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INTRODUCTION  

This appendix is a companion to the report Federal Support to Help Neighborhoods Thrive: Services, Challenges, 
and Outcomes of Promise Neighborhoods Grantees. This appendix provides additional information about the 
study, which sought to examine whether Promise Neighborhoods grantees’ activities aligned with the program’s 
goals, expectations, and neighborhood needs; the challenges grantees faced; and how the educational outcomes 
of children living in these neighborhoods changed over time. The appendix includes additional details about the 
Promise Neighborhoods program (Section A), study design and execution (Section B), key findings presented in 
the report (Section C), and exploratory analyses and sensitivity tests that provide important supplemental 
information about the study’s primary findings (Section D). 
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SECTION A. ADDITIONAL DETAILS ABOUT THE PROMISE NEIGHBORHOODS 
PROGRAM 

This section describes the Promise Neighborhoods program and grantees. It includes a summary of the program 
legislation and its intended outcomes, key program requirements from the grant application materials, an 
overview of prior research on the Promise Neighborhoods program and other place-based initiatives, and details 
on the Promise Neighborhoods grantees included in the study. 

A.1 Summary of Promise Neighborhoods program legislation and intended 
outcomes 

In 2010, the U.S. Department of Education (ED) created the Promise Neighborhoods program as its signature 
investment in a place-based approach. The investment reflected ED’s efforts to more closely focus on “place” as 
a mechanism for addressing factors contributing to low student achievement.1 The program's place-based 
approach aims to align education and social services, and integrate resources across multiple organizations, with 
the goal of addressing the needs of specific distressed communities. 

Initially authorized under Title V, Part D of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the program 
was reauthorized in 2015 by the Every Students Succeeds Act (ESSA) under Title IV, Part F. As explained in ESSA, 
the Promise Neighborhoods program aims to “significantly improve the academic and developmental outcomes 
of children living in the most distressed communities” by providing a continuum of supports and high-quality 
services from birth and early childhood to college and career.2 Each Promise Neighborhoods grantee serves a 
distressed geographic area (called a “Promise Neighborhood”) that faces various challenges, such as insufficient 
access to quality early learning programs; low-performing schools; low graduation and college-going rates; and 
high rates of unemployment, crime, and poor health.3 

Promise Neighborhoods grantees are required to provide services that aim to improve education outcomes, 
including school readiness, academic proficiency, high school graduation, and successful transitions to college 
and career.4 Grantees may also choose to provide services that seek to improve family and community 
outcomes, such as improved health, nutrition, and school and neighborhood safety, that may also contribute to 
improved educational outcomes over time. To help facilitate improvements in these outcomes, the program 
requires grantees to provide a continuum of services across four broad areas: (1) early learning, (2) K–12 
education, (3) college and career readiness, and (4) family and community supports. These services are intended 
to help ensure that children in these neighborhoods have access to great schools and a strong system of family 
and community support that increases the likelihood of attaining positive education outcomes. In the report, 
Exhibit 1 provides an overview of the program’s main components and the way they are intended to improve 
child, family, and community outcomes. 

A.2 Promise Neighborhoods program requirements 

Although ESSA outlined the purpose and key requirements of the Promise Neighborhoods program, ED 
translated this information into a more specific set of requirements to guide implementation of the program by 
grantees. It is important to understand these requirements to determine if the program operated as expected 
and led to its intended outcomes. For the grant award years included in this study (2011–2018), grant application 
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materials largely contained similar requirements from year to year, as summarized below. Key differences across 
years are noted below.  

Applicant eligibility. The program’s authorizing legislation specified that three types of organizations were 
eligible to apply for Promise Neighborhoods grants. These include institutions of higher education, Indigenous 
organizations, and nonprofits. Unlike many ED grant programs, school districts were not eligible to apply for 
a grant.  

In addition, the grant application materials required applicants to meet two other criteria relating to their 
connections to the local area to be served. First, applicants were required to be representative of the geographic 
area—a requirement they could meet by including neighborhood residents and public officials who represented 
the area in decision making for their proposed Promise Neighborhood. Second, the program required that 
applicants were providing at least one service or support to the geographic area of the proposed Promise 
Neighborhood at the time of application for the grant.  

Neighborhood eligibility. In keeping with the program’s goal to improve outcomes for children in the nation’s 
most distressed communities, the program legislation required applicants to identify a specific geographic area 
(or neighborhood) to serve that was distressed and had a demonstrated need for services. Grant applicants were 
required to describe the level of distress in the area based on indicators of need suggested in the application 
materials. These could include educational needs such as low-performing schools, schools with significant 
achievement gaps, schools with high staff turnover, or schools with high student absenteeism. The indicators 
could also relate to family and community needs, such as the following: 

• High crime rates 

• High student mobility rates 

• High percentages of children in single-parent or no-parent families 

• High unemployment 

• High poverty rates as measured by the percentage of residents at or below the federal poverty threshold 

Applicants could apply under separate funding pools for Promise Neighborhoods proposed to serve 
communities in (1) nonrural and non-Indigenous community areas, (2) rural areas, or (3) Indigenous 
communities. 

Grant funds and matching funds. Although all applicants could request grant funding up to the maximum of 
$6 million annually, they were required to demonstrate commitments from outside entities to provide matching 
funds to support grant activities. Applicants proposing to lead neighborhoods in rural or Indigenous community 
areas were required to demonstrate commitment of matching funds or in-kind contributions (goods or services, 
along with descriptions of how value was determined) of at least 50 percent of the grant award. Other applicants 
had to demonstrate matching funds or in-kind contributions of at least 100 percent of the grant award. In 
addition to meeting these matching requirements, applicants were evaluated on their ability to sustain 
neighborhood activities after the grant period ended, including any commitments or financial support 
from partners.5  

Service delivery plans. The program application required applicants to describe their plans to provide services 
that address neighborhood challenges identified through a needs assessment and to serve children with the 
highest needs in the neighborhood. Applicants were required to address needs from birth through college and 
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career by providing early childhood, K–12 education, college and career readiness, and family and community 
supports services. The program required that proposed services be based on the best available evidence of their 
effectiveness and rated applications in part on the extent to which they were evidence based. Services were 
intended to “significantly improve educational outcomes and to support the healthy development and well-being 
of children and youth in the neighborhood.”6 Applicants were also required to describe the process for building 
capacity to manage grant activities, including working with residents of the neighborhood, collecting and using 
data, and managing partnerships and funds.  

Partner schools and other service providers. The grant application laid out specific requirements for 
applicants to partner with other organizations to implement the grant. Because grantees were not K–12 schools, 
and great schools were central to Promise Neighborhoods, grantees were required to partner with at least one 
school, and with a minimum of two schools if there was more than one school in the neighborhood. In 2017, the 
program added an additional requirement for nonprofit applicants to partner with “a high-need school, 
institution of higher education, chief elected official of local government, or an Indigenous organization.”7 In 
keeping with the program’s goal to improve educational outcomes, the program required applicants to partner 
with schools where students were likely to need additional support. Partner schools were required to be either 
(1) “low-performing,” defined as any school receiving Title I assistance that was also in corrective action or 
restructuring or (2) “persistently lowest-achieving,” defined as a low-performing school that is among the lowest-
achieving Title I schools in the state or a high school with a graduation rate persistently below 60 percent. 
Grantees were also permitted to partner with other schools—including those outside of the geographic 
boundaries of the neighborhood—provided they served at least one low-performing or persistently lowest-
achieving school.8  

Grantees could also partner with other service providers, depending on the needs of the neighborhood and the 
types of services each partner could provide. As part of their applications, grantees were required to submit 
memoranda of understanding with each partner that described the partner’s financial and programmatic 
commitment, and the alignment of the partner’s values with the goals and purpose of the Promise 
Neighborhood. Exhibit A.1 summarizes the relationship between the grantee, partner schools, and 
service providers. 
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Exhibit A.1. Relationship between grantee organizations, partner schools, and service providers 

 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2011–2017). 

NOTES: Grantees determine neighborhood boundaries, partner schools, and service provider partnerships. Partner schools can be 
located inside or outside of the neighborhood boundaries. Students and families of non-partner schools within the Promise 
Neighborhood can receive services offered by the grantee and service provider partners. Service providers can also be located inside or 
outside of the geographic boundaries of the neighborhood.  

Indicators of progress. The Promise Neighborhoods program required all grantees to develop plans to improve 
educational outcomes, but grantees could also identify additional outcomes they intended to improve (Exhibit 
A.2). The program required grantees to conduct a needs assessment (and assess whether some needs were 
concentrated among certain types of children or families) to inform choices about which outcomes they would 
prioritize in addition to educational outcomes. Specifically, the application listed a set of educational indicators 
that all grantees were required to monitor and plan to improve. The materials also listed a set of optional family 
and community support indicators that grantees could choose to address based on the neighborhood’s 
priorities. This distinction between required and optional indicators was present only in the 2011–2016 grant 
application materials. In the 2017 application materials, the program used a consolidated list of indicators, all of 
which grantees were required to monitor and plan to improve. 
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Exhibit A.2. Program indicators specified in application materials and their related outcomes 

Indicator Outcomea 

Educational .. 

Number and percentage of children, from birth to kindergarten entry who have a 
place where they usually go, other than an emergency room, when they are sick or 
in need of advice about their healthb 

Children enter kindergarten ready to 
succeed in school. 

