property?
Approximately 10% of Chavez MS students reported that someone offered, sold, or gave them an illegal
drug on school property. This percentage is much less than the YRBSS results of 23% for this question.
About 17% of seventh grade students responded “yes” to this question, which was the largest percentage
of the three grades. Eight percent of sixth grade students and 7% of eighth grade students have had
someone offer them an illegal drug at school. Although an overwhelming majority of students say they
have not had anyone offer an illegal drug on school property, 15% of males and 6% of females report that
someone has offered them drugs in the last 12 months, which was statistically significant.
Q19. During the past 12 months, has anyone offered, sold, or given you an
illegal drug on school property?
Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

No

172

90.05

172

90.05

Yes

19

9.95

191

100.00

illegalDrugs

Q20. How safe do you feel getting to and from school?
A majority of students (64%) feel very safe or mostly safe getting to and from school. A much greater
portion of students in DCPS (94%) feel very safe or mostly safe “walking” to school (DCPS’s low
response rate making comparisons difficult). More students outside of the footprint report feeling
somewhat unsafe or very unsafe. Approximately 24% of students who live outside of DCPNI feel unsafe
while 15% of students in DCPNI feel somewhat unsafe or very unsafe; however, differences were not
statistically significant. Although a large portion of students in each grade feel safe traveling to and from
school, eighth grade students feel the safest (73%) with seventh grade students at the smallest portion
(54%).
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Q20. How safe do you feel getting to and from school?
safetyToFromSchool

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Very safe

57

29.84

57

29.84

Safe

65

34.03

122

63.87

Neither

29

15.18

151

79.06

Somewhat unsafe

27

14.14

178

93.19

Very unsafe

13

6.81

191

100.00

Q21. During the past 30 days, on how many days did you not go to school because you felt you
would be unsafe at school or on your way to or from school?
Only 5% of students in the national YRBSS survey missed school one or more days because they feel
unsafe, but 23% of students at Chavez Middle School have missed one or more days of school because
of feeling unsafe. Overall, the distribution of students in DCPNI and those outside of the Promise
Neighborhood were about the same: 20% of DCPNI students and 24% of students from other
neighborhoods missed school one or more times in the last 30 days because of feeling unsafe. There
were no differences by grade or gender.
Q21. During the past 30 days, on how many days did you not go to school because you felt
you would be unsafe at school or on your way to or from school?
Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

0 days

143

77.30

143

77.30

1 day

18

9.73

161

87.03

2 or 3 days

13

7.03

174

94.05

4 or 5 days

3

1.62

177

95.68

6 or more days

8

4.32

185

100.00

skippedSchoolPast30

Q22. During the past 12 months, have you ever been bullied on school property?
About one-third of Chavez MS respondents (31%) have been bullied on school property, which is close to
the DC YRBSS middle school result of 32%. The national YRBSS benchmark was 20% for this question.
More seventh grade students report being bullied (42%) in comparison to sixth grade students (30%) and
eighth grade students (24%). Analysis of the data by gender revealed comparable distributions.
Q22. During the past 12 months, have you ever been bullied on school
property?
Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

No

132

68.75

132

68.75

Yes

60

31.25

192

100.00

beenBullied

Q23. During the past 12 months, have you ever been electronically bullied, such as through email, chat rooms, instant messaging, web sites, or text messaging?
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About 15% of Chavez MS students reported being electronically bullied. More students outside of the
Promise Neighborhood (19%) have been bullied than inside the DCPNI (7%) (differences were
statistically significant). Both 19% of students in sixth grade and seventh grade have been electronically
bullied, and only 9% of students in eighth grade are being electronically bullied. This question is new to
the YRBSS survey, and so there is no available benchmark to compare results. Notable differences
between males and females were not found for this question.
Q23. During the past 12 months, have you ever been electronically bullied, such as through
e-mail, chat rooms, instant messaging, web sites, or text messaging?
Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

No

161

85.19

161

85.19

Yes

28

14.81

189

100.00

electronicallyBullied

Teaching and Learning
Q24. The staff at my school expect students to be in class every day.
The majority of Chavez MS students (82%) feel the staff expect them to be in class every day. DCPS
students reported similar results at 86%. Cross tabulation for neighborhood and grade reveals similar
proportions of distribution.
Q24. The staff at my school expect students to be in class every day.
staffExpectsAttendance

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

107

55.73

107

55.73

Agree

51

26.56

158

82.29

Disagree

8

4.17

166

86.46

Strongly disagree

9

4.69

175

91.15

Not sure

17

8.85

192

100.00

Q25. I ask for help from my teachers or others when I need it.
A majority of Chavez MS students (84%) can ask for help from an adult when they need it, similar to the
DCPS result of 88%. There were no differences by grade, neighborhood, or gender.
Q25. I ask for help from teachers or others when I need it.
askTeachersForHelp

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

67

35.08

67

35.08

Agree

94

49.21

161

84.29

Disagree

7

3.66

168

87.96

Strongly disagree

10

5.24

178

93.19

Not sure

13

6.81

191

100.00

Q26. My teachers often assign homework that helps me learn. (Table p. 76)
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Three-fourths of Chavez MS students (72%) strongly agree or agree that teachers assign homework that
helps them learn, similar to the DCPS results of 78%. A higher percentage of students (11%), who live
outside of the footprint, strongly disagree with this statement, while none of the students inside the
footprint strongly disagreed. Only 54% of seventh grade student agreed with this statement, and more
students in sixth grade (79%) and eighth grade (81%) are favorable.
Q26. My teachers often assign homework that helps me learn.
teachersAssignHomework

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

55

28.95

55

28.95

Agree

82

43.16

137

72.11

Disagree

30

15.79

167

87.89

Strongly disagree

13

6.84

180

94.74

Not sure

10

5.26

190

100.00

Q27. The staff at my school set high standards for achievement.
Seventy-nine percent of DCPS students and 78% of Chavez Middle School students agree or strongly
agree that their staff set high standards for achievement. Only about 8% of sixth grade students and 7%
of eighth grade students disapproved, while 18% of seventh grade students disagree or strongly disagree
with this statement. There were no differences by gender.
Q27. The staff at my school set high standards for achievement.
staffSetsHighStandards

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

73

39.25

73

39.25

Agree

72

38.71

145

77.96

Disagree

13

6.99

158

84.95

Strongly disagree

7

3.76

165

88.71

Not sure

21

11.29

186

100.00

Q28. The staff at my school treat me with respect.
A greater portion (76%) of DCPS students feel that staff treat them with respect in comparison to Chavez
Middle School students (55%). Only 36% of seventh grade students favorably responded to this question,
but 57% of sixth grade students and 69% of eighth grade students strongly agree or agree. This question
was created by UI staff, so there is not a benchmark to compare results. Comparable differences were
found by gender in both favorable and not favorable responses to this sentence. More than half of males
or 62% and 50% of females feel the staff treat them with respect. At the same time, 38% of females and
28% of males disagree that the staff treat them with respect. None of these responses were statistically
different.
Q28. The staff at my school treat me with respect.
staffIsRespectful

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

41

21.81

41

21.81

Agree

63

33.51

104

55.32
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Q28. The staff at my school treat me with respect.
staffIsRespectful

