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· The following text can be cut, pasted, and revised as needed for grant applications to implement Check & Connect.
· For a cost estimate for training to be included in your grant, please contact Gretchen Hatch at curt0014@umn.edu or 612-624-2097
· For questions on the cost of implementing Check & Connect per student, please see http://checkandconnect.umn.edu/docs/C&CImplementationOptions&Funding.pdf for information or email checkandconnect@umn.edu


Check & Connect Overview
	Check & Connect is a structured mentoring program designed to enhance student engagement at school and with learning for marginalized, disengaged students in grades K-12, A goal of Check & Connect is to foster school completion with academic and social competence. Check & Connect is designed to be a supplemental intervention meant to lend additional support to students who are not experiencing success through universal interventions. This means that in a multi-tiered system of supports, Check & Connect can be considered a tier 2 and/or tier 3 intervention. 
	C&C core components. C&C consists of four core components: 1) A mentor who works with individual students and their families for a minimum of two years; 2) Regular checks by the mentor, utilizing data that schools already collect, of students’ engagement and educational progress (including grades, attendance, and behavior); 3) Timely, personalized interventions, driven by data, to reestablish and maintain students’ connection to school and learning and to enhance his/her social and academic competencies; and 4) Engagement with families - the mentor engages with families and strives to build constructive family-school relationships and foster families’ active participation in their child’s education.
	C&C essential elements. C&C has clearly delineated elements. It consists of three core elements: relationships, problem solving and capacity building, and persistence. The focus on alterable variables, personalized intervention, commitment, and participation are essential, readily operationalized elements for building relationships with students. See Table 1 for a description of each element.

	Table 1. Essential Elements of Check & Connect (C&C)

	Elements
	C&C description

	Relationships
	Mentors develop relationships with mentees that are based in mutual trust and open communication, and nurtured through a long-term commitment that is focused on promoting a student’s educational success.

	
	Focus on Alterable Variables
	Systematic monitoring (i.e., “check”) of indicators of disengagement (attendance, grades, behavior) that are readily available to school personnel and can be altered through intervention.

	
	Personalized, Data-based Intervention
	“Connect” supportive interventions that are personalized, not prescriptive; mentors use data that includes the student’s needs, family circumstances, and availability of school and community resources as the basis for intervention design. 

	
	Long term commitment
	Mentors make a two-year commitment, which may involve following highly mobile youth and families from school to school and program to program with the district.

	
	Participation and Affiliation with School 
	Mentors facilitate student access to and active participation in school-related activities and events.

	Problem Solving and Capacity Building
	A cognitive-behavioral approach is used to promote the acquisition of skills to resolve conflict constructively, encourage the search for solutions rather than a source of blame, foster productive coping skills, and diminish potential to create dependency on the mentor.

	Persistence-Plus 
	The mentor is a persistent source of academic motivation and provides the message that “education is important for your future.”



History
	Research on Check & Connect began in 1990 with five years of funding support from the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). The principal investigators on this grant were Drs. Bruininks, Thurlow, and Christenson, but many professionals from Minneapolis Public Schools (MPS) were instrumental in obtaining the initial funding. Most importantly, the development of Check & Connect (1990-1995) was a collaborative effort between researchers at the Institute on Community Integration (ICI), University of Minnesota, and school- based professionals in MPS. All subsequent research on Check & Connect has been based at ICI.
	To date, two studies involving random assignment of high school students with special needs (Sinclair, Christenson, Evelo, & Hurley, 1998; Sinclair, Christenson, & Thurlow, 2005) and four replication studies of K-12 students with and without disabilities using a non-experimental, pre- post research design have been conducted (Anderson, Christenson, Sinclair, & Lehr, 2004; Kaibel, Sinclair, & Vanden Berk, 2008; Lehr, Sinclair, & Christenson, 2004; Sinclair & Kaibel, 2002). Currently, four more efficacy trials are underway with students with and without disabilities in grades 1-12.