Number and percentage of 3-year-olds and children in kindergarten who 
demonstrate at the beginning of the program or school year age-appropriate 
functioning across multiple domains of early learning, as determined using 
developmentally appropriate early learning measuresc 

Children enter kindergarten ready to 
succeed in school. 

Number and percentage of children, from birth to kindergarten entry, who are 
participating in center-based or formal home-based early learning settings or 
programs, which may include Early Head Start, Head Start, child care, or 
preschoolb 

Children enter kindergarten ready to 
succeed in school. 

Number and percentage of students who are at or above grade level according to 
state mathematics and English language arts assessments in at least the grades 
required by the ESEA (3rd through 8th grade and once in high school)d 

Students are proficient in core 
academic subjects. 

Attendance rate of students in 6th through 9th gradee 
Students successfully transition from 
middle school grades to high school. 

Chronic absenteeism rate of students in 6th through 9th gradef 
Students successfully transition from 
middle school grades to high school. 

Graduation rateg Students graduate from high school. 

Number and percentage of students who graduate with a regular high school 
diploma, as defined in 34 CFR 200.19(b)(1)(iv), and obtain postsecondary degrees, 
vocational certificates, or other industry-recognized certifications or credentials 
without the need for remediationh 

High school graduates obtain a 
postsecondary degree, certification, 
or credential. 

Family and community support ,. 

Number and percentage of children who participate in at least 60 minutes of 
moderate to vigorous physical activity dailyb 

Students are healthy. 

Number and percentage of children who consume five or more servings of fruits 
and vegetables dailyi 

Students are healthy. 

Number and percentage of students who feel safe at school and traveling to and 
from school, as measured by a school climate needs assessmenti, j 

Students feel safe at school and in 
their community. 

Student mobility ratei Students live in stable communities. 

For children from birth to kindergarten entry, the number and percentage of 
parents or family members who report that they read to their child three or more 
times a weekk 

Families and community members 
support learning in Promise 
Neighborhoods schools. 

For children in kindergarten through 8th grade, the number and percentage of 
parents or family members who report encouraging their child to read books 
outside of schoolk 

Families and community members 
support learning in Promise 
Neighborhoods schools. 
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Indicator Outcomea 

For children in the 9th through 12th grade, the number and percentage of parents 
or family members who report talking with their child about the importance of 
college and careeri 

Families and community members 
support learning in Promise 
Neighborhoods schools. 

Number and percentage of students who have school and home access (and 
percentage of the day they have access) to broadband internet and a connected 
computing devicei, l 

Students have access to 21st century 
learning tools. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2011–2017).  

a Referred to as “results” in the application materials; we refer to “outcomes” here for consistency with the text.  

b Indicator is only present in 2011–2016 application materials. 

c Starting in 2017, “3-year-olds” are omitted from this indicator. 

d Starting in 2017, this indicator is split into two separate indicators for mathematics and reading/language arts. 

e Starting in 2017, this indicator goes on to include “as defined by average daily attendance.” 

f Indicator is only present in 2017 application materials. 

g Starting in 2017, this indicator is replaced by “Four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate.” 

h Starting in 2017, this is replaced with two indicators: “Number and percentage of Promise Neighborhood students who enroll in a two-year 
or four-year college or university or vocational certification completion.” and “Number and percentage of Promise Neighborhood students 
who graduate from a two-year or four-year college or university or vocational certification completion.” 

i In 2011–2016, these indicators are each followed by a line that reads “Possible [additional] indicator, to be determined by applicant.” 

j Starting in 2017, the phrase “needs assessment,” is replaced by “survey.” 

k Starting in 2017, these two indicators are combined into one, which reads “Number and percentage of parents or family members that read 
to or encourage their children to read three or more times a week or reported their child read to themselves three or more times a week 
(birth–8th grade).” 

l Starting in 2017, this indicator does not include the phrase “and percentage of the day they have access.” 

A.3 Prior research on Promise Neighborhoods and other place-based initiatives 

Prior studies of Promise Neighborhoods suggest that the program may have beneficial effects on educational 
outcomes in some settings, although none of these studies are national in scope.9 For example, one study 
compared the academic outcomes of students in schools receiving services from a Promise Neighborhood to 
outcomes of students in nearby schools without services, and found that students in schools receiving services 
had higher kindergarten readiness and reading proficiency.10 Another study reported improved student 
attendance and decreased disciplinary incidents for students attending schools in a Promise Neighborhood.11 In 
addition, multiple studies have described aspects of implementation, partnerships, or challenges in one or more 
Promise Neighborhoods.12 For example, one study focused on how grantees engaged youth through school and 
community initiatives; another case study detailed the challenges that several grantees faced with providing 
services, working with partners and communities, and managing internal staff.13 

The prior research on Promise Neighborhoods has important limitations. In particular, these previous studies 
typically focused on a few grantees—no prior research on Promise Neighborhoods has included a national sample 
of multiple grantee cohorts. In addition, prior studies did not use methodological approaches that allowed them 
to confidently assess the effects of the Promise Neighborhoods program on outcomes.  
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Research from other programs similar to the Promise Neighborhoods program also found evidence of improved 
educational outcomes.14 For example, research on the Harlem Children’s Zone (HCZ)—a place-based program 
broadly similar to Promise Neighborhoods aside from some key differences such as providing extended-day K–12 
Promise Academy charter schools—found some positive effects on students’ academic outcomes and reductions 
in risky behavior.15 In particular, the effects of attending an HCZ Promise Academy charter school were found to 
be substantial enough to close the racial achievement gap in math for middle school students and reduce gaps by 
roughly half in English language arts, and to increase achievement and close gaps in both math and English 
language arts in elementary school.16 Although HCZ also uses a “cradle to college” approach to provide a pipeline 
of services in the community and school, evidence suggests that the increase in test scores was more likely 
driven by charter school attendance than community services. In other words, positive academic effects were 
the result of high-quality schools and school-centered interventions. For example, students who lived outside of 
the HCZ garnered the same benefit from attending a Promise Academy charter school as students who lived 
inside the HCZ. However, the study only examined the effect of the services on student test scores during 
elementary and middle school grades. Therefore, it is possible that the services might have affected other 
outcomes or had longer-term effects on outcomes that were not measured by the study. Later research also 
found that being admitted to the HCZ Promise Academy charter school positively affected math performance 
and college enrollment.17  

Additional descriptive studies highlight key factors for implementation and the broad reach of HCZ. HCZ aims to 
comprehensively serve the needs of a neighborhood by providing a pipeline of support that includes residents 
and partner institutions positioned to help children’s development. Embedded within the approach are practices 
to support the use of data and evidence, and monitor relevant metrics. Several case studies describe HCZ 
successes across the continuum of childhood. For example, almost all (99 percent) students participating in the 
pre-K program were reported to be “school ready” in 2014–2015 on a school readiness assessment, and most 
high school seniors (93 percent) were accepted into college.18 

Another line of related research suggests that moving out of distressed communities can improve some 
outcomes. The Moving to Opportunity housing mobility study randomly assigned families to three groups: (1) a 
group that received vouchers to move to a low-poverty neighborhood, (2) a group that received vouchers for 
traditional public housing, or (3) a group that did not receive a housing voucher.19 Data from 10- to 15-year 
follow-up surveys showed improved physical and mental health, including lower rates of obesity, diabetes, 
depression, and psychological distress, for adults who received vouchers to move to low-poverty neighborhoods. 
However, the study found no consistent improvements in academic achievement or educational attainment for 
children whose parents received those vouchers.20 Other research, however, suggests there may be longer-term 
gains in educational attainment and earnings for families who move to low-poverty neighborhoods when 
children are younger than age 13.21 In a study using statewide cohort data from North Carolina, children who 
moved from a high- to low-deprivation neighborhood (defined through a composite measure of socioeconomic 
disadvantage) performed better on reading and math tests in elementary school.22 In addition, early exposure to 
improved neighborhoods yielded better gains, suggesting cumulative effects of distressed neighborhoods on 
outcomes.  

Other evidence also links improved neighborhoods to improved outcomes for children, especially for younger 
children. The HOPE IV program replaced low-income public housing with revitalized mixed-income 
neighborhoods and provided relocation vouchers to alter neighborhood composition and poverty 
concentration.23 Children from distressed neighborhoods whose families participated in the program, most 
notably pre-adolescent children, experienced higher earnings, were more likely to attend college, and were less 
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likely to experience incarceration as adults. Exposure to better neighborhoods—less poverty and crime, 
improved social networks, and better institutions such as schools and neighborhood infrastructure—all played a 
role in the program’s success. Although Promise Neighborhoods focuses on supporting existing communities 
rather than moving individuals to a different place or changing housing, the findings from the Moving to 
Opportunity and HOPE IV program studies suggest that neighborhood-level factors play a role in affecting 
educational outcomes and other indicators of well-being. 

The prior work on neighborhood effects laid the groundwork for how Promise Neighborhoods might lead to 
positive outcomes for children. As the first national evaluation of the Promise Neighborhoods program, this 
study adds to this literature by examining how grantees carry out their grant activities, the alignment of those 
activities with the program’s goals, the challenges grantees faced, and how the educational outcomes of children 
in the neighborhoods changed over time. 

A.4 Details on Promise Neighborhoods grantees 

ED awarded 25 Promise Neighborhoods implementation grants in 2011–2018. Promise Neighborhoods could be 
located throughout the United States. Exhibit A.3 shows the locations of all Promise Neighborhoods from 2011–
2018. These awards spanned 13 states and territories; some states (such as California and Kentucky) had multiple 
Promise Neighborhoods awards.  
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Exhibit A.3. Locations of Promise Neighborhoods in the study 

 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023a). 