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Disagree

41

21.81

145

77.13

Strongly disagree

22

11.70

167

88.83

Not sure

21

11.17

188

100.00

Environment
Q29. My school is clean and well maintained.
Less than half (46%) of DCPS students and 44% of Chavez Middle School students think their school is
clean and well maintained. About double the percentage of students in the Promise Neighborhood (26%)
strongly agreed in comparison to students outside of the neighborhood (13%) that their school is clean
and well maintained. Similarly, 17% of students in other neighborhoods strongly disagreed with this
statement, and only 8% of DCPNI strongly disagree with the statement. Both sixth grade and eighth
grade students had similar percentages for favorable responses of about 54%. However, only 22% of
seventh grade students feel positively about their school being clean and well maintained. A larger
percentage of females (49%) than males (31%) strongly disagree or disagree that the school is clean and
well maintained (differences were statistically significant). Meanwhile, a majority of males (53%) strongly
agree or agree and 36% of females strongly agree or agree that their school is clean and well maintained.
Q29. My school is clean and well maintained.
schoolCleanMaintained

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

32

16.84

32

16.84

Agree

51

26.84

83

43.68

Disagree

51

26.84

134

70.53

Strongly disagree

27

14.21

161

84.74

Not sure

29

15.26

190

100.00

Q30. My classrooms have the instructional materials (such as books, posters, and equipment) that
we need.
Two-thirds (66%) of Chavez MS students strongly agreed or agreed that their classrooms have the
instructional materials they need. DCPS students answered similarly. A higher percentage of DCPNI
students (74%) answered favorably to this question than students outside of the Promise Neighborhood
(62%). Only 48% of seventh grade students agree or strongly agree, but 76% of sixth grade students and
74% of eighth grade students were positive about instructional materials in their classrooms.
Q30. My classrooms have the instructional materials (such as books, posters, and equipment)
that we need.
classroomsHaveMaterials

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

56

30.11

56

30.11

Agree

66

35.48

122

65.59

Disagree

36

19.35

158

84.95
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Q30. My classrooms have the instructional materials (such as books, posters, and equipment)
that we need.
classroomsHaveMaterials

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly disagree

10

5.38

168

90.32

Not sure

18

9.68

186

100.00

Q31. School staff uses computers and other technology for classroom teaching.
The vast majority of students at Chavez Middle School (83%) believe that staff uses computers and other
technology in the classroom. A slightly greater share of students in Montgomery County answered this
favorably (90%). There were no differences in responses by neighborhood, grade, or gender.

Q31. School staff uses computers and other technology for classroom teaching.
schoolUsesComputers

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

67

36.22

67

36.22

Agree

87

47.03

154

83.24

Disagree

7

3.78

161

87.03

Strongly disagree

12

6.49

173

93.51

Not sure

12

6.49

185

100.00

Q32. I have access to working computers during computer class or lab at school.
Most students (92%) at Chavez Middle School feel they have access to working computers during
computer class or lab at school. In a similar question in a DCPS survey, 75% of students had access to
working computers at school. The DCPS question did not specify “during computer class or lab.”
Analyzing scores by neighborhood and grade level did not result in notable differences. More female
students (95%) in the middle school reported having access to computers during computer class or lab
than male students (88%) (differences were statistically significant).
Q32. I have access to working computers during computer class or lab at school.
computersAccessibleDuringClass

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

78

45.88

78

45.88

Agree

78

45.88

156

91.76

Not sure

14

8.24

170

100.00

Q33. I have access to working computers during the school day other than computer class or lab.
A majority of students have access to working computers at school other than in computer lab or class.
There were no significant differences in responses by grade or neighborhood. This question was created
by UI staff, and does not have a benchmark to compare results. Two-thirds (62 percent) of males report
having access to working computers other than in computer lab or class, and 44% of females replied the
same (statistically significant). However, 44% of females also said that they did not have access to
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working computers other than in computer class or lab, and 26% of males also strongly or somewhat
disagreed with the statement.
Q33. I have access to working computers during the school day other than computer class or lab.
computersAccessibleOutsideClass

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

42

22.95

42

22.95

Agree

53

28.96

95

51.91

Disagree

34

18.58

129

70.49

Strongly disagree

33

18.03

162

88.52

Not sure

21

11.48

183

100.00

Q34. I can use my school's computers before or after school.
Only 37% of Chavez Middle School students can use the school’s computers before or after school,
whereas about 70% of middle school students in Montgomery County Public Schools could use their
school’s computers before or after school. More students outside of DCPNI (43%) strongly disagreed or
disagreed to this question when compared to students in the Promise Neighborhood (32%). Results
differentiated by grade level were similar. A larger portion of male students (44%) feel they can use their
school’s computers than females (32%), not statistically significant.
Q34. I can use my schools computers before or after school.
computersAccessibleBeforeAfter

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

26

13.98

26

13.98

Agree

43

23.12

69

37.10

Disagree

39

20.97

108

58.06

Strongly disagree

34

18.28

142

76.34

Not sure

44

23.66

186

100.00

Q35. I have access to the Internet at school.
More Chavez Middle School students (81%) have access to the Internet in comparison to DCPS students
(73%). Similar distributions were found when analyzing responses by neighborhood and grade level.
Responses were similar by gender.
Q35. I have access to the Internet at school.
internetAccessible

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

72

39.13

72

39.13

Agree

78

42.39

150

81.52

Disagree

10

5.43

160

86.96

Strongly disagree

7

3.80

167

90.76

Not sure

17

9.24

184

100.00

Q36. I have access to a functional printer.
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About the same percentage of students in DCPS (61%) and Chavez Middle School (63%) have access to
a functional printer. More students in eighth grade (77%) have access to a printer than students in sixth
grade (55%) and seventh grade (52%). Only minor differences were found when analyzing responses by
neighborhood. A higher percentage of males (69%) strongly agree or agree that they have access to a
functional computer compared to females (59%) (differences statistically significant). At the same time,
30% of females strongly disagree or disagree that they have access to a functional printer compared to
16% of males.
Q36. I have access to a functional printer.
printerAccessible

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

51

27.72

51

27.72

Agree

65

35.33

116

63.04

Disagree

27

14.67

143

77.72

Strongly disagree

17

9.24

160

86.96

Not sure

24

13.04

184

100.00

Q37. I often use computers to do school work.
More middle school students in Montgomery County use computers to do school work than students at
Chavez Middle School. About half (50%) of Chavez Middle School students reported favorably, while
68% of MCPS students responded favorably when asked the same question.
Q37. I often use computers to do school work.
useComputersForHomework

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

27

14.67

27

14.67

Agree

65

35.33

92

50.00

Disagree

49

26.63

141

76.63

Strongly disagree

28

15.22

169

91.85

Not sure

15

8.15

184

100.00

Q38. I have enough opportunities to use computers at school.
Approximately half of Chavez Middle School students feel they have enough opportunities to use
computers at school, whereas 80% of middle school students in MCPS feel “satisfied” with their
opportunities to use computers at school. Students in seventh grade feel less like they have enough
opportunities in relation to students in sixth grade and eighth grade. Thirty-seven percent of seventh
grade students said they strongly agree or agree, and about 51% of sixth grade students and 60% of
eighth grade students responded similarly. Less than half (42%) of females strongly agree or agree with
having enough opportunities to use computers, compared to the two-thirds (63%) of males who strongly
agree or agree that they have enough opportunities (differences were statistically significant).
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Q38. I have enough opportunities to use computers at school.
computerUseOpportunities

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

30

16.48

30

16.48

Agree

62

34.07

92

50.55

Disagree

43

23.63

135

74.18

Strongly disagree

24

13.19

159

87.36

Not sure

23

12.64

182

100.00

Q39. Do you have access to a computer in your home?
A large majority (85%) of Chavez Middle School students have access to a computer in their home. There
were no differences by neighborhood and grade level. This question was created by UI staff, and does
not have a benchmark to compare results. An estimated 89% of females have access to a computer in
their home, and 79% of males of access to a computer in their home (differences statistically significant).
Q39. Do you have access to a computer in your home?
Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

9

4.74

9

4.74

No

20

10.53

29

15.26

Yes

161

84.74

190

100.00

computerAccessibleHome
Don't know

Q40. Do you have access to the Internet from a computer from your home?
The vast majority of Chavez MS students (82%) have access to the Internet from a computer in their
home. Virtually all (96%) of the middle school students in MCPS had access to the Internet when asked a
similar question. The MCPS question asked, “Do you have an Internet connection (i.e., can access the
web) from your home computer?” No major differences were found when data was disaggregated by
neighborhood, grade level, or gender.