Evidence for Check & Connect
	As a sustained intervention, Check & Connect improves enrollment, attendance, and odds of graduation for students who are disengaged and at risk of dropout. Ninety-four students in special education who had received Check & Connect for two years in middle school were randomly assigned to treatment and control groups upon entrance to ninth grade. By the end of ninth grade, treatment group students were significantly more likely than control group students to be enrolled in school (91% vs. 70%), to have persisted in school with no periods of 15-day absences (85% vs. 64%), and to be on track to graduate within five years (68% vs. 29%) (Sinclair et al., 1998). 
	Check & Connect improves persistence, enrollment, access to relevant educational services, student involvement in IEP transition planning, and attendance for students with emotional/behavioral disabilities. One hundred seventy-five ninth grade students with emotional/behavioral disabilities were randomly assigned to treatment and control groups (11 did not participate due to mobility or other factors) and received the intervention for four to five years. Check & Connect treatment students were less likely to drop out of school than students in the control group at the end of four years (39% vs. 58%) and at the end of five years for a subsample of students (42% vs. 94%). The effect size for treatment and control student differences for a five-year graduation rate was significant and moderate (ES = .53). Students in the treatment group were more likely than those in the control group to be enrolled in an educational program (e.g., alternative, GED), to access relevant educational services (e.g., alternative programs), to be involved in their IEP transition planning, and to demonstrate persistent attendance (Sinclair et al., 2005). 
	In 2006, Check & Connect met the evidence standards of the What Works Clearinghouse of the Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education (WWC, 2006).

Need for Check & Connect – Literature Review
· (Be sure to include your site’s baseline data here. What concerns do you have that warrant implementation of Check & Connect?)