NOTE: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. 

The program allowed several types of organizations to apply for a grant, with flexibility in how much funding 
they received and the neighborhoods they chose to serve. Exhibit A.4 shows the diversity in the characteristics of 
the Promise Neighborhoods in the study sample.  
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Exhibit A.4. Summary of Promise Neighborhoods in the study 

Promise Neighborhood Grantee (organization type) 
Grant 
year  

City, state 
Size (sq. 

mi.)a 
Number of 
childrenb 

Number of 
partner schools 

Grant 
amount 

Improving Rural Appalachian 
Schools 

Berea College (IHE) 2011 Jackson, KY 1,012 8,435 16 $28,421,845 

Hayward Promise 
Neighborhood 

California State University, East 
Bay Foundation (nonprofit) 

2011 Hayward, CA 0.8 2,811 6 $23,554,891 

Northside Achievement Zone Northside Achievement Zone 
(nonprofit) 

2011 Minneapolis, MN 1.5 4,125 9 $27,203,167 

San Antonio Eastside Promise 
Neighborhood 

United Way of San Antonio and 
Bexar County (nonprofit) 

2011 San Antonio, TX 4.8 5,645 6 $22,455,748 

Buffalo Promise 
Neighborhood 

Westminster Foundation 
(nonprofit) 

2011 Buffalo, NY 1.1 3,112 2 $4,422,847 

Five Promises for Two 
Generations 

DC Promise Neighborhood 
Initiative, Inc. (nonprofit) 

2012 Washington, DC 1.1 1,801 4 $26,531,898 

Indianola Promise 
Community 

Delta Health Alliance 
(nonprofit) 

2012 Indianola, MS 7.6 3,012 6 $28,444,083 

Dudley Street Neighborhood 
Initiative 

Dudley Street Neighborhood 
Initiative (nonprofit) 

2012 Boston, MA 1.5 7,056 4 $5,742,935 

Mission Promise 
Neighborhood 

Mission Economic 
Development (nonprofit) 

2012 San Francisco, CA 1.9 7,190 4 $23,048,019 

Chula Vista Promise 
Neighborhood 

South Bay Community Services 
(nonprofit) 

2012 Chula Vista, CA 1 6,744 5 $26,369,368 

East Lubbock Promise 
Neighborhood 

Texas Tech University College 
of Education (IHE) 

2012 Lubbock, TX 26 9,321 4 $22,768,109 

Los Angeles Promise 
Neighborhood 

Youth Policy Institute 
(nonprofit) 

2012 Los Angeles, CA 4.6 20,504 14 $28,453,572 

Knox Promise Neighborhood Berea College (IHE) 2016 Berea, KY 386 7,484 15 $30,000,000 
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Promise Neighborhood Grantee (organization type) 
Grant 
year  

City, state 
Size (sq. 

mi.)a 
Number of 
childrenb 

Number of 
partner schools 

Grant 
amount 

Camden Promise 
Neighborhood 
Implementation 

Center for Family Services 
(nonprofit) 

2016 Camden, NJ 2.1 3,510 3 $30,000,000 

Deer Creek Promise 
Neighborhood 

Delta Health Alliance 
(nonprofit) 

2016 Indianola, MS 395 2,476 5 $29,998,012  

Promise of a Strong 
Partnership for Education 
Reform (ProSPER) 

Drexel University (IHE) 2016 Philadelphia, PA 3.1 7,646 8 $29,993,058 

The Everett Freeman Promise 
Neighborhood Initiative 

Paskenta Band of Nomlaki 
Indians (Indigenous org.) 

2016 Corning, CA 3.5 2,928 8 $14,857,240 

Los Angeles Promise 
Neighborhood in the Promise 
Zone 

Youth Policy Institute 
(nonprofit) 

2016 Los Angeles, CA 0.5 6,369 8 $30,000,000 

Supporting Transitions and 
Educational Promise 
Southeast (STEPS) Alaska 

Association of Alaska School 
Boards (nonprofit) 

2017 Southeast Alaska, 
AK 

n.a.c 11,156 8 $21,157,297  

Perry Promise Neighborhood Berea College (IHE) 2017 Hazard, KY 340 6,108 8 $30,000,000 

South Hayward Promise 
Neighborhood 

California State University, East 
Bay Foundation (IHE) 

2017 Hayward, CA 0.6 4,496 5 $29,827,624 

South Ward Children's 
Alliance Promise 
Neighborhood 

South Ward Children’s Alliance 
(nonprofit) 

2017 Newark, NJ 3.2 4,820 8 $29,621,155 

Albina Rockwood Promise 
Neighborhood 

Self Enhancement, Inc. 
(nonprofit) 

2018 Portland, OR 3.5 6,567 9 $27,874,960 

San Diego Promise 
Neighborhood 

South Bay Community Services 
(nonprofit) 

2018 San Diego, CA 3.6 6,853 8 $29,910,629  

Promise Heights University of Maryland 
Baltimore (IHE) 

2018 Baltimore, MD 0.6 3,113 5 $29,570,472 
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Promise Neighborhood Grantee (organization type) 
Grant 
year  

City, state 
Size (sq. 

mi.)a 
Number of 
childrenb 

Number of 
partner schools 

Grant 
amount 

Average --- --- --- 91.9 6,131 7 $25,209,077 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023a, 2023b); U.S. Census Bureau (2023). 

NOTE: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. 

n.a. = not available. 

IHE = institution of higher education; nonprofit = nonprofit organization; Indigenous org. = Indigenous organization. 

a “Size (sq. mi.)” is an estimate of the size of the neighborhood in square miles, using neighborhood boundaries mapped to Census tract data. 

b “Number of children” represents an estimate of the number of children under age 18 living in the neighborhood (see Appendix Section B.4.2). 

c The study attempted to identify the boundaries of this neighborhood using Census tract information. Due to the vast size of the Census tracts for Alaska, the study could not determine how 
much of each tract was located within the neighborhood footprint, only that the neighborhood was very large (more than 1,000 square miles).  
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In addition to receiving implementation grants, some grantees in the study received other awards from the 
Promise Neighborhoods program. Of the 25 implementation grantees in the study, 12 received planning grants 
prior to their implementation grant and five received an extension grant after their five-year implementation 
grant ended (Exhibit A.5). The program awarded one-year planning grants (of roughly $500,000) to support 
organizations developing plans to provide services that aim to significantly improve academic success and 
broader development of children. Two-year extension grants (of about $5 million) supported existing grantees in 
continuing, expanding, and scaling services to their neighborhoods. 

Exhibit A.5. Promise Neighborhoods awards received by grantees in the study 

. . . Grant type received 

Promise Neighborhoods Grantee 
Implementation 

grant year Planning Implementation Extension 

Improving Rural 
Appalachian Schools 

Berea College 2011   . 

Hayward Promise 
Neighborhood 

California State 
University, East Bay 

Foundation 

2011   . 

Northside Achievement 
Zone 

Northside 
Achievement Zone 

2011 .  . 

San Antonio Eastside 
Promise Neighborhood 

United Way of San 
Antonio and Bexar 

County 

2011   . 

Buffalo Promise 
Neighborhood 

Westminster 
Foundation 

2011   . 

Five Promises for Two 
Generations 

DC Promise 
Neighborhood 
Initiative, Inc. 

2012 .  . 

Indianola Promise 
Community 

Delta Health Alliance 2012    

Dudley Street 
Neighborhood Initiative 

Dudley Street 
Neighborhood 

Initiative 

2012   . 

Mission Promise 
Neighborhood 

Mission Economic 
Development 

2012    

Chula Vista Promise 
Neighborhood 

South Bay 
Community Services 

2012    

East Lubbock Promise 
Neighborhood 

Texas Tech 
University College of 

Education 

2012 .  . 

Los Angeles Promise 
Neighborhood 

Youth Policy 
Institute 

2012   . 
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. . . Grant type received 

Promise Neighborhoods Grantee 
Implementation 

grant year Planning Implementation Extension 

Knox Promise 
Neighborhood 

Berea College 2016 .   

Camden Promise 
Neighborhood 
Implementation 

Center for Family 
Services 

2016   . 

Deer Creek Promise 
Neighborhood 

Delta Health Alliance 2016 .   

Promise of a Strong 
Partnership for Education 
Reform (ProSPER) 

Drexel University 2016 .  . 

The Everett Freeman 
Promise Neighborhood 
Initiative 

Paskenta Band of 
Nomlaki Indians 

2016   . 

Los Angeles Promise 
Neighborhood in the 
Promise Zone 

Youth Policy 
Institute 

2016 .  . 

Supporting Transitions and 
Educational Promise 
Southeast (STEPS) Alaska 

Association of Alaska 
School Boards 

2017 .  . 

Perry Promise 
Neighborhood 

Berea College 2017 .  . 

South Hayward Promise 
Neighborhood 

California State 
University, East Bay 

Foundation 

2017 .  . 

South Ward Children's 
Alliance Promise 
Neighborhood 

South Ward 
Children’s Alliance 

2017   . 

Albina Rockwood Promise 
Neighborhood 

Self Enhancement, 
Inc. 

2018 .  . 

San Diego Promise 
Neighborhood 

South Bay 
Community Services 

2018   . 

Promise Heights University of 
Maryland, Baltimore 

2018   . 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023a). 

NOTE: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. 