Q40. Do you have access to the Internet from a computer from your home?
Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

8

4.32

8

4.32

No

25

13.51

33

17.84

Yes

152

82.16

185

100.00

internetAccessibleHome
Don't Know
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Chavez Parkside High School Survey Report
School Climate Survey SY2010–11 at Chavez High School–Parkside
DCPNI
The federal Promise Neighborhood planning grant requires that DC Promise Neighborhood Initiative’s
needs assessment include tracking students’ perceptions of school safety. In addition, DCPNI is required
to track other difficult-to-collect indicators such as access to the Internet and other technology, and
DCPNI is interested in learning students’ perceptions of teachers and principals, as well as students’
expectations for graduation and college. In order to meet the Department of Education’s requirements
and establish a baseline to assess DCPNI’s future outcomes, the Urban Institute created a school climate
survey instrument using questions from DCPS’s and Montgomery County Public Schools’ existing school
climate surveys and from the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance Survey (YRBSS). Throughout the report,
we compare Chavez Parkside responses to the other comparable school districts or national and District
of Columbia responses to YRBSS. The Urban Institute surveyed only Chavez Middle and High School
students at Parkside due to time and cost constraints. In the future, the Urban Institute would like to
implement additional parent and teacher surveys at the Parkside schools, as well as survey students,
teachers, and parents at the two other targeted DCPNI elementary schools, Kenilworth and Neval
Thomas ES.
Methodology
Students at Chavez High School–Parkside took the school climate survey during the College Preparatory
Academy class held during first period on Friday, May 20, 2011, with a make-up day held on Monday,
May 23, 2011. Students took the survey using pencil and paper. After the fact, we learned this was the
day after seniors had completed their capstone/policy thesis project, and many seniors were absent on
May 20 and 23.
The survey was voluntary, and teachers administering the test explained that to the students. The Urban
Institute provided a $50 raffle per grade as an incentive to participate. There were few high school
students who opted out of the survey, but we still recommend that we offer a higher monetary incentive in
the future. The Chavez High School at Parkside has 390 students, and 274 of them took the survey on
May 20 or 23, resulting in a response rate of 70 percent. This is an acceptable response rate, higher than
a similar school climate survey implemented at a neighboring public charter a few years earlier.
Demographics of respondents
At the end of the survey, we asked students for basic demographic information such as age, grade,
gender, and race/ethnicity. We also asked students whether they lived in the specific neighborhoods
included in the DCPNI footprint or if they lived in other neighborhoods.
The vast majority (69 percent) of students who took the survey were female. According to OSSE audited
reports from SY2009–10, 55 percent of all students from all grades at Chavez Parkside were female and
45 percent were male. While at first glance, it appears that females are overrepresented in the school
climate survey, we need to determine what the actual gender proportions are at the high school (instead
of middle school and high school combined). We are requesting the gender statistics from the middle
school and high school to see whether the school climate survey accurately represents the student body.
Fewer Chavez high school students from DCPNI neighborhoods took the survey compared to the middle
school students (24 percent versus 33 percent, respectively). Almost three-fourths of the survey
respondents (72 percent) were African American, 11 percent were mixed race, and 9 percent were
Hispanic or Latino. The greatest percentage of respondents were 9th grade students (42 percent)
followed by 10th grade students (31 percent); 15 percent of respondents were 11th graders and 13
percent were 12th grade students.
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Benchmarks
Throughout this report, we include the responses from other comparable surveys such as DPCS’s school
climate survey from SY2009–10, Montgomery County’s school climate from SY2009–10, national
comparisons of the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance Survey (YRBSS) from 2009, and the District of
Columbia YRBSS from 2007. (The District of Columbia did not implement YRBSS in 2009.) The
comparisons of Chavez survey responses to DCPS and DC’s YRBSS should be made with caution. While
DCPS included all schools in its survey (i.e., they conducted a census), their response rate was only 40
percent, which means that many students did not take the survey. DCPS’s response rate was much lower
than the Chavez High School–Parkside response rate of 70 percent. The District’s YRBSS also has
challenges with low response rates. These benchmarks are included mostly for comparative purposes.

Summary of results
The following summarizes the responses of the Chavez High School–Parkside students organized in the
four domains of the survey. In general, the Chavez High School–Parkside students were more optimistic
about the quality of their school and their future, as well as their perceived safety compared to Chavez
Middle School–Parkside students. We hypothesize that that this reflects that senior high students are at a
different and more confident developmental stage, but also it may reflect the self-selection of students
who both continue on to high school even with high District dropout rates and attend a collegepreparatory program.


Attitudes toward school. The purpose of Cesar Chavez Public Charter Schools is to prepare
District youth for competitive colleges and to become productive citizens in their communities.
They offer rigorous classes and set high standards for performance. The vast majority of Chavez
High School–Parkside students feel school is important to their future and they want to graduate
from high school to attend college.



Safety. Almost three-fourths of Chavez High School–Parkside students feel safe at school, and
even more feel safe in the school in the hallways and bathrooms (80 percent) compared to being
outside on school grounds (50 percent). Two-thirds of students reported not feeling safe getting to
and from school. Students from DCPNI neighborhoods feel more safe being outside around the
school than do their peers from other neighborhoods. Less than half of the students reported
seeing gang/crew activity at school, and more boys reported gang/crew activity than the girls.
More than one-quarter of high school boys reported that students bring knives or other weapons
to school compared to 14 percent of high school girls.



Teaching and learning. As a college preparatory school, Chavez High School–Parkside has the
reputation in the footprint of being a rigorous and demanding program. More than three-fourths of
Chavez High School–Parkside students responded that teachers and staff set high expectations
for academic achievement and attendance for students.



Access to technology. More than three-fourths of Chavez High School–Parkside students
reported that teachers use technology in the classroom, and approximately two-thirds of students
believe they have enough opportunities to use computers at school. More than two-thirds of
students reported that they have access to a computer during school hours or through a
computer lab, and less than two-thirds of students reported that they have access to computers
before or after school. Most high school students have access to computers and the Internet at
home.

Table 1 provides the summary frequencies of each of the questions in an easy-to-read table. We also
include responses disaggregated by students living in the DCPNI neighborhoods versus those students
living in other neighborhoods, and by gender. We indicate in the table where the differences between
neighborhoods and by gender are statistically significant or where differences are unlikely to happen
because of chance. There are a number of instances where the differences between neighborhoods look
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substantially different; however, they are not statistically different (see differences between feeling safe at
school). This happens because there were not enough responses for students living in DCPNI
neighborhood to rule out the possibility of the differences being caused by chance.
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Appendix Table 1: Summary of School Climate Survey
Chavez High School–Parkside, SY2010–11

Question

All

DCPNI
neighbrhd

Other
neighbrhd

Signif
diff

Female

Male

I like school (strongly/somewhat
strongly)

61.3

70.3

59.0

*

64.9

55.3

I attend all my classes
(strongly/somewhat st)

97.8

98.4

97.6

98.4

96.5

Confident will graduate high
school (strongly/somewhat agree)

94.5

93.8

94.6

96.2

90.6

97.1

98.4

97.1

97.8

96.5

I want to go to college
(strongly/somewhat agree)

92.6

93.8

92.1

92.9

91.7

Feel safe at school
(strongly/somewhat agree)