	Overarching problem: high school dropout. Dropping out of school continues to be one of the most serious and pervasive problems facing public education nationally (Balfanz, Bridgeland, Bruce, & Hornig Fox, 2012). Despite evidence of an improving high school graduation rate in the United States (up to 74.7% for the class of 2010 from 66.8% for the class of 2000), the fact remains that a quarter of students who begin high school do not graduate with their peers four years later, with graduation rates even lower for Latino (68.1%), Black (61.7%), and American Indian (51.1%) students (Editorial Projects in Education [EPE], 2013). In 2009-2010, more than 500,000 students dropped out of school (Stillwell & Sable, 2013).
	Individuals who drop out of high school face dire consequences. On average, individuals who drop out of high school earn $10,000 less per year than high school graduates (U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2012) and are more likely than their peers that graduated to be unemployed, incarcerated, living in poverty, on public assistance, single parents, and in poor health (e.g., Bridgeland, DiIulio, Morison, 2006; Levin, Belfield, Muennig, & Rouse, 2007; Sum, Khatiwada, & McLaughlin, 2009). 
	The consequences of dropping out are felt not only by the individuals who drop out, but also by society as a whole. Economists estimate that the nation will lose $1.5 trillion over the next decade due to lost earnings, lost tax revenues, less purchasing power, lower levels of worker productivity, higher crime, incarceration, and public assistance (Alliance for Excellent Education [AEE], 2011). Conversely, high school graduates are more likely to live longer, engage in civic activities like voting and volunteering, raise healthier children, and raise children who graduate (AEE, 2011). These consequences and benefits point to the continued need for policymakers, researchers, and educators to focus on promoting school completion for all students. C&C2 will aid in addressing this nationwide problem by developing an intervention to target students showing initial signs of disengagement and re-engaging them in school before they are too far down the path to dropout, ensuring that they are on-track for school completion by the end of 9th grade.
	Disengagement. Why target students showing signs of disengagement? Dropping out of high school is not an instantaneous event, but rather the result of a process of disengagement that occurs over time and culminates in a decision to leave school (Finn, 1989; Rumberger, 1987). Student engagement (defined as students’ commitment to and investment in their school and learning and sense of belonging and identification with school) has become the primary theoretical model for understanding and preventing dropout while promoting school completion (Christenson et al., 2008; Finn, 1989; Grannis, 1994). Finn’s Participation-Identification model (1989) describes the process by which students engage in school and learning as follows: student participation in school and learning lead to successful school performance which promotes feelings of identification with and belonging at school, which in turn leads to greater participation. Finn’s withdrawal cycle describes the opposite – the process of disengagement – in which nonparticipation or physical withdrawal (i.e., absenteeism and truancy) leads to unsuccessful school outcomes, and promotes feelings of nonidentification, which in turn perpetuates students’ withdrawal or disengagement from school and learning. These models indicate that engaging and re-engaging students in school requires comprehensive interventions that target not only academic and behavioral skills but students’ sense of belonging and valuing of school and learning as well, and that the intervention should begin as early as possible to maintain students’ engagement in school or to re-engage students who have begun the process of disengagement.
	Research has documented a normative decline in engagement and motivation across school years, with engagement and motivation reaching their lowest point following the critical transition to high school (e.g., Wigfield, Eccles, Schiefele, Roeser, & Davis-Kean, 2006). However, this decline in engagement does not lead to drop out for all students. Why not? Three decades of research show that no one factor is responsible for the decision to drop out – that the process of disengagement is complex and a variety of individual, family, school, and community variables may influence the process and the decision to ultimately drop out. Of particular importance and utility are the alterable variables associated with dropout – those variables that are malleable and therefore amenable to intervention. In their review of the research on dropout, Rumberger and Lim (2008) identified alterable predictors of dropout including student factors (test scores, grades, grade retention, mobility, absenteeism, participation in extracurricular activities, misbehavior, educational expectations, perceived relevance of schoolwork) and institutional factors (family, school, and community structure, resources, and practices). 
	Bridgeland et al. (2006) conducted interviews and focus groups with 16-24-year-olds who did not complete high school to learn why they dropped out. They concluded: “There is no single reason why students drop out of high school. Respondents report different reasons: a lack of connection to the school environment; a perception that school is boring; feeling unmotivated; academic challenges; and the weight of real world events. But indications are strong that these barriers to graduation are not insurmountable” (p. 4), which implies that these barriers are clear targets for intervention.
	Early Warning Signs. Fortunately, due to extensive longitudinal research on who drops out and why, researchers have been able to identify early warning signs that alert educators that students are disengaging from school well before they make the decision to drop out (e.g., Allensworth & Easton, 2005; Balfanz & Herzog, 2005; Neild, Balfanz, & Herzog, 2007: Pinkus, 2008). These warning signs of disengagement include alterable predictors for which schools routinely collect data and which are amenable to intervention – identified as the ABCs – are: “Attendance: missing 20 days or being absent 10 percent of school days; behavior: two or more mild or more serious behavior infractions; and course performance: an inability to read at grade level by the end of third grade; failure in English or math in sixth through 9th grade; a GPA of less than 2.0; two or more failures in 9th grade courses; and failure to earn on-time promotion to the tenth grade” (Bruce, Bridgeland, Hornig Fox, & Balfanz, 2011, p. 3). These predictors can be used to develop early warning systems that “could identify – at least by 9th grade – the vast majority of future dropouts nationwide” (Balfanz & Legters, 2004, p. 30).  
	While an increasing number of schools are putting early warning systems in place, simply identifying students who are on-track and off-track is not enough. Once students are identified, schools must intervene to help re-engage those students and get them back on-track to graduation. A common practice recommendation for addressing dropout is to implement a tiered system of supports with those students showing initial signs of disengagement receiving tier 2 interventions and those with more intensive needs receiving tier 3 interventions (e.g., Dynarski et al., 2008; MacIver & MacIver, 2009; Neild et al., 2007). However, few schools currently implement a tiered system of interventions (Duffy, 2007) and those that do are likely to struggle to find evidence-based interventions to implement at each tier to reengage students in school or to address dropout, which is why outdated, non-evidence-based practices continue to be utilized.
	In regard to specific programs to prevent dropout, of the 19 dropout prevention programs reviewed by the What Works Clearinghouse to date, only 2 showed positive effects – Accelerated Middle Schools, which targets middle school students’ academic skills, and C&C. C&C is a one-on-one structured mentoring intervention designed to enhance student engagement for marginalized, disengaged students in grades K-12 through relationship building and systematic monitoring of data (“check”) and personalized “connect” interventions. C&C is conceptualized as a supplemental intervention, meaning that it is designed to complement universal initiatives of schools and districts. In a multi-tiered system of supports it is expected that universal-level instruction and practices will effectively engage approximately 80% of students, leaving approximately 15-20% of students who would likely benefit from supplemental intervention such as C&C. 