Consistent with ED’s goals for place-based approaches, each Promise Neighborhoods grantee aimed to address 
the needs of its specific neighborhood. Box A.1 provides examples that demonstrate the depth, complexity, and 
nature of the needs experienced by different neighborhoods. 
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Box A.1. Examples of neighborhoods’ needs 

The Mission Promise Neighborhood in San Francisco had a high need for more affordable housing. The 
Mission District has been an entry point for Mexican immigrants and refugees fleeing wars and political 
instability in Central and South America. In the 1990s, the “dot-com” boom priced many Latino families out of 

the neighborhood. The neighborhood’s continued popularity has led to rapid increases in housing prices, making housing 
unaffordable for many of the low- and moderate-income families who live, work, and attend school in the district. Many 
individuals and families work multiple jobs in the low-wage service industry to afford rent and thus may be less able to 
engage with the school system or support their children’s education. In August 2011, the average rent for a one-bedroom 
apartment in the Mission District was $27,012 annually—more than 60 percent of the average income for Mission’s Latino 
households. 

The Promise Heights Neighborhood in Baltimore had a high need for improved school safety. Baltimore 
City Schools was the first school system in the country to have multiple schools identified as “persistently 
dangerous” based on the number of suspensions and/or expulsions for fighting or other interpersonal 

violence.24 In the two years prior to the grant, six students were murdered, including one violent murder during the 
school day in a classroom. Many students, parents, and teachers were left traumatized. Chronic absenteeism was high, 
with about 60 percent of students missing more than 20 days in a school year, negatively affecting students’ academic 
performance. 

The Supporting Transitions and Educational Promise Southeast (STEPS) Promise Neighborhood in 
Alaska had a high need for improved family engagement in schools. Alaska is known for its extreme and 
vast landscape. Equal to about one-third of the entire landmass of the United States, Alaska contains roughly 
200 isolated villages ranging in population from 100 to 6,000. Less than 10 percent of those villages have 

roads, and the STEPS Promise Neighborhood sought to serve Alaska Native people living in these settings. For generations, 
the Tlingit and Haida peoples have experienced a history of racism that has led to a disconnect between families and 
schools arising from a network of boarding schools that violated Alaska Native rights by disallowing traditional practices, 
language, and ways of life. Some of these boarding schools operated into the 1980s. Because many Tlingit and Haida 
families had traumatic experiences in those schools, families continue to feel alienated from school environments and 
disenfranchised from educational decision making. Children’s educational outcomes have suffered as a result. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023a). 

NOTE: These examples are based on applications from three grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. 
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SECTION B. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ABOUT HOW THE STUDY WAS 
DESIGNED AND IMPLEMENTED 

This section describes how the study was designed and executed. This section details the sample; the data; the 
measures examined; and the analytic methods for the implementation, outcomes, and exploratory analyses.  

The study aimed to answer these research questions: 

1. How did neighborhoods vary in scale, resources, and highest priority needs? 

2. How did grantees address the needs of their Promise Neighborhoods? 

3. What challenges did grantees face in carrying out key steps in their grants? 

4. Were changes in student outcomes in early Promise Neighborhoods schools similar to those in other 
comparable schools? 

B.1 Description of the Promise Neighborhoods in the study sample 

The sample for the implementation questions (research questions 1 through 3) included 25 grantees. The sample 
for the outcomes question (research question 4) included 12 of those grantees. These differences are driven by 
data availability, as explained below.  

The implementation analysis included all Promise Neighborhoods that had operated for at least three years at the 
time of data collection in 2022, meaning that the grantees had completed at least the majority of their grant 
period at the time of data collection. This included the 12 early grantees that received awards in 2011 and 2012, 
and 13 recent grantees that received awards between 2016 and 2018. Grants had already been completed at the 
time of data collection for early grantees, so these grantees could report on grant activities for their entire 
implementation period. Recent grantees had completed a majority of their grant at the time of data collection. 
The Promise Neighborhoods grantees that received awards after 2018 (such as in 2021 and 2022) were not 
included in the study because they had implemented their grants for fewer than three years and had not 
completed a majority of their grant at the time of data collection. 

For the outcomes analysis, the study included 13 Promise Neighborhoods supported by the 12 early grantees with 
completed grants at the time of data collection—that is, all of the Promise Neighborhoods with five years of 
outcome data after the grant was awarded. This was because changes in educational outcomes were expected to 
take several years. More recent grantees were not included in the sample because data for all five years of the 
grant period were not available at the time of data collection. Exhibit B.1 provides descriptive statistics for the 
analyses samples.  
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Exhibit B.1. Sample characteristics  

Research 
question(s) 

Sample 

Number 
of 2011–

2012 
grantees 

Number of 
2016–2018 
grantees 

Average 
size 

(square 
milesa) 

Average 
number of 
childrenb 

Average 
number of 

partner 
schools 

Average 
grant 

amount 

1, 2, and 3 
All 25 
study 

grantees 
12 13 91.9 6,131 7 $25,209,077 

4 
12 early 
grantees 

12 0 88.7 6,646 7 $24,655,838 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023a, 2023b); U.S. Census Bureau (2023). 

NOTE: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. 

a “Size (square miles)” is an estimate of the size of the neighborhood in square miles, using neighborhood boundaries mapped to Census tract 
data. One neighborhood is excluded from the average for all grantees; due to the vast size of Census tracts for the neighborhood’s state 
(Alaska), the study could not determine how much of each tract was located within the neighborhood boundary. 

b “Number of children” represents an estimate of the number of children under age 18 living in the neighborhood (see Appendix Section 
B.4.2). 

B.2 Data collection 

The study collected data from several sources. For the implementation analysis (research questions 1 through 3), 
the following data were collected: 

• Research question 1. For all 25 grantees (2011–2018), the study collected information from grant applications 
and award data on grantee and neighborhood characteristics from ED. The study also collected grantee 
snapshot reports from ED and local neighborhood, state, and national comparison data from the U.S. Census 
Bureau (see Exhibit B.2). For the 20 grantees that responded to a survey administered in spring 2022 to 
grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018, the study collected information about 
the neighborhood’s highest priority needs. Although the study attempted to survey all 25 grantees, the 
organizations leading three Promise Neighborhoods dissolved before the administration of the survey and 
were not able to provide responses. Two other grantees failed to complete the survey, resulting in a sample 
of 20 grantees. 

• Research question 2. To examine how grantees delivered services, the study used data collected from the 20 
respondents to the spring 2022 survey. To examine what services were provided, all 25 grantees were 
included because the study was able to supplement the survey data with information from annual 
performance reports.  

• Research question 3. To examine challenges, the study used data collected from the 20 respondents to the 
spring 2022 survey.  

• Research question 4. For the outcomes analysis (research question 4), the study collected school-level 
demographic and outcome data from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of 
Data (CCD), EDFacts, and state and local education agencies to identify schools that were comparable to 
Promise Neighborhoods schools and to compare their outcomes over time. The study collected this 
information for grantees that received awards in 2011 and 2012 because only these grantees had five years of 
outcomes data to analyze based on the timing of their grants. Exhibit B.2. describes these data sources.
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Exhibit B.2. Summary of study data sources 

Data source 
Data obtained and research 

questions addressed 
Number of 
grantees  

Response 
rate (%) 

Timing of 
data 

collection 

Survey of grantees . . . . 

Survey 

Grant activities, neighborhood 
needs, services provided,a and 

challenges during the grant 
period (RQ1, RQ2, RQ3) 

All 25 study 
grantees 

91b 
Spring 
2022 

Data from the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education . . . . 

Grant applications 

Grantee and neighborhood 
characteristics; illustrative 
examples of neighborhood 

needs (RQ1, RQ2) 

All 25 study 
grantees 

100 2011–2018 

Grant awards 
Year of award, name of 

neighborhood and grantee, 
location, award amount (RQ1) 

All 25 study 
grantees 

100 2011–2018 

Annual performance reports 

Illustrative examples of grantee 
services and challenges; data on 
services for grantees that did not 
provide this information in the 

survey (RQ2) 

All 25 study 
grantees 

96 2013–2022 

Snapshot reports  
Number of children living in the 

neighborhood (RQ1) 
All 25 study 

grantees 
100 

Spring 
2022 

Data from the U.S. Census Bureau  . . . . 

2010 U.S. Census data from the 2010 
Decennial Census and American Community 
Survey 

Neighborhood size (square 
miles), median household 

income, unemployment rates, 
percentage of single-parent 

households (RQ1) 

All 25 study 
grantees 

100 2010 

Data from the National Center for Education Statistics . . . . 

Common Core of Data  

Schools’ charter status and 
school-level enrollment counts 

by grade, gender, and race 
(RQ4) 

12 early 
grantees 

100 
2008–

2009 to 
2016–17 

EDFacts data  
High school graduation rates 

(RQ4) 
12 early 
grantees 

100 
2008–

2009 to 
2016–17 
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Data source 
Data obtained and research 

questions addressed 
Number of 
grantees  

Response 
rate (%) 

Timing of 
data 

collection 

Data from state and local educational agencies . . . . 