71.3

76.6

70.0

71.2

70.2

Security guards do a good job
(strongly/somewhat agree)

51.7

59.4

50.0

53.3

48.2

64.9

62.5

65.4

61.4

73.5

71.7

71.9

71.9

72.8

69.1

79.1

81.3

79.3

78.8

81.0

18.4

15.6

18.7

14.1

27.4

Feel safe in hallways and
bathrooms (very/mostly safe)

80.9

82.8

81.3

80.3

82.4

Feel safe outside around school
(very/mostly safe)

50.4

69.8

45.1

47.5

56.5

See crew/gang activity at school
(rarely/never)

58.5

60.9

58.1

62.8

49.4

Stolen or damaged property at
school (1 or more times)

30.3

33.3

29.1

29.7

31.8

Doing well in school is important
for future (strongly/somewhat
agree)

*

Signif
diff

*

Security guards treat me with
respect (strongly/somewhat agree)
Staff maintain discipline
(strongly/somewhat agree)
I can talk to an adult if something
is wrong (strongly/somewhat
agree)
Students bring knives and other
weapons to school
(strongly/somewhat agree)

**

*

**

**
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Question

All

DCPNI
neighbrhd

Other
neighbrhd

15.1

15.6

13.3

Signif
diff

Female

Male

14.8

14.2

16.5

12.5

13.4

12.5

14.6

37.6

40.6

37.1

38.8

35.7

Someone offered an illegal drug at
school (yes)

13.0

14.1

12.4

12.0

14.6

Feel safe getting to and from
school (very/mostly safe)

66.4

76.6

63.4

66.7

65.5

Felt unsafe going to school in last
30 days (1 or more days)

10.8

9.5

10.9

10.4

10.8

Have been bullied at school (yes)

10.4

12.7

9.9

9.3

13.1

Have been electronically bullied
(yes)

5.6

9.5

4.4

5.5

6.0

Staff expect students to be in class
(strongly/somewhat agree)

91.5

93.8

91.1

91.8

91.7

I ask for help from my teachers
(strongly/somewhat agree)

89.0

82.8

91.2

88.7

90.5

74.0

75.0

74.8

75.5

72.3

87.5

92.2

86.3

85.9

91.7

65.4

75.0

62.3

62.7

71.4

76.2

73.0

77.3

77.7

72.3

84.3

87.3

83.2

84.6

83.3

90.3

88.7

58.0

92.3

85.7

69.1

76.6

66.8

70.1

67.5

Threatened or injured with a
weapon at school (1 or more
times)
In a physical fight at school (1 or
more times)
Other students make sexual
comments (a couple of times a
year to everyday)

Teachers assign homework that
helps me learn (strongly/somewhat
agree)
Staff set high standards for
achievement (strongly/somewhat
agree)
Staff treat me with respect
(strongly/somewhat agree)
School is clean and well
maintained (strongly/somewhat
agree)
Classrooms have the instructional
materials I need
(strongly/somewhat agree)
Staff uses technology for teaching
(strongly/somewhat agree)
Access to computers in computer
class/lab (strongly/somewhat
agree)

Signif
diff

**

158

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

All

DCPNI
neighbrhd

Other
neighbrhd

62.6

59.4

Can use computers before or after
school (strongly/somewhat agree)

75.2

Access to the Internet at school
(strongly/somewhat agree)

Question

Signif
diff

Female

Male

63.6

59.8

67.9

76.6

74.9

77.2

71.4

87.0

87.5

86.7

87.5

85.7

Access to a functional printer
(strongly/somewhat agree)

83.7

79.7

84.7

83.2

84.5

Use computers for school work
(strongly/somewhat agree)

69.7

75.0

68.1

73.0

63.1

65.4

70.3

63.9

64.3

67.1

Access to a computer at home
(yes)

91.5

95.3

90.2

91.9

90.6

Access to the Internet at home
(yes)

86.4

88.9

85.9

85.9

87.1

Access to computers other than
computer class/lab
(strongly/somewhat agree)

Have enough opportunities to use
computers at school
(strongly/somewhat agree)

Signif
diff

Differences by neighborhood and differences by gender: p<.10=*, p<.05=**, and p<.001=***
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Responses to individual questions
The following section describes each of the individual questions included in the survey. We include the
frequencies of the responses, as well as discuss whether there were any differences by grade, gender, or
DCPNI neighborhood or non-DCPNI neighborhood in the text. The full data runs with the grade, gender,
and neighborhood cross tabs are included in the document “Chavez HS Survey Freqs.docx.” We also
include the comparable benchmarks from the DCPS, Montgomery County, or YRBSS surveys when
available.

Attitudes toward school
Q1. I like school.
A majority of students (61%) like school at Chavez High School, a share slightly lower than the 70% of
DCPS students who like their school. More DCPNI students (70%) like school than students in other
neighborhoods (59%) (differences were statistically significant). Students in the twelfth grade answered
the most favorably at 71%, and tenth grade answered the least favorably at 55%. Almost three-fourths
(70%) of females like school while 55% of males like school; however, the differences were not
statistically significant.
Q1. I like school.
likeSchool

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

21

7.66

21

7.66

Agree

147

53.65

168

61.31

Disagree

59

21.53

227

82.85

Strongly disagree

19

6.93

246

89.78

Not sure

28

10.22

274

100.00

Q2. I attend all my classes.
An overwhelming majority of students (98%) say they attend all their classes at Chavez High School, a
higher share than the 90% DCPS average for the same question. Distributions by grade, neighborhood,
and gender were all comparable.
Q2. I attend all my classes.
attendClass

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

196

71.53

196

71.53

Agree

72

26.28

268

97.81

Disagree

3

1.09

271

98.91

Strongly disagree

2

0.73

273

99.64

Not sure

1

0.36

274

100.00

Q3. I am confident I will graduate from high school.
Virtually all of the students at Chavez High School (95%) feel confident they will graduate from high
school. This is similar to the 90% of DCPS students who responded favorably to this question.
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Distribution of percentages was similar for grade and neighborhood. Slightly more females (96%) are
confident they will graduate from high school than males (91%). (These are statistically significant
differences.)
Q3. I am confident I will graduate from high school.
willGraduate

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

196

71.53

196

71.53

Agree

63

22.99

259

94.53

Disagree

7

2.55

266

97.08

Strongly disagree

1

0.36

267

97.45

Not sure

7

2.55

274

100.00

Q4. I think doing well in school is important for my future.
Virtually all (98%) of Chavez High School students feel that doing well in school is important for their
future, similar to the DCPS benchmark of 95%. There were no differences by neighborhood, grade, or
gender.
Q4. I think doing well in school is important for my future.
doingWellImportant

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

195

71.17

195

71.17

Agree

71

25.91

266

97.08

Disagree

3

1.09

269

98.18

Strongly disagree

1

0.36

270

98.54

Not sure

4

1.46

274

100.00

Q5. I want to go to college.
A large majority of students (93%) at Chavez High School want to go to college, and there were no
differences by grade, neighborhood, or gender. This question was created by UI staff, so a benchmark to
compare results does not exist.
Q5. I want to go to college.
wantCollege

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

180

66.42

180

66.42

Agree

71

26.20

251

92.62

Disagree

1

0.37

252

92.99

Strongly disagree

1

0.37

253

93.36

Not sure

18

6.64

271

100.00

Safety
Q6. I feel safe at my school.
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Almost three-fourths of Chavez High School students (71%) feel safe at their school, similar to the DCPS
average of 69%. Twelfth grade students (88%) feel safer at school compared to ninth grade students
(72%), tenth grade students (64%), or eleventh grade students (68%). Slightly more students from the
DCPNI neighborhoods felt safe at school compared to those living in other neighborhoods, although there
were not statistically significant differences. There were no differences by gender.
Q6. I feel safe at school.
safeAtSchool

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

51

18.75

51

18.75

Agree

143

52.57

194

71.32

Disagree

40

14.71

234

86.03

Strongly disagree

4

1.47

238

87.50

Not sure

34

12.50

272

100.00

Q7. Security guards at my school do a good job.
Half (52%) of Chavez HS students think the security guards do a good job compared to 67% of DCPS
high school students who feel the same. There were wide differences by grade: fewer tenth and eleventh
grade students thought the guards do a good job compared to ninth and twelfth grade students. More
girls (53%) feel the guards do a good job than boys (48%) (statistically significant results).