Logic Model
Assumptions. Consistent with other researchers (e.g., Skinner, Kindermann, Connell, & Wellborn, 2009), our logic model assumes that engagement is a necessary condition for learning and achievement—i.e., the mediator between contextual influences and desired academic, social, and emotional learning outcomes (Finn, 1989; NRC, 2004). Engagement is considered the outward manifestation of students’ intrinsic motivation (Skinner et al., 2009). Therefore, interventions to facilitate school completion (defined as graduation from high school with the academic and social competence needed to be successful in postsecondary education and career) must target students’ motivation and engagement (e.g., Christenson, Sinclair, Lehr, & Godber, 2001; Grannis, 1994). 
Research has demonstrated that interventions aimed at promoting student engagement and ultimately school completion must address engagement comprehensively, “not only focusing on academic or behavioral skill deficits but also on the social and interpersonal aspects of schooling, particularly the need for connections to other adults and peers” (Christenson et al., 2008, p. 2). In the IES practice guide for dropout prevention, Dynarski et al. (2008) assert that increasing student engagement is critical to preventing dropout and recommend school wide reforms that focus on engaging students and targeted interventions that focus on connecting students with adult advocates and supporting students in their academic, behavioral, and social skill development (including strengthening problem solving and decision-making skills). Dynarski and Gleason’s (2002) review of 21 dropout prevention programs led to recommendations that schools take a data-driven approach to addressing students’ needs, provide personal support for students’ engagement, and create personalized settings such as small groups in order to enhance relationships among students. 
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· A relationship is formed between the mentor and student

· Increased engagement in school and with learning

· Staying in school (decrease in tardies and absences; increase in attendance)

· Making progress in school (decrease in discipline referrals; and increase in grades, credits earned, passing of required state tests)

· An increase in student:
· Awareness of the value of education
· Motivation
· School Affiliation
· Commitment to school
· Perceived competence
· Self-regulation skills
· Problem-solving skills
Target Population

· Students who are at-risk of disengagement or dropout 

· Students eligible are those who meet specific criteria defined by the referring institution, typically related to indicators of disengagement such as:
· Attendance, behavior problems, and academic performance
Situation
Contextual factors such as school, community, and family practices that can either inhibit or facilitate attainment of outcomes.
In October 2008, approximately 3.0 million 16- 24-year-olds were not enrolled in high school and had not earned a high school credential. These status dropouts accounted for 8.0% of the 38 million 16-24-year-olds living in the United States (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2010).  
Intervention


Check
· Mentors systematically monitor alterable predictors of school completion: attendance, academic performance, and behavior

Connect
Mentors: 
· Build relationships with students and families
· Problem solve with students
· Use “check” data to provide personalized and timely interventions 
Core Elements


Relationships
· Focus on Alterable Indicators of Disengagement
· Personalized Data-Based Intervention
· Long Term Commitment
· Participation and Affiliation with School

Problem Solving and Capacity Building

Persistence-Plus

Check & Connect Logic Model
Human Resources

Coordinator
Mentors

Evidence Base

Theory
· Student Engagement
· Systems theory for home-school-community collaboration
· Resilience
· Cognitive-Behavioral 
· Intrinsic Motivation
· Social Capital

Research results
· Significantly increases the likelihood that students will stay in school
Inputs
Distal


· School Completion (defined as high school graduation with academic and social competence)