State education agencies for California, 
Kentucky, Massachusetts, Minnesota, 
Mississippi, New York, and Texas 

DC Public Schools and the following local 
education agencies in California: Chula Vista 
Elementary, Covina-Valley United, Fontana 
Unified, Fresno Unified, Hayward Unified, 
Los Angeles Unified, Lynwood Unified, Mt. 
Diablo Unified, San Diego Unified, Santa Ana 
Unified, Santa Barbara Unified, San 
Francisco Unified, Sweetwater Union High, 
and Twin Rivers Unified 

Enrollment counts, by school, 
year, and grade level—overall, 
and by gender, race, ethnicity, 
free and reduced-price lunch 
status, English learner status, 
and special education status 

(RQ4) 

Attendance data, by school, 
year, and grade level (RQ4) 

Mean test scores and student 
counts in each proficiency level 
for math and English language 

arts state assessments, by 
school, year, and grade level for 

grades 3–8 (RQ4) 

High school graduation rates, by 
school and year (RQ4) 

12 early 
grantees 

100 
2008–

2009 to 
2016–2017 

NOTES: The completeness of data from state and local education agencies varied. When the enrollment data and high school graduation rates 
were missing, the study obtained those data from the CCD and EDFacts. The first year of data collected from the CCD, EDFacts, and state and 
local education agencies was either 2008–2009 or 2009–2010 depending on when the early grantee received a Promise Neighborhoods grant 
(2011 or 2012).  

CCD = Common Core of Data; RQ1 = research question 1, RQ2 = research question 2, and so on. Exhibit B.3 describes measures used for each 
research question. 

a For grantee-reported services, 12 grantees receiving awards in 2016–2018 listed services provided during the grant period, including the 
name of the service, a description, and the needs (up to three) and service areas (up to three) that the service addressed through an extended 
survey module. Three early grantees also completed an extended section of the survey as part of a pre-test. The pre-test indicated that 
collecting this information from the remaining early grantees would be too difficult, given how much time had passed between the end of the 
grant and the time of the survey. The study instead used annual performance reports to gather and code data on services for the remainder 
of the early grantees and one recent grantee whose organization had dissolved. The study determined it would be appropriate to combine 
data from the two different data collection methods (surveys of grantees and annual performance reports, each of which may be subject to 
errors due to grantees having difficulty recalling information) after the pre-tests indicated that service information from annual performance 
reports was similar to the information early grantees provided in surveys. 

b Two grantees were unable to complete the survey. The organizations leading three other Promise Neighborhoods dissolved before the 
administration of the survey in 2022 and therefore were not surveyed. The survey response rate is 80 percent when those three grantees are 
included.  

B.3 Measures 

The study used the data above to develop measures to answer the study’s research questions. This section 
discusses the implementation and outcomes analyses measures in the order of the research questions in 
the report. 
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B.3.1 Measures in the implementation analysis for research questions 1–3 

To conduct the implementation analysis, the study constructed the measures described in Exhibit B.3. For 
research question 1, a combination of Census data and data from the Office of Elementary and Secondary 
Education (OESE)—the ED office overseeing the Promise Neighborhoods program—were used to construct 
measures of grantee and neighborhood characteristics; the study relied on survey data to summarize 
neighborhood needs. For research question 2, the study relied on survey data from grantees in addition to data 
from OESE to construct measures related to allocation of funding and enhancement of services, the services 
grantees reported providing (coded into service types, as shown in Exhibit B.4), and the needs that the services 
sought to address. For research question 3, the study used survey data to create measures of difficulties with 
school and district partnerships, and challenges with key grant management tasks. 

Exhibit B.3. Measures used in the implementation analysis 

Measure Definition/construction 

Research question 1: How did neighborhoods vary in scale, resources, and highest priority needs? . 

Neighborhood distress . 

Household income 
Percentage of households in a Promise Neighborhood with a median income below $25,000 
and below $50,000.  

Unemployment rate Number of unemployed people as a percentage of the labor force. 

Single-parent household 
rate 

Percentage of households in which a child under 18 years lives with one parent but does not 
live with two married parents.  

Grantee and neighborhood characteristics . 

Type of grantee 
organization 

Percentage of grantees identified as an institution of higher education, nonprofit, or an 
Indigenous organization in application materials. 

Neighborhood size Size in square miles of the geographic area represented by a Promise Neighborhood.  

Number of children in the 
neighborhood 

Number of children ages 0–18 in the neighborhood.  

Neighborhood setting 
Neighborhoods in urban, rural, or Indigenous community settings, indicated by the 
percentage of grantees in our sample that applied under each funding pool specified in the 
grant application materials.  

Number of partner schools 
Indicator of neighborhood scale; count of K–12 schools a grantee identified in application 
materials as a partner on the grant.  

Per-child resources 

Amount of funds available to grantees for each child 0–18 living in the neighborhood, 
adjusted for cost of living. First, the study calculated per-child resources by dividing the sum 
of the grant amount and matching funds by the number of children in the neighborhood. 
Next, the study calculated a cost-of-living adjustment for each neighborhood by dividing the 
neighborhood median housing cost by the national median housing cost. In the final step, 
the study divided per-child resources by the cost-of-living adjustment for an adjusted per-
child resources value for each neighborhood. 
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Measure Definition/construction 

Highest priority 
neighborhood needs 

From a list of 20 needs asked about on the survey of grantees, grantees marked the top three 
needs for their neighborhood during the grant period. Grantees could also write in up to two 
other needs and mark them as part of their top three needs if desired.  

Research question 2: How did grantees address the needs of their Promise Neighborhoods? . 

Allocation of funding 
Percentage of funding allocated to different grant activities, reported by grantees in the 
survey. 

Service enhancement 
Percentage that enhanced service delivery by adding services, serving more recipients, or 
providing more frequent or more hours of services, reported separately by grantees in the 
survey.  

Number of services 
The total number of distinct services provided to the neighborhood during the grant period, 
reported by grantees in the survey.  

Number of services in 
each of four service areas 

Number of grantee-reported services that were categorized as relevant to one or more of the 
four service areas required by the program: early childhood, K–12 education, college and 
career readiness, and family and community supports. Services could address multiple 
services areas. 

Service area focus 

Percentage of a grantee’s reported services that addressed a given service area. The study 
calculated this percentage by dividing the number of services identified as addressing a 
service area by the total number of services. Because services could address multiple service 
areas, the sum of an individual grantee’s percentages of services across the four areas may 
be greater than 100. 

Service type 
Grantee-reported services were categorized as relevant to one or more of 45 different service 
types; see Exhibit B.4.  

Service-to-need alignment 
Percentage of services that addressed a neighborhood’s highest priority needs; grantees 
indicated the needs that each service addressed (up to three); see Section B.4.2. 

Research question 3: What challenges did grantees face in carrying out key steps in their grants? . 

Difficulties with school 
and district partnerships 

Indicators for whether the level of school, and separately, district involvement posed any 
challenges for the Promise Neighborhood during the grant period. On the survey, grantees 
indicated which tasks, such as implementing programs and services, that the level of school 
or district involvement made difficult. 

Challenges with grant 
management tasks 

Indicators for how challenging grantees reported it was to complete 25 grant tasks related to 
data use, strategic and accountable partnerships, community engagement, sustainable 
financing, and organizational and strategic capacity. On the survey, grantees reported 
whether tasks were not challenging, somewhat challenging, or very challenging. 

Groups of grantees for additional analyses (see Section B.3.3) . 

Grant timing 
Early grantees received awards in 2011 and 2012. Recent grantees received awards in 2016, 
2017, and 2018; only recent grantees implemented their grants during the COVID-19 
pandemic. 

Grantee type 
Per the program requirements, grants could be led by one of three types of organizations: 
institutions of higher education, nonprofits, and Indigenous organizations. 
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Measure Definition/construction 

Adjusted per-child 
resources 

Grantees with per-child resources below the median value for all grantees comprised the 
lower per-child resources group; grantees with per-child resources above the median value 
comprised the higher per-child resources group. 

Service-to-need alignment 
Grantees with a service-to-need alignment value above the average for all grantees 
comprised the higher alignment group; grantees with an alignment value below the average 
comprised the lower alignment group. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023a); U.S. Census Bureau (2021, 2023); Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered 
in spring 2022; Promise Neighborhoods grantees’ annual performance reports (2015–2017). 

NOTE: To calculate the number of children in the neighborhood, the study used data from ED snapshot reports after determining it was more 
consistent and reliable than using Census tracts because of challenges of estimating the number of children in Indigenous communities. For 
per-child resources, the study combined the award amount and matching funds to capture grantees’ full available resources. The study 
imputed the matching funds based on grant requirements for seven of 25 grantees that did not provide the information in the survey (see 
Appendix Section A.2). Appendix Section D presents an alternate calculation of per-child resources using grant awards only.  
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Exhibit B.4. Codes study used to categorize service types in Promise Neighborhoods 

Service type Description 

Adult workforce 
College and career readiness course or job placement service that specifically supports job-
seeking adults 

After-school activities 
Academic and social enrichment offered outside of school hours during the academic 
calendar year 

Attendance Attendance coordinator or other program designed to reduce (chronic) student absenteeism 

Basic needs Clothing or gift card donations 

Career exploration 
Career fair, internship, job shadowing, and/or career class that prepares youth for the 
workforce 

Case management Resource referral provided on an individual basis 

College preparation 
College counseling, application help, college tours, and/or other enrichment programming 
to prepare youth for college 

Community advocacy 
Community residents or parent groups brought together in support of the community or 
school, often involving leadership development 

Community center A physical space that serves as a resource hub 

Community school Community school model implementation (for example, community school coordinators) 

Developmental 
assessments 

Child screenings to identify developmental delays 

Dual enrollment Pathways for dual enrollment courses for high school students 

Early learning centers Early childhood learning facility for ages 0–5 (for example, Head Start) 