Q7. Security guards at my school do a good job.
guardsAreGood

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

41

15.13

41

15.13

Agree

99

36.53

140

51.66

Disagree

55

20.30

195

71.96

Strongly disagree

24

8.86

219

80.81

Not sure

52

19.19

271

100.00
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Q8. Security guards at my school treat me with respect.
While only half of Chavez HS students believed security guards do a good job, a greater percentage of
students (65%) think the guards treat them with respect. There were grade differences as well, and ninth
graders were more likely to feel guards treated them with respect (76%). Next was 66% of twelfth grade
students, 57% of eleventh grade students, and 53% of tenth grade students. A greater proportion of boys
(74%) felt the security guards treat them with respect in comparison to girls (61%) (statistically significant
differences). This question was created by UI staff, and does not have a benchmark to compare results.
Q8. Security guards at my school treat me with respect.
guardsAreRespectful

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

56

20.66

56

20.66

Agree

120

44.28

176

64.94

Disagree

31

11.44

207

76.38

Strongly disagree

19

7.01

226

83.39

Not sure

45

16.61

271

100.00

Q9. The staff at my school help maintain discipline in the entire school.
Almost three-fourths of Chavez HS students (72%) feel the staff maintains discipline in the school. The
DCPS share was the same (72%). There were no major differences by neighborhood and grade.
Q9. The staff at my school maintain discipline in the entire school.
staffMaintainsDiscipline

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

68

25.00

68

25.00

Agree

127

46.69

195

71.69

Disagree

42

15.44

237

87.13

Strongly disagree

7

2.57

244

89.71

Not sure

28

10.29

272

100.00

Q10. The staff at my school include at least one adult I can talk to if something is wrong.
The vast majority of Chavez HS students (79%) felt they could talk to at least one adult at school, similar
to the DCPS benchmark of 83%. More twelfth grade students (88%) responded positively to this
statement than ninth grade students (80%), tenth grade students (76%), and eleventh grade students
(70%). There were no differences by neighborhood or gender.
Q10. The staff at my school include at least one adult I can talk to if something is
wrong.
canTalkToStaff

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

107

39.34

107

39.34

Agree

108

39.71

215

79.04

Disagree

27

9.93

242

88.97
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Q10. The staff at my school include at least one adult I can talk to if something is
wrong.
canTalkToStaff

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly disagree

8

2.94

250

91.91

Not sure

22

8.09

272

100.00

Q11. In my school, students bring knives and other weapons to school.
A much higher percentage of MCPS students (37%) feel students bring knives and other weapons to
school in comparison to students at Chavez High School (18%). Students in tenth grade had the least
percentage of respondents who felt students brought knives and other weapons to school (11%),
whereas ninth grade, eleventh grade, and twelfth grade students were all around 19–22%. There were no
substantial differences by neighborhood. Slightly more than one-quarter (27%) of males and 14% of
females strongly agree or agree that students bring knives and other weapons to school (statistically
significant differences).
Q11. In my school, students bring knives and other weapons to school.
studentsBringWeapons

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

14

5.15

14

5.15

Agree

36

13.24

50

18.38

Disagree

65

23.90

115

42.28

Strongly disagree

62

22.79

177

65.07

Not sure

95

34.93

272

100.00

Q12. How safe do you feel in the hallways and bathrooms of the school?
A greater portion of Chavez High School students (81%) feel very safe or mostly safe in the hallways and
bathrooms in the school, whereas 75% of DCPS students feel very safe or mostly safe in the hallways
and bathrooms of their school. More twelfth grade students (97%) feel very safe or mostly safe in the
hallways and bathrooms, while 83% of sixth grade students, 74% of seventh grade students, and 76% of
eleventh grade students felt the same. There were not any differences by neighborhood. There were no
differences by gender.
Q12. How safe do you feel in the hallways and bathrooms of the school?
hallwayBathroomSafety

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Very safe

89

32.72

89

32.72

Safe

131

48.16

220

80.88

Neither

26

9.56

246

90.44

Somewhat unsafe

14

5.15

260

95.59

Very unsafe

2

0.74

262

96.32

Not sure

10

3.68

272

100.00
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Q13. How safe do you feel outside around school property?
Half of Chavez students (50%) feel safe outside around school property, a slightly smaller share than the
DCPS average of 56%. A larger portion of students from DCPNI neighborhoods felt safe outside around
school property than students from other neighborhoods (70% versus 45%, respectively) (statistically
significant differences). The lowest percentage of students who answered they feel very safe or mostly
safe outside around school property were in tenth grade, at 44%, while the other grades ranged from 51–
59%. More males (57%) responded that they feel safe outside around school property than females
(48%), although the results were not statistically significant.
Q13. How safe do you feel outside around school property?
outsideSchoolSafety

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Very safe

46

16.91

46

16.91

Safe

91

33.46

137

50.37

Neither

47

17.28

184

67.65

Somewhat unsafe

55

20.22

239

87.87

Very unsafe

19

6.99

258

94.85

Not sure

14

5.15

272

100.00

Q14. How often do you see crew or gang activity on school property?
More than half (59%) of Chavez High School students feel they see crew or gang activity rarely or never,
similar to the DCPS result of 63%. Twelfth grade had the highest percentage of students who rarely or
never saw gang activity (68%), and eleventh grade was the lowest at 49%. A greater proportion of
females (63%) report they rarely or never see crew or gang activity, and 49% of males reported in the
same way (statistically significant differences). There were not any differences in responses by
neighborhood.
Q14. How often do you see crew or gang activity on school property?
gangActivityAtSchool

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Very often

20

7.35

20

7.35

Often

26

9.56

46

16.91

Sometimes

39

14.34

85

31.25

Rarely

68

25.00

153

56.25

Never

91

33.46

244

89.71

Not sure

28

10.29

272

100.00

Q15. During the past 12 months, how many times has someone stolen or deliberately damaged
your property such as your car, clothing, or books on school property?
About a third of Chavez high school students (30%) report that their property has been damaged at
school one or more times in the last year. Twelfth grade students have the highest percentage of students
(47%) who report that their property has been damaged one or more times. This question is new to the
2011 YRBSS questionnaire and does not have a benchmark to compare results. Analyzing responses by
gender and neighborhood did not reveal any notable differences.
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Q15. During the past 12 months, how many times has someone stolen or deliberately
damaged your property such as your car, clothing, or books on school property?
stolenDamagedYourProperty

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

0 times

189

69.74

189

69.74

1 time

40

14.76

229

84.50

2 or 3 times

32

11.81

261

96.31

4 or more times

10

3.69

271

100.00

Q16. During the past 12 months, how many times has someone threatened or injured you with a
weapon, such as a gun, knife, or club, on school property?
Fifteen percent of Chavez High School students have been threatened or injured with a weapon on
school property one or more times. About 11% of students in the DC YRBSS and 8% of youth in the
national YRBSS study have been threatened or injured with a weapon at school one or more times. There
were no substantial differences by grade, neighborhood, or gender.
Q16. During the past 12 months, how many times has someone threatened or injured you
with a weapon, such as a gun, knife or club, on school property?
threatenedInjuredYou