· Prepared for Post-secondary Education and/or Career
Outcomes
Outputs



Role of the mentor
	The mentor is integral to the successful implementation of C&C. A mentor is defined as a caring individual who offers guidance or instruction aimed at promoting healthy development of the mentee (e.g., Dubois & Karcher, 2005; MENTOR/National Mentoring Partnership, 2003). School-based mentoring has been associated with a multitude of positive outcomes for youth, including fewer depressive symptoms, greater acceptance by peers, more positive academic self-beliefs, and better grades (Herrera, Dubois, & Baldwin Grossman, 2013); improved academic performance, school behavior, school attendance, and academic self-efficacy (Herrera et al., 2007); and moderate improvements in support from non-familial adults, peer support, academic self-efﬁcacy, school-related misconduct, absenteeism, and truancy (Wheeler, Keller, & DuBois, 2010). These findings, in addition to the positive outcomes demonstrated in efficacy studies of C&C (Sinclair et al., 1998, 2005), suggest that school-based mentoring is an effective means of increasing student academic and behavioral engagement in school. 
	The C&C mentor is a caring adult who supports the mentees in developing positive patterns of engagement at school and with learning. The mentor’s primary goals are to promote regular school participation, to keep education a salient issue for students and parents, and to fuel motivation to learn through persistent support. The mentor builds relationships with students through formal connections (checking of engagement and timely intervention support) and informal connections (fostering student interests, stopping by at lunch), problem-solving to improve students’ ability to address challenging situations, and commitment to working with students and families. The C&C mentor role is modeled after one of the commonly identified protective factors in resiliency literature – the presence of an adult in the child’s life to fuel motivation and foster the development of life skills needed to overcome obstacles (Masten & Coatsworth, 1998). 
Mentoring activities. 
Building Relationships. The mentor will build relationships with each mentee. Relationships will remain focused on educational success for all participants. Mentors realize that building relationships with their mentees will take time.
Check. This component is designed to facilitate the continuous assessment of student levels of engagement with school and to guide the intervention. Student levels of engagement are systematically monitored at least weekly and documented using a monitoring sheet). Engagement with school and learning is assessed by examining alterable indicators, that is, factors that are amenable to intervention and within the power of educators and mentors to change, including attendance (tardiness, skipping classes, absenteeism), social/behavior performance (suspension, behavior referrals, detention), and academic performance (course failures, credit accrual). In C&C, the systematic monitoring of students’ educational progress is conducted by the mentor and then discussed with the students. 
Connect. A critical part of C&C is delivery of individualized, timely interventions based on frequent collection of student data. To maximize the use of finite resources, the “Connect” component comprises two levels of student-focused interventions: basic intervention, which is the same for all C&C students, and intensive interventions, which are more frequent and individualized. All students receive the basic intervention, and more intensive interventions are used to supplement the basic intervention when the students are considered at high risk based on their data. 
Basic intervention uses minimal resources in an effort to keep education salient for the students. Basic intervention comprises a deliberate conversation with the students about their progress in school, the relationship between school completion and the Check indicators of engagement, and the importance of staying in school. Mentors provide informed feedback on the students’ actual skill level and performance level compared to the desired level and provides a plan of action to close the gap between the two. The mentor problem solves with students to help them “mind” this gap. A standard five-step cognitive-behavioral problem-solving approach is used to resolve conflict and cope with barriers to students’ educational success. The steps include: 1. Stop. Think about the problem. 2. What are the choices? 3. Choose one. 4. Do it. 5. How did it work? Repeated conversations with students allow mentors to routinely share information and reinforce the skills that students need to stay connected with school and develop the confidence needed to meet the expectations of the school environment. 
Intensive interventions supplement basic intervention and provide extra support for those students demonstrating high risk. Intensive interventions are personalized to the students needs and often require resource brokering, meaning that the mentor identifies the student’s needs and then connects the student with the appropriate available supports in the school or community. Intensive interventions are often determined with input from the student, family, and school personnel. 
Connect with Families. We know from 20+ years of implementing C&C that the family context cannot be ignored when intervening to support students’ school success. In C&C the mentor functions as a liaison between home and school, engaging in four strategies to partner with parents and enhance their participation in their child’s education including enhancing home-school communication, home visits, responding to parents questions or concerns, and encouraging home support for learning. 