ESL classes Classes that teach English language skills to multilingual learners 

Family planning 
Teen pregnancy prevention, sex education, healthy relationship classes, support for 
pregnant individuals before and/or after pregnancy 

Financial education Financial literacy and tax preparation services 

Fitness Sports, fitness class, or other activity designed to move the body 

GED classes Classes that result in a GED credential 

Home visiting Services provided in a client’s home 

Housing assistance Access to affordable housing opportunities 

Juvenile justice Diverting adolescents from the justice system, post-incarceration support 

Kindergarten readiness Social, numeracy, and/or literacy skill-building opportunities for rising kindergarteners 

Legal Legal services 

Literacy Curriculum, instruction, or other programming designed to improve literacy 

Math 
Curriculum and academic support designed to improve math learning (for example, math 
interventions or online math tools) 

Medical Doctor and dentist appointments, blood pressure check, and/or immunizations 

Mental health Social-emotional skill building, therapy, and/or counseling 

Mentors Mentors paired with children or youth to offer academic, wellness, and emotional support 
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Service type Description 

Music and art classes Dance, art, music, and/or theater instruction 

Neighborhood 
beautification 

Community activities designed to beautify the community (for example, planting days, town 
clean-ups) 

Nutrition Gardening, cooking, nutrition class, or other service that supports healthy eating habits 

On-time graduation 
Credit recovery, early warning system, and/or academic coordinator to help students 
graduate on time 

Parent support groups 
Gatherings designed to build a sense of community among parents (for example, new 
mothers class) 

Parenting classes Classes that teach parenting skills 

Professional development Coaching, classes, and other skill-building opportunities for school staff 

Public safety 
Safe walking paths to school or other services designed to create safer neighborhood 
conditions 

School climate 
Crisis or conflict resolution, culturally responsive pedagogy, and/or equity-focused initiatives 
to improve the school climate 

School founding New school creation 

School turnaround School turnaround model implementation 

STEM classes STEM classes held during the school day 

Substance abuse 
prevention 

Class or curriculum designed to prevent the abuse of tobacco, drugs, and/or alcohol 

Summer activities Academic and/or social enrichment offered over the summer break 

Technology enhancements Internet access or educational technology provided to K–12 students 

Tutoring Tutoring that takes place during school, after school, and/or during the summer 

Youth engagement 
Youth-specific program that does not fit under another service type (for example, 
cyberbullying class) 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; Promise Neighborhoods grantees’ annual performance 
reports (2015–2017) for grantees that did not complete the relevant portion of the 2022 survey. 

NOTES: Two coders reviewed grantee descriptions of services and assigned a service type (shown in the table) to each service. A single 
service could be coded as more than one service type. Coders reviewed each other’s work, identified any differences in coding decisions, and 
ultimately agreed on 100 percent of the assignments.  

ESL = English as a second language; GED = General Educational Development; STEM = Science, technology, engineering, and math. 

B.3.2 Measures in the outcomes analysis for research question 4 

To determine whether changes in outcomes in early Promise Neighborhoods schools were similar to changes in 
comparable schools (referred to as comparison schools in this appendix), the analysis used four educational 
outcomes: math test scores, English language arts test scores, attendance rates, and high school graduation rates 
(see Exhibit B.5 for more information). The study focused exclusively on educational outcomes to align with the 
program’s emphasis on these outcomes.  
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One important limitation of the analysis is that it did not examine all of the educational outcomes that Promise 
Neighborhoods may have sought to improve. The study explored if it would be feasible to collect data on all eight 
of the program’s required education indicators from states and school districts for the Promise Neighborhoods 
schools and comparison schools (Exhibit A.2). However, states and districts could only consistently provide data 
on math and English language arts test scores, attendance rates, and high school graduation rates. The other 
required education indicators (kindergarten readiness, chronic absenteeism, and postsecondary attainment) 
were not available consistently for both Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools, so they are not 
included in the study.  

Because test assessments varied across grades, years, and states, student test scores were standardized into z-
scores. The z-score describes each school’s average score relative to the average score in that grade and state. A 
school having a positive z-score implies that students in the school performed better, on average, on the 
assessment than the average student in their grade and state; a negative score indicates the students in the school 
performed below average. Attendance and high school graduation rates were analyzed and reported in their 
natural units (and in standard deviation units to assess whether changes in outcomes were similar for Promise 
Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools, as described in Section B.5.2). The math and English language 
arts z-scores and attendance rates are measured at the school level for each year and grade for grades 3–8, and 
high school graduation rates are measured at the school level for each year.  
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Exhibit B.5. Measures used in the outcomes analysis 

Measure Definition/construction 

Math achievement 

A standardized measure of scaled test scores from state math assessments for grades 3–8. For 
each school, year, and grade, the average scale score was converted to a value known as a z-
score by subtracting the statewide average scale score for that year and grade and dividing 
the difference by the statewide standard deviation for that year and grade. 

English language arts 
achievement 

A standardized measure of scaled test scores from state English language arts assessments for 
grades 3–8. For each school, year, and grade, the average scale score was converted to a z-
score by subtracting the statewide average scale score for that year and grade and dividing 
the difference by the statewide standard deviation for that year and grade. 

Attendance rates  
The average percentage of days that grade 3–8 students attended school, as reported by 
states and school districts. 

High school graduation 
rates  

The percentage of the graduating cohort that graduated in four years or less.  

SOURCE: Outcome data for the 2008–2009 through 2016–2017 school years.  

NOTES: State education agencies in Kentucky and Massachusetts did not provide scale score means for every year of data requested. The 
study used what are known as heteroskedastic ordered probit models25 to estimate math and English language arts z-scores for schools 
located in Kentucky and Massachusetts for years the data were not provided. This approach to estimating z-scores leveraged the availability 
of school-level data on the count of students scoring in proficiency levels across each of the two states. The District of Columbia provided 
individual-level data rather than school-level data, so the study calculated a cohort-adjusted graduation rate for each school and year of data 
used in the analysis. Although graduation rate calculations may not be standardized across states (for example, adjustments to the cohort for 
students who transfer in and out may not be done the same way), Promise Neighborhoods schools are compared only to schools in the same 
state whose graduation rates are calculated the same way. The outcomes analysis also examined outcomes for groups of grantees using the 
same groups defined in Exhibit B.3 except for grant timing (because only early grantees were included in the outcomes analysis).  

B.3.3 Defining groups of grantees for additional analyses 

Because grantees varied in several ways that might have influenced the services they delivered and how 
successfully they did so, the study examined the implementation and outcomes of groups of grantees based on 
certain characteristics separately. Doing so allowed the study to examine whether specific characteristics could 
be related to better implementation of the grant or outcomes, which could signal an area for future examination 
and may have implications for the program’s design. Furthermore, the study could have examined many 
possible groups of grantees. Ultimately, the study selected groups where there was a strong hypothesis about 
why implementation and outcomes may differ between them that also avoided having indistinguishable groups 
based on other characteristics because grantee and neighborhood characteristics overlapped in notable ways. 
For example, neighborhoods led by institutions of higher education were more likely to be in rural settings (38 
percent) compared to neighborhoods led by other grantee types (13 percent). Specifically, the study created 
measures to compare groups of grantees based on grant timing, grantee type, and per-child resources 
(Exhibit B.6).  

Due to small sample sizes and the overlap between grantee and neighborhood characteristics, the study largely 
presents the group-level findings in the study appendix rather than the main report (apart from a brief mention 
in an endnote about the outcomes analysis results for all grantee groups and a sentence in the Looking Ahead 
section about outcome analysis results by grade level). However, the report presents findings based on grant 
timing to clarify the sample for research questions 1 to 3 (early and recent grantees) and research question 4 
(early grantees only). Presenting findings by grant timing also allows for comparison of implementation patterns 
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for recent grantees, whose grant period was interrupted by the COVID-19 pandemic, with patterns for early 
grantees that did not experience this challenge. To help focus the report on more substantive differences 
between groups, the study only reported differences between groups of at least 15 percentage points. The 
rationale for using 15 percentage points as the cutoff is provided in Appendix Section B.4.3.  

Grant timing. The study looked separately at early and recent grantees. Because early grantees received awards 
in 2011 and 2012, and recent grantees received awards in 2016, 2017, and 2018 (Exhibit 2), only the recent 
grantees were affected by the COVID-19 pandemic. In addition, several changes to the program affected only 
more recent grantees (for example, the 2017 application materials began requiring grantees to use all educational 
and family and community support indicators; see Exhibit A.2).  

Grantee type. Different types of grantees—institutions of higher education, nonprofits, and Indigenous 
organizations26—could also have varying levels of capacity to manage the grant and deliver services. For example, 
institutions of higher education might have stronger relationships with school districts and be better equipped to 
provide educational services to younger children and families.27 Similarly, nonprofits might have closer ties with 
community members and more experience addressing broader family and community issues that might result in 
stronger partnerships with service providers in the neighborhood.28 Therefore, the study formed and compared 
implementation features, challenges, and outcomes between these two grantee types. The first group—
institutions of higher education—are likely to have institutional supports and infrastructures similar to one 
another. The second group—nonprofits and Indigenous organizations—are likely to have less robust supports and 
infrastructures compared to institutions of higher education. These differences may play out in a variety of ways 
in the implementation of Promise Neighborhoods. Only one neighborhood was led by an Indigenous 
organization, and it was not feasible to create a group of only one. 