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

0 times

231

84.93

231

84.93

1 time

23

8.46

254

93.38

2 or 3 times

11

4.04

265

97.43

4 or more times

7

2.57

272

100.00

Q17. During the past 12 months, how many times were you in a physical fight on school property?
Chavez High School and the national YRBSS had close results for this question. Thirteen percent of
Chavez High School students have been in a physical fight on school property one or more times in the
last year, while 11% of respondents in the YRBSS study also have been in a fight one or more times on
school property. More students in the DC YRBSS (19%) have been in a physical fight at school in the last
12 months. Twelfth grade students were in a physical fight the most (16%), and eleventh grade students
(8%) were in the least number of fights. There were not any differences by neighborhood or gender.
Q17. During the past 12 months, how many times were you in a physical fight on
school property?
physicalFight

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

0 times

234

86.67

234

86.67

1 time

22

8.15

256

94.81

2 or 3 times

11

4.07

267

98.89

4 or more times

3

1.11

270

100.00
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Q18. During the past 12 months, how often do other students make unwanted or rude sexual
comments to you on school property?
Chavez High School students experience unwanted or rude sexual comments less than the respondents
in the Maryland Adolescent Development in Context Study (MADICS). Chavez High School had 48% of
students report a couple of times per year to every day, and MADICS reports 57% of students who
experience unwanted or rude sexual comments from other students a couple of times per year to every
day. Tenth grade students reported the most unwanted or rude comments from other students (60%)
while only 34% of eleventh grade students reported the same. Approximately one-third of students
reported experiencing unwanted or rude sexual comments a couple of times per year to every day and
there were no differences by gender. There were no differences between neighborhoods.
Q18. During the past 12 months, how often do other students make unwanted or rude sexual
comments to you on school property?
sexualComments

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Never

141

52.03

141

52.03

A couple times each year

36

13.28

177

65.31

A couple times each month

18

6.64

195

71.96

Once or twice each week

22

8.12

217

80.07

Every day

26

9.59

243

89.67

Not sure

28

10.33

271

100.00

Q19. During the past 12 months, has anyone offered, sold, or given you an illegal drug on school
property?
About 13% of students at Chavez High School (13%) have been offered an illegal drug at school. This is
much less than the results in the DC and national YRBSS results, 25% versus 23%, respectively. More
eleventh grade students (26%) have been offered an illegal drug in comparison to ninth (8%), tenth
(14%), or twelfth grade students (13%). There were no differences by neighborhood or gender.
Q19. During the past 12 months, has anyone offered, sold, or given you an
illegal drug on school property?
illegalDrugs

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Yes

35

12.96

35

12.96

No

235

87.04

270

100.00

Q20. How safe do you feel getting to and from school?
Two-thirds (66%) of students at Chavez High School feel very safe or mostly safe getting to and from
school, while 94% of students in DCPS feel very safe or mostly safe “walking” to school in a comparable
question. (However, DCPS’s low response rate makes comparisons difficult.) A greater percentage of
students in the DCPNI footprint (77%) feel very safe or mostly safe getting to and from school when
compared to students who live outside the footprint (63%), although these differences were not
statistically significant. Twelfth grade students feel the most safe (77%), and tenth grade students feel the
least safe (58%) traveling to and from school. Notable differences were not found when looking at the
responses by gender.
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Q20. How safe do you feel getting to and from school?
safetyToFromSchool

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Very safe

70

25.83

70

25.83

Safe

110

40.59

180

66.42

Neither

39

14.39

219

80.81

Somewhat unsafe

26

9.59

245

90.41

Very unsafe

13

4.80

258

95.20

Not sure

13

4.80

271

100.00

Q21. During the past 30 days, on how many days did you not go to school because you felt you
would be unsafe at school or on your way to or from school?
The percentage of respondents who missed one or more days of school because of feeling unsafe at
Chavez High School is nearly double the comparable result in YRBSS. Only 5% of respondents in
YRBSS missed school one or more times, while 11% of Chavez High School students missed school one
or more times. Only minor differences were found in analysis of the data by neighborhood, grade, or
gender.
Q21. During the past 30 days, on how many days did you not go to school because you felt
you would be unsafe at school or on your way to or from school?
skippedSchoolPast30

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

0 days

240

89.22

240

89.22

1 day

12

4.46

252

93.68

2 or 3 days

10

3.72

262

97.40

4 or 5 days

1

0.37

263

97.77

6 or more days

6

2.23

269

100.00

Q22. During the past 12 months, have you ever been bullied on school property?
YRBSS had almost double the percentage of students in comparison to Chavez High School respond that
they have been bullied at school. Chavez High School had 10% of students respond affirmatively to this
question, but 19% in the DC YRBSS and 20% in the national YRBSS responded affirmatively. Minor
differences were found between neighborhood and grade for this question.
Q22. During the past 12 months, have you ever been bullied on school
property?
beenBullied

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Yes

28

10.37

28

10.37

No

242

89.63

270

100.00

Q23. During the past 12 months, have you ever been electronically bullied, such as through email, chat rooms, instant messaging, web sites, or text messaging?
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Six percent of students at Chavez High School reported being electronically bullied. This question is in
the 2011 YRBSS questionnaire and does not yet have a benchmark to compare results. There were no
significant differences by neighborhood, grade, or gender.
Q23. During the past 12 months, have you ever been electronically bullied, such as through
e-mail, chat rooms, instant messaging, web sites, or text messaging?
electronicallyBullied

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Yes

15

5.56

15

5.56

No

255

94.44

270

100.00

Teaching and Learning
Q24. The staff at my school expect students to be in class every day.
Virtually all of the students at Chavez HS believe staff expect students to be in class (92%); 86% of
DCPS students answered the same. There were no sizeable differences by neighborhood, grade or
gender.
Q24. The staff at my school expect students to be in class every day.
staffExpectsAttendance

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

143

52.77

143

52.77

Agree

105

38.75

248

91.51

Disagree

8

2.95

256

94.46

Strongly disagree

1

0.37

257

94.83

Not sure

14

5.17

271

100.00

Q25. I ask for help from my teachers or others when I need it.
Most Chavez HS students can turn to their teachers for help (89%): DCPS had approximately the same
share (88%). More students who live outside the Promise Neighborhood footprint (91%) ask for help from
teachers in comparison to students who live in the footprint (83%). No major differences were found when
analyzing the results by grade. Overall, there were no differences between genders.
Q25. I ask for help from teachers or others when I need it.
askTeachersForHelp

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

110

40.44

110

40.44

Agree

132

48.53

242

88.97

Disagree

17

6.25

259

95.22

Strongly disagree

5

1.84

264

97.06

Not sure

8

2.94

272

100.00

Q26. My teachers often assign homework that helps me learn.
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Three-fourths of Chavez High School students (74%) feel teachers assign homework that helps them
learn; 78% of DCPS felt the same way. Percentages for students in DCPNI and those who do not live in
the footprint were the same at 75%. More twelfth grade students (87%) feel their teachers assign
homework that helps them learn in comparison to students in ninth (74%), tenth (71%), and eleventh
grades (71%). Males and females answered this question comparably. However, a quarter of the males
(25%) and 16% of females strongly disagreed or disagreed with this statement (statistically significant
differences).