Theoretical Underpinnings
Engagement theory. An important premise of the C&C and C&C2 framework is the shift in focus from preventing negative outcomes such as dropout to promoting student competence, engagement, and school success. This premise, which is strongly supported in theory and research (Bempechat, 1998; Finn, 1989; McPartland, 1994; Rumberger, 1995; Wentzel, 1998), emphasizes the importance of the person-environment fit and the distribution of responsibility for change across the school, family, community, and student (Christenson & Anderson, 2002). It has served as the overarching conceptual framework for the research on C&C since its inception in 1990. C&C and C&C2 promote student engagement in school and with learning using a model that draws upon the theoretical (Finn, 1989; McPartland, 1994) and empirical literature related to high school dropout and completion (Kaufman, Kwon, Klein, & Chapman, 1999; Rumberger, 1987, 1995). 
Engagement is a multidimensional construct that requires an understanding of affective connections within the academic environment (e.g., positive adult-student and peer relationships) and active student behavior (e.g., attendance, participation, effort, prosocial behavior; Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008; Artelt, Baumert, Julius-McElvany, & Peschar, 2001). In C&C, this multidimensionality is depicted in an engagement taxonomy of four subtypes: academic (i.e., time on task, credits accrued, and grades), behavioral (i.e., attendance, behavior referrals), cognitive (i.e. perceived relevance of school, self-regulated learning), and affective (sense of connectedness to school) (Appleton et al., 2008; Reschly & Christenson, 2012). The subtypes of engagement are interrelated; therefore, intervention to promote student engagement targeting any one subtype may result in changes in the other subtypes as well. Additionally, engagement is not conceptualized as an attribute of the student, but rather an alterable state of being that is highly influenced by three key contextual factors – home, school, and peer – each of which has the capacity to provide consistent support for learning (Wentzel, 1998). As such, C&C mentors work across all three contexts: home, school, and peers. 
Resilience. A caring adult supporting a student who faces adversity fosters resilience. The adult focuses on reducing risks and enhancing protective factors. In Check & Connect, the mentor is a caring adult who works with others to reduce the student’s risk factors, enhance his/her protective factors, and help him/her be more successful in school.
Systems theory. Responsibility for solving dropout is distributed among the contexts in which the student learns and develops. There must be connections among schools, families, and the community for supporting disengaged youth and enhancing school completion. It is necessary to understand the student perspective in the context of family circumstances and school resources in order to provide differentiated support.
Cognitive-behavioral theory. Check & Connect uses cognitive-behavioral problem solving to enhance competence, design interventions, and foster student autonomy and personal responsibility. This is the mechanism for helping students cope with and meet the challenges of the school environment and for the school environment to change to foster student engagement.
Intrinsic motivation/self-determination theory. Student engagement has emerged as the cornerstone of education reform initiatives and school completion programs. The NRC (2004) concluded that student engagement is represented by student belief of perceptions of competence and control (I can), personal values and goals (I want to), and social connectedness to peers and teachers (I belong). These perceptions of autonomy, belonging, and competence are the basis for intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000) and are manifested through students’ engagement (Skinner et al., 2009), particularly their cognitive and affective engagement. Threats to students’ feelings of autonomy, belonging, and competence lead to disengagement; therefore, interventions to re-engage students showing signs of disengagement must work to reduce the threats to students’ motivation or enhance protective factors to act as buffers against the threats (CMHS, 2008). Researchers have found that schools that support competence, autonomy, and relatedness have higher levels of engagement and academic success (Connell, Spencer, & Aber, 1994). 

Evaluation
	Check & Connect has built program evaluation into its implementation through systematic monitoring of alterable variables. Because mentors are regularly monitoring data such as grades, attendance, behavior referrals, etc., the monitoring form provides data to show student academic and behavioral progress over time while in the program.
	Here are some steps for thinking about your evaluation plan.
	Step 1: A first step in any evaluation planning and reporting is describing the context and the participants. This helps evaluators and evaluation stakeholders better understand your students and their needs within the broader context of the school. Consider such questions as— 
1. Where is the school located? 
2. How large is it? 
3. What is the demographic composition of the student body? 
4. How are students doing overall? 
Step 2: Next, describe the students who will participate in Check & Connect. 
1. Total number of students who participated in Check & Connect, using an unduplicated count.
2. Demographics of student participants (number or percentage), including eligibility for free/reduced lunch (SES indicator), gender, ethnicity, English Language Learner (ELL) status, disability status.
3. Programmatic characteristics of student participants (number or percentage), including grade level, school name, Check & Connect mentor, and special services received (e.g., special education, ELL).
4. Student levels of engagement with school prior to referral to Check & Connect, which are the variables systematically monitored on the monitoring form.
	Step 3: Define your evaluation questions and how you will answer them. Possible evaluation questions and measures include:
1. To what extent were Check & Connect students more likely to stay in school?
a. Possible measures: enrollment/retention rates, dropout rates, mobility, attendance, tardiness, and skipping class.
2. To what extent were Check & Connect students more likely to make progress in school?
a. Possible measures: credit accrual (on track to graduate, credit deficiencies), course grades, reading objectives passed, assignment completion, accuracy of assignments, behavior referrals, suspensions, and pass rates on state standards tests for AYP.
3. To what extent were Check & Connect students more likely to complete high school?
a. Possible measures: Calculate the high school graduation rate. You may want to consider the following categories: students who graduated from a traditional high school within four years, students who graduated from an alternative high school, students who completed a GED, and students who graduated within five years.
4. To what extent have Check & Connect students re-engaged with school and learning?
a. Possible measures: Collect data on teacher and student perceptions of student engagement using a locally developed survey or use one of the engagement instruments described in Fredericks et al., 2011. Track Check & Connect students’ participation in school-wide activities.
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