Adjusted per-child resources. The per-child resources available in each neighborhood may play an important role 
in determining which services grantees provide, the focus of those services, and the capacity of grantee staff to 
oversee and provide grant services. For this reason, the study created groups based on per-child resources (see 
Exhibit C.2). Values cluster around several amounts, but creating groups of grantees around each cluster would 
result in too many groups with too few grantees in each for meaningful analysis. Instead, the study formed and 
compared groups of grantees based on their position relative to the median value of $13,224—those with per-child 
resources below the median value represented the lower per-child resources group and those with resources 
above the median represented the higher per-child resources group. The groups had distinct average resource 
amounts—grantees in the lower group had average per-child resources of $6,158; grantees in the higher group 
had average per-child resources of $21,122 (see Section Appendix C.1.1). 
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Exhibit B.6. Grantee groups for timing, type, and per-child resources 

. Percentage of grantees 

Characteristics 
All 

grantees 
Early Recent 

Institutions 
of higher 
education 

Nonprofit 
and 

Indigenous 
organization 

Lower per-
child 

resources 

Higher per-
child 

resources 

Grant award timing . . . . . . . 

Early 48 --- --- 38 53 60 38 

Recent 52 --- --- 63 47 40 62 

Grantee type . . . . . . . 

Institution of higher 
education 

32 27 42 --- --- 20 46 

Nonprofit or 
Indigenous 
organization 

68 73 58 --- --- 80 54 

Per-child resources . . . . . . . 

Lower 48 55 33 25 53 --- --- 

Higher 52 45 67 75 47 --- --- 

Total number of 
grantees (#) 

25 11 12 8 15 10 13 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; U.S. Department of Education (2023a); U.S. Census 
Bureau (2023). 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. However, only 23 
of 25 grantees were included in the analysis of grantee groups because one early and one recent grantee organization dissolved before data 
collection in 2022. Results from analyses of these groups of grantees should be interpreted with caution because the groups are small (just 8 
to 16 grantees). Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. See Exhibit B.3 for more details on the per-child resources calculation. 

Service-to-need alignment. The study also explored the relationship between more or less alignment (grantee 
services to highest priority neighborhood needs) and outcomes. Closer alignment between services and needs 
might lead to better outcomes and fewer challenges. To examine this, the study compared two groups of 
grantees with service-to-need alignment above or below the average. Grantees with a service-to-need alignment 
value above the average of 52 percent were assigned to the higher alignment group (8 grantees with an average 
service-to-need alignment of 74 percent) and grantees with an alignment value below the average were assigned 
to the lower alignment group (12 grantees with an average alignment of 37 percent; see Exhibit 8 in the main 
report for percentages of services aligned with neighborhoods’ highest priority needs). 

B.4 Implementation analysis for research questions 1–3 

The goal of the implementation analysis was to examine the characteristics of grantees, their neighborhoods, and 
needs (research question 1); how grantees addressed needs through services (research question 2); and 
challenges grantees may face in carrying out key grant activities (research question 3). This section provides 
more details on the analyses samples, the methods, and the comparison groups.  
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B.4.1 Grantees included in the implementation analysis for research questions 1–3 

All 25 implementation grants awarded in 2011, 2012, 2016, 2017, and 2018 were included in the implementation 
analysis (see Exhibit 2). As discussed above, this sample includes all Promise Neighborhoods with at least three 
years of implementation data available in spring 2022. The study reported differences in sample size due to 
grantee nonresponse to specific measures or data unavailability on a case-by-case basis in exhibit notes (see also 
Exhibit B.2). 

B.4.2 Methods to conduct the implementation analysis for research questions 1–3 

The study applied consistent rules for reporting and interpreting implementation findings. First, for categorical 
variables, including grantee type and neighborhood setting, the study focused on the majority (above 50 percent) 
response. For example, the study determined that grantee type varied if no one group accounted for the 
majority. For continuous variables, including neighborhood size, per-child resources, and services, the study 
determined that values varied or differed if more than half of grantees deviated from the variable mean by 10 
percent or more. For example, the study concluded that neighborhoods differed in size if the value for more 
than half of grantees deviated from the mean by 10 percent or more. The study applied these methods, rather 
than statistical testing, for two reasons: (1) the analysis includes all grantees with available data, meaning the 
study is not generalizing findings to a broader population; and (2) the number of grantees is small, meaning any 
statistical tests would be imprecise. The information below details the implementation analyses methods 
question by question. 

Research question 1: Methods for examining how neighborhoods varied in scale, resources, and highest 
priority needs 

To examine whether the program’s flexibility translated into diversity in grantees and neighborhoods, the study 
examined variation in grantee type and neighborhood scale (setting, size, resources, and partner schools; see 
also Exhibit A.4). Because the program gave grantees flexibility to identify which neighborhoods to serve, the 
study anticipated that the characteristics of the neighborhoods might vary across grantees. The study also 
examined Census-level neighborhood metrics to assess the extent to which grantees were serving distressed 
neighborhoods, because the program required grantees to serve distressed neighborhoods. 

The study conducted several analyses of these grantee and neighborhood characteristics. For categorical 
measures, such as grantee type and neighborhood setting, the study calculated the percentage of Promise 
Neighborhoods with each characteristic. As described above, variation was determined to be present if no one 
group accounted for the majority of grantees. For continuous measures, such as the number of partner schools 
and per-child resources, the study calculated the average value across grantees and determined that the 
distribution varied if more than the half (50 percent) of grantees had a value that deviated from the average by at 
least 10 percent. Neighborhoods had an average footprint of 92 square miles (Exhibit A.4). Similarly, grantees 
partnered with seven schools on average (Exhibit A.4) and had an average of $13,986 in per-child funds 
(Exhibit C.2). 

To examine the extent of “distress” in study neighborhoods, the study calculated the average of each distress 
indicator described in Exhibit B.3. To understand how these measures of distress in Promise Neighborhoods 
compared to nearby areas, the study first examined whether the average of each distress indicator was higher or 
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lower for Promise Neighborhoods than national and state averages. Next, the study calculated the relevant state 
quartiles for each indicator and compared each neighborhood to the quartiles of its state. For example, the study 
compared the top quartile of unemployment rates in a state to the average unemployment rate of Promise 
Neighborhoods in that state, and assessed whether Promise Neighborhoods had average unemployment rates in 
the state’s top quartile (Exhibits C.3–C.6). 

To determine the highest priority neighborhood needs across the sample, the study calculated the percentage of 
grantees indicating that each need was one of their neighborhood’s top three priorities. For each need, the study 
assessed whether the need was more (selected by more than 50 percent of grantees) or less (selected by 50 
percent or less of grantees) common. Examining needs in this way aligned with the goal of assessing the typical 
priorities for the majority of grantees. 

Research question 2: Methods for examining allocation of funds, service enhancements, services 
provided, and alignment between services and neighborhood needs. 

Providing services that are tailored to the specific needs of each Promise Neighborhood is a key component of 
the program that may also be important for achieving program outcomes (see logic model, Exhibit 1). Therefore, 
the study analyzed how funds were allocated to services; service enhancements; number of services overall and 
by service area, service area focus, and type of services provided; and the alignment of services and needs. 

Allocation of funds. To examine how grantees allocated funds to grant activities, the study averaged the 
percentage of funds that grantees reported spending on adding new services, expanding services, investing in 
staffing and operations, and collecting data. The study reported the average value for each category and 
determined if the majority (more than 50 percent) of funds were spent on service-related activities (Exhibit C.8). 

Enhancing services in a variety of ways, by service area. To examine how grantees enhanced services and their 
delivery during the grant period, the study calculated the percentage of grantees that reported engaging in three 
service enhancement activities within each service area. First, the study calculated the percentage of grantees 
that added more services in a given service area (see Exhibit C.9). Next, it calculated the percentage of grantees 
reporting that, for existing services, they (1) served more participants or (2) provided more frequent services or 
more service hours. The second set of questions calculated the percentage of grantees that reported they 
enhanced existing services for “all” or “most” services (grantees could also report these activities for “some” or 
“no” services; see Exhibits C.10–C.11). The study reported these values descriptively for each activity and 
service area. 

Number of services. To examine variation in the number of services provided, the study examined the range of 
the number of services grantees reported providing to their neighborhoods, overall and by service area. To 
assess if the number of services varied, the study first calculated the average number of services provided by 
grantees overall (32 services) and the average number of services provided in the K–12 education (12), family and 
community supports (11), early childhood (5), and college and career readiness (5) services areas. Next, it 
assessed if more than 50 percent of grantees had values that deviated more than 10 percent from the averages 
(Exhibit C.12–C.13). 

Service area focus. To learn how grantees distributed their services across the four service areas, the study 
calculated the percentage of grantee services that addressed each of those service areas. Grantees provided an 
average of 54 percent of their services in the K–12 education services area, 37 percent in the family and 
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community supports service area, 23 in the early childhood service area, and 18 in the college and career 
readiness service area (Exhibit C.14). The study assessed variation using the same method described above.  

Service type. Even when neighborhoods have similar needs, the Promise Neighborhoods program gives grantees 
the flexibility to address needs in ways that best serve their neighborhoods. Thus, the types of services that 
grantees provide to address similar needs may look very different across neighborhoods. For this reason, the 
study first calculated the percentage of grantees providing each type of service in each service area and 
examined the frequency with which service types were provided across neighborhoods, with more common 
service types identified as those provided by a higher percentage of grantees (Exhibit C.15). Next, the study 
calculated the average number of service types in each area to examine variation, using the same method 
described above (Exhibit C.16). Grantees provided an average of 10 distinct service types in the K–12 education 
services area, 11 in the family and community supports areas, and five each in the early childhood and college 
and career readiness supports areas. 