Q26. My teachers often assign homework that helps me learn.
teachersAssignHomework

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

66

24.44

66

24.44

Agree

135

50.00

201

74.44

Disagree

41

15.19

242

89.63

Strongly disagree

9

3.33

251

92.96

Not sure

19

7.04

270

100.00

Q27. The staff at my school set high standards for achievement.
The vast majority of Chavez HS students (88%) believe their school sets high standards. This is higher
than the 69% of DCPS students who answered the same. There were no sizeable differences by grade or
neighborhood. Ninety-two percent of males and 86% of females strongly agree or agree that the staff sets
high standards for achievement.
Q27. The staff at my school set high standards for achievement.
staffSetsHighStandards

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

114

41.91

114

41.91

Agree

124

45.59

238

87.50

Disagree

14

5.15

252

92.65

Strongly disagree

2

0.74

254

93.38

Not sure

18

6.62

272

100.00

Q28. The staff at my school treat me with respect.
Two-thirds (65%) of students at Chavez High School believe staff treats them with respect compared to
the 76% of DCPS students who answered the same. A greater share of students from the DCPNI
neighborhoods believe they are treated with respect compared to other neighborhoods, 75% versus 62%,
respectively; however, the differences are not statistically significant. When looking at data by grade level,
a wide range of results appeared for students answering for strongly agree or agree: 94% of ninth grade,
60% of tenth grade, 40% of eleventh grade, and 72% of twelfth grade. Chavez High School had 47% of
eleventh grade students reply that they did not feel the staff treat them with respect, and were the largest
group to disagree with this question. Almost three-fourths (71%) of males felt the staff treats them with
respect compared to 63% of females; however, the differences were not statistically significant.
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Q28. The staff at my school treat me with respect.
staffIsRespectful

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

60

22.06

60

22.06

Agree

118

43.38

178

65.44

Disagree

46

16.91

224

82.35

Strongly disagree

19

6.99

243

89.34

Not sure

29

10.66

272

100.00

Environment
Q29. My school is clean and well maintained.
Three-fourths (76%) of Chavez High School students believe their school is clean and well maintained, a
much higher share compared to the DCPs average of 46%. Respondents in eleventh grade were the
most positive at 89%, and respondents in sixth grade were the least positive at 69%. There were no
significant differences by gender or neighborhood.
Q29. My school is clean and well maintained.
schoolCleanMaintained

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

51

18.96

51

18.96

Agree

154

57.25

205

76.21

Disagree

38

14.13

243

90.33

Strongly disagree

10

3.72

253

94.05

Not sure

16

5.95

269

100.00

Q30. My classrooms have the instructional materials (such as books, posters, and equipment) that
we need.
More students at Chavez High School (84%) feel the classrooms have the instructional materials they
need, whereas 66% of DCPS students also responded the same. When looking at responses by grade
level, favorable responses ranged from 79–90%, with eleventh grade being the smallest group and twelfth
grade being the largest group. There were no substantial differences by gender or neighborhood.
Q30. My classrooms have the instructional materials (such as books, posters, and equipment)
that we need.
classroomsHaveMaterials

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

74

27.61

74

27.61

Agree

152

56.72

226

84.33

Disagree

29

10.82

255

95.15

Strongly disagree

4

1.49

259

96.64

Not sure

9

3.36

268

100.00
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Q31. School staff uses computers and other technology for classroom teaching.
Students in Chavez High School and MCPS responded equally at about 90% in favor of staff using
computers and other technology for classroom teaching. A higher percentage of female students than
male students strongly agree or agree that the staff uses computers and other technology for classroom
teaching (92% versus 86%, respectively, but the differences were not statistically significant). No major
differences were found when analyzing the date by grade level or neighborhood.
Q31. School staff uses computers and other technology for classroom teaching.
schoolUsesComputers

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

88

32.84

88

32.84

Agree

154

57.46

242

90.30

Disagree

10

3.73

252

94.03

Strongly disagree

4

1.49

256

95.52

Not sure

12

4.48

268

100.00

Q32. I have access to working computers during computer class or lab at school.
Approximately 69% of students at Chavez High School feel they have access to working computers
during computer class or lab at school. While this question was created by UI staff, DCPS has a similar
question about working computers “at school,” in which 75% replied positively. More students in the
DCPNI footprint (77%) felt they had access to working computers than students who live outside the
DCPNI footprint (67%) during computer class or lab at school; however, the differences were not
statistically significant. Responses by grade varied. More twelfth grade students answered favorably at
81%, while tenth graders were the smallest group that answered least favorably (59%). There were no
differences by gender.
Q32. I have access to working computers during computer class or lab at school
computersAccessibleDuringClass

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

64

23.79

64

23.79

Agree

122

45.35

186

69.14

Disagree

47

17.47

233

86.62

Strongly disagree

16

5.95

249

92.57

Not sure

20

7.43

269

100.00

Q33. I have access to working computers during the school day other than computer class or lab.
A majority of Chavez HS students (62%) feel they have access to working computers during the school
day other than computer lab or class. A little more than two-thirds (68%) of males and 60% of females
replied with strongly agree or agree to having access to computers during the school day other than
computer class or lab, but the differences were not statistically different. This question was created by UI
staff, and does not have a benchmark to compare results. There were no differences found by grade or
neighborhood.
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Q33. I have access to working computers during the school day other than computer class or
lab.
computersAccessibleOutsideClass

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

50

18.52

50

18.52

Agree

119

44.07

169

62.59

Disagree

49

18.15

218

80.74

Strongly disagree

26

9.63

244

90.37

Not sure

26

9.63

270

100.00

Q34. I can use my school's computers before or after school.
Three-fourths (75%) of Chavez HS students report they can use their school’s computers before or after
school. In comparison, 86% of MCPS high school students answered similarly. More female students
(77%) than male students (71%) strongly agree or agree that they can use the school’s computers before
or after school (not statistically significant). In the category of strongly disagree, 7% of males and 2% of
females chose this answer. Minor differences were found when examining the data by neighborhood or
grade.
Q34. I can use my schools computers before or after school.
computersAccessibleBeforeAfter

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

59

21.85

59

21.85

Agree

144

53.33

203

75.19

Disagree

33

12.22

236

87.41

Strongly disagree

9

3.33

245

90.74

Not sure

25

9.26

270

100.00

Q35. I have access to the Internet at school.
A higher percentage of students at Chavez High School than in DCPS have access to the Internet at
school. Eighty-seven percent of Chavez High School students have access to the Internet, and 73% of
DCPS students have access at their school. All the students in twelfth grade (100%) said they strongly
agree or agree to this question, and the other grades had approximately 85% of students respond
similarly. There were no differences by gender or neighborhood.
Q35. I have access to the Internet at school.
internetAccessible

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

83

30.74

83

30.74

Agree

152

56.30

235

87.04

Disagree

12

4.44

247

91.48
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Q35. I have access to the Internet at school.
internetAccessible

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly disagree

9

3.33

256

94.81

Not sure

14

5.19

270

100.00

Q36. I have access to a functional printer.
Almost 84% of Chavez High School students can use a functional printer at school, while only 61% of
students in a DCPS school can use a printer at school. More twelfth grade students (97%) had access to
a functional printer in comparison to ninth grade (84%), tenth grade (78%), and eleventh grade (84%).
Minor differences in the frequencies were found when looking at the data by neighborhood or gender.
Q36. I have access to a functional printer.
printerAccessible

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

76

28.15

76

28.15

Agree

150

55.56

226

83.70

Disagree

17

6.30

243

90.00

Strongly disagree

5

1.85

248

91.85

Not sure

22

8.15

270

100.00

Q37. I often use computers to do school work.
A greater portion of students in MCPS use computers to do school work than at Chavez High School.
About 81% of MCPS students and 70% of Chavez High School students strongly agreed or agreed to this
sentence in the survey. Twelfth grade respondents were the most favorable at 84%, while tenth grade
students were the least favorable at 62%. More females (73%) use computers to do school work than
males (63%); however, the differences were not statistically significant..
Q37. I often use computers to do school work.
useComputersForHomework

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

52

19.19

52

19.19

Agree

137

50.55

189

69.74

Disagree

61

22.51

250

92.25

Strongly disagree

10

3.69

260

95.94

Not sure

11

4.06

271

100.00

Q38. I have enough opportunities to use computers at school.
A majority of students at Chavez High School have “enough” opportunities to use computers at school,
but an increased proportion of high school students in MCPS are “satisfied” with their opportunities to use
computers at school. Sixty-five percent of Chavez High School students replied favorably, but 83% of
MCPS also replied favorably to the question. The distribution of responses was similar when analyzed by
neighborhood or grade level. There were no differences by gender.
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Q38. I have enough opportunities to use computers at school.
computerUseOpportunities

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Strongly agree

61

22.43

61

22.43

Agree

117

43.01

178

65.44

Disagree

60

22.06

238

87.50

Strongly disagree

13

4.78

251

92.28

Not sure

21

7.72

272

100.00

Q39. Do you have access to a computer in your home?
Most Chavez High School students (91%) have access to a computer in their home. This question was
created by UI staff, and does not have a benchmark to compare results. Ninety-five percent of students in
the Promise Neighborhood have access to a computer in their home, and 90% of those outside of the
footprint also have access to a computer at home. More tenth grade students have a computer at home
(95%), and twelfth graders have the least at 85%. Percentages were about the same when evaluating the
data by gender.
Q39. Do you have access to a computer in your home?
computerAccessibleHome

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Yes

249

91.54

249

91.54

No

22

8.09

271

99.63

Do not know

1

0.37

272

100.00

Q40. Do you have access to the Internet from a computer from your home?
A large majority of students in Chavez High School (86%) have access to the Internet from a computer
from their home. In a related question by MCPS, 96% of high school students had Internet connection
(i.e., can access the web) from their home computer. Eighty-nine percent of students who live in the
DCPNI can access the Internet, and 86% of students outside the footprint can also access the Internet at
home. No major differences resulted by analyzing the data by grade or gender.

Q40. Do you have access to the Internet from a computer from your home?
InternetAccessibleHome

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
Frequency

Cumulative
Percent

Yes

234

86.35

234

86.35

No

35

12.92

269

99.26

Do not know

2

0.74

271

100.00

175

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

School Climate Instrument
A paper version was administered to Cesar Chavez High School and an online survey via
Checkbox was administered to Cesar Chavez Middle School. The following is the paper-based
survey; however, the questions were the same for the middle and high schools.
Directions:
 Use a pencil.
 Fill in a response like the example below
I like cats.
A. Strongly agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
 Make dark marks.
 If you change your answer, erase your old answer completely.
Attitude toward School
1.

I like school.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure

2.

I attend all my classes.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure

3.

I am confident I will graduate from high school.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure

4.

I think doing well in school is important for my future.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure

5.

I want to go to college.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
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D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not Sure
Safety
6.

I feel safe at my school.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not Sure

7.

Security guards at my school do a good job.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure

8.

Security guards at my school treat me with respect.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure

9.

The staff at my school help maintain discipline in the entire school.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure

10. The staff at my school include at least one adult I can talk to if something is wrong.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
11. In my school, students bring knives and other weapons to school.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure

177

DC Promise Neighborhoods Initiative: Needs Assessment and Segmentation Analysis

12. How safe do you feel in the hallways and bathrooms of the school?
A. Very safe
B. Safe
C. Neither
D. Somewhat unsafe
E. Very unsafe
F. Not sure
13. How safe do you feel outside around school property?
A. Very safe
B. Safe
C. Neither
D. Somewhat unsafe
E. Very unsafe
F. Not sure
14. How often do you see crew or gang activity on school property?
A. Very often
B. Often
C. Sometimes
D. Rarely
E. Never
F. Not sure
15. During the past 12 months, how many times has someone stolen or deliberately damaged your property
such as your car, clothing, or books on school property?
A. 0 times
B. 1 time
C. 2 or 3 times
D. 4 or more times
16. During the past 12 months, how many times has someone threatened or injured you with a weapon such
as a gun, knife, or club on school property?
A. 0 times
B. 1 time
C. 2 or 3 times
D. 4 or more times
17. During the past 12 months, how many times were you in a physical fight on school property?
A. 0 times
B. 1 time
C. 2 or 3 times
D. 4 or more times
18. During the past 12 months, how often do other students make unwanted or rude sexual comments to you
on school property?
A. Never
B. A couple times each year
C. A couple times each month
D. Once or twice each week
E. Every day
F. Not sure
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19. During the past 12 months, has anyone offered, sold, or given you an illegal drug on school property?
A. Yes
B. No
20. How safe do you feel getting to and from school?
A. Very safe
B. Safe
C. Neither
D. Somewhat unsafe
E. Very unsafe
F. Not sure
21. During the past 30 days, on how many days did you not go to school because you felt you would be
unsafe at school or on your way to or from school?
A. 0 days
B. 1 day
C. 2 or 3 days
D. 4 or 5 days
E. 6 or more days
The next questions ask about bullying. Bullying is when 1 or more students tease, threaten, spread rumors about,
hit, shove, or, hurt another student over and over again. It is not bullying when 2 students of about the same
strength or power argue or fight or tease each other in a friendly way.
22. During the past 12 months, have you ever been bullied on school property?
A. Yes
B. No
23. During the past 12 months, have you ever been electronically bullied, such as through e-mail, chat rooms,
instant messaging, web sites, or text messaging?
A. Yes
B. No

Teaching and Learning
24. The staff at my school expect students to be in class every day.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
25. I ask for help from my teachers or others when I need it.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
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26. My teachers often assign homework that helps me learn.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
27. The staff at my school set high standards for achievement.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
28. The staff at my school treat me with respect.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
Environment
29. My school is clean and well maintained.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
30. My classrooms have the instructional materials (such as books, posters, and equipment) that we need.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
31. School staff uses computers and other technology for classroom teaching.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
32. I have access to working computers during computer class or lab at school.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
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33. I have access to working computers during the school day other than computer class or lab.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
34. I can use my school's computers before or after school.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
35. I have access to the Internet at school.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
36. I have access to a functional printer.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
37. I often use computers to do school work.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
38. I have enough opportunities to use computers at school.
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Strongly Disagree
E. Not sure
39. Do you have access to a computer in your home?
A. Yes
B. No
C. Don’t know
40. Do you have access to the Internet from a computer from your home?
A. Yes
B. No
C. Don’t know
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Demographics
41. What neighborhood do you live in?
A. Ward 7—Eastland Gardens
B. Ward 7—Kenilworth
C. Ward 7—Lotus Square
D. Ward 7—Mayfair
E. Ward 7—Paradise
F. Ward 7—Parkside
G. Other
H. Not sure
42. What is your sex?
A. Female
B. Male
43. How old are you?
A. 10 years old or younger
B. 11 years old
C. 12 years old
D. 13 years old
E. 14 years old
F. 15 years old
G. 16 years old
H. 17 years old
I. 18 years old
J. 19 years or older

44. How do you describe yourself?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

Black or African American
Hispanic or Latino (Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, or other Latin American)
White
Asian or Pacific Islander (Chinese, Japanese, Hawaiian, Laotian)
Native American or Alaskan Native
Two or more races
Other

45. What grade are you?
th
A. 6 grade
th
B. 7 grade
th
C. 8 grade
th
D. 9 grade
th
E. 10 grade
th
F. 11 grade
th
G. 12 grade

You are finished. Thank you for taking this survey!
Please place your completed survey in the envelope given to you, seal it, and your teacher will collect it.
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