Alignment. Grantees listed the services they provided, along with the program-defined service area and needs a 
service addressed. The study paired these service descriptions with a separate survey item asking grantees to 
rank the highest priority needs in their neighborhood. To determine the extent to which services aligned with 
needs, the study first examined the needs each grantee reported their services addressed and then calculated the 
percentage of total services that addressed a need the grantee indicated was a highest priority need of the 
neighborhood. Examining percentage of total services aligned to a highest priority need rather than number of 
services takes into consideration that grantees offered different numbers of services, and more services overall 
may not translate to better delivery or alignment. Next, the study calculated an average of those values across 
grantees. Finally, the study examined the percentage of grantees with an alignment value below 70 percent. The 
study used a high cutoff (70 percent) to reflect the design of the program, which required grantees to align 
services to needs identified through a neighborhood needs assessment. This cutoff also considers that the 
program required services across the four service areas, which would make a higher cutoff less appropriate for 
the study. 

Research question 3: Methods for identifying the challenges grantees faced carrying out key steps in 
their grants 

Understanding challenges that grantees faced may help explain implementation and outcome patterns and 
identify areas for ongoing program improvement. For challenges related to school and district partnerships, the 
study calculated the percentage of grantees that indicated whether the level of school or district involvement 
made each item difficult. To identify the most substantial challenges related to grant management tasks, the 
study calculated the percentage of grantees that indicated a task was “very challenging” (grantees could report 
each task as “not challenging,” “somewhat challenging,” or “very challenging”). For each of these measures, the 
study characterized items that were rated by the majority (at least 50 percent) of the sample of grantees as being 
difficult (in the case of the school and district partnership survey items) or very challenging (in the case of grant 
management survey items) and described those items in the report as being potentially important barriers to the 
program’s success. The study focused on differences for these more common challenges because they are likely 
more relevant to the program than other challenges that did not affect a majority of grantees. 



 

B-17 

B.4.3 Identifying differences in implementation between groups of grantees 

To identify differences in implementation between two groups of grantees, the study used a threshold of 15 
percentage points for research questions 1–3. For example, if a particular variable was reported by 53 percent of 
one group and 75 percent of another group, the study would flag that as a difference of interest to mention in the 
report. In these analyses—which compared groups ranging in size from eight to 16 grantees—a difference of 15 
percentage points between groups is equivalent to a difference of two or three grantees. As with the analysis to 
assess variation, the study chose this method of identifying differences, rather than statistical testing, because 
statistical tests would be imprecise with the small number of grantees; other research has used this method of 
applying a 15-percentage point threshold to identify differences for small samples rather than significance 
testing.29 Additionally, when examining implementation challenges, the study only reported differences of 15 
percentage points on items that were reported as challenging by the majority (50 percent) of grantees in one of 
the two groups of grantees being compared. As with examining challenges for all grantees, the study focused on 
more common challenges because those are more likely to be relevant to the program and affect a majority of 
grantees in either group.  

B.5 Outcomes analysis for research question 4 

The goal of the outcomes analysis was to examine whether changes in educational outcomes for Promise 
Neighborhoods schools were similar to those in comparison schools (research question 4). To conduct the 
analysis, the study identified the two sets of schools based on their characteristics before the grant period. 
Identifying schools that were similar to Promise Neighborhoods schools before the grants were awarded makes it 
more likely that the comparisons after the program reflect differences due to the program rather than other 
factors. Even so, the comparisons do not show the effects of Promise Neighborhoods on outcomes because 
factors other than the program may still be differentially influencing outcomes over time in the two groups 
of schools.  

The study conducted two descriptive outcomes analyses. First, the study conducted a visual analysis showing 
trends in outcomes over time for both groups of schools. The results of these analyses are shown in the report 
and described below. Then, to assess if those trends in the visual analysis for the two groups were similar, the 
study used an approach known as a difference-in-differences analysis (see Section B.5.3). The results of those 
analyses are shown in Appendix Section C.  

This section describes how the comparison schools were selected. It then explains how the visual analysis and 
the difference-in-differences analyses were conducted. Finally, it explains several additional analyses referenced 
in the report. 

B.5.1 Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools selection 

To conduct these analyses of outcomes, the study first identified schools that enrolled children who may have 
benefited from Promise Neighborhoods grants. This helped ensure the analyses included children whose 
outcomes could have been affected by the program. The study used two approaches: 
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1. The first approach—used in the study’s primary analysis—was to take the broadest sample of all schools in the 
Promise Neighborhood, including partner schools and other schools in the neighborhood, because services 
were not always delivered in schools (partner or other schools). Examining all schools within the geographic 
boundary captures the broadest possible group of children in the neighborhood who could have potentially 
benefited from the program. For each early Promise Neighborhood, the study identified all public schools 
located within the geographic boundaries of the neighborhoods, and identified 110 schools. Due to data 
availability (described below), a total of 101 schools (across the four outcomes) were included in the analysis. 

2. The second approach—used in a supplemental analysis—focused only on grantees’ partner schools because 
partner schools were the schools that grantees had relationships with and services may have been more 
concentrated in those schools. This might mean students in those schools were most likely to benefit from 
the program. A total of 80 schools were identified. Due to data availability (described below), a total of 71 
partner schools (across the four outcomes) were included in the supplemental analysis. These findings are in 
Section C.4.  

After identifying schools that may benefit from the Promise Neighborhoods grants, the study sought to identify a 
set of similar schools not served by Promise Neighborhoods grants whose outcomes could serve as a useful 
comparison to the Promise Neighborhoods schools. These comparison schools were identified in a two-step 
process. First, the study used matching methods to identify potential comparison schools and to form two 
groups of schools with similar characteristics. Second, the study refined the set of potential comparison schools 
for each outcome to help ensure the Promise Neighborhoods and comparison schools were similar in observed 
characteristics prior to the Promise Neighborhoods grant.  

The study reviewed the literature on matching methods and identified several commonly used approaches to 
form two groups of schools with similar characteristics before the grant.30 Because no consensus exists about the 
best approach, and to limit the sensitivity of the results to the method selected, the study used four different 
matching methods and included all schools selected by any of the methods in the group of comparison schools. 
The study used three matching methods that were implemented using the program MatchIT in R: nearest 
neighbor, optimal, and genetic matching.31 The fourth method was a customized algorithm that iteratively 
selected schools in a way that ensured that the effect size differences between the Promise Neighborhoods school 
and comparison schools did not exceed 0.25 standard deviations, a cutoff used by the What Works 
Clearinghouse (2022). 

Comparison schools were located in the same state as the Promise Neighborhood and eligible to be served by a 
Promise Neighborhoods grant (meaning they were in a district with at least one low-performing or persistently 
low-achieving school) but were not actually served by a Promise Neighborhoods grant in 2011, 2012, or 2016 
(grants awarded in 2017 and 2018 are beyond the five-year window of outcome data collected for this study). 
Schools in a Census tract immediately adjacent to any tract within an early Promise Neighborhoods grantee’s 
boundary were not eligible because students living near those schools may have received Promise 
Neighborhoods services. Including those schools might bias comparison school outcomes if their students 
received program services. Schools that appeared to have closed by the 2017 school year were also not eligible, 
because they would not have outcomes measured five years after the grant was awarded. Across all outcomes, 
years, and Promise Neighborhoods, the study selected 1,970 comparison schools. Due to further sample 
refinement and data availability (both described below), a total of 1,941 schools were included in the analysis.   

Next, to ensure that the analysis used the most similar comparison schools for each outcome analysis, the study 
refined the sample to ensure that any pre-grant differences in the relevant outcomes were smaller than 0.25 
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standard deviations. This threshold aligns with What Works Clearinghouse standards stipulating that analyses 
with pre-program differences below that threshold can meet standards with reservations if the pre-program 
measure is accounted for in the analyses. For difference-in-differences designs, the pre-program and post-
program measure must also have a correlation above 0.60 to meet standards with reservations; this threshold is 
exceeded for all outcomes in this study (correlations are 0.63, 0.73, 0.77, and 0.93 for math, English language 
arts, attendance, and high school graduation, respectively).32 The study removed a small number of outlier 
schools from the initial set of comparison schools when their pre-grant measure of 4th or 8th grade math 
achievement, English language arts achievement, attendance rate, or high school graduation rate was higher 
than the “Tukey’s fence” upper bound.33 The threshold was calculated as 𝑄𝑄3 + 1.5(𝑄𝑄3 − 𝑄𝑄1), where 𝑄𝑄1 and 𝑄𝑄3 are 
the first and third quartiles, respectively, of the given measure among the Promise Neighborhoods schools. For 
cases where it was not possible to calculate quartiles (for example, if a Promise Neighborhood had a single high 
school), the study first calculated the statewide quartiles of the measure, then excluded schools whose pre-grant 
measure was in a different quartile from the Promise Neighborhoods school’s measure.  

The number of Promise Neighborhoods and schools in the two groups was also affected by the extent to which 
participating states and districts provided the data needed for analysis for each of the four educational outcomes. 
As described in Sections B.5.2 and B.5.3, the visual analysis and difference-in-differences analysis used the same 
sample of schools. To be included in the analysis, schools were required to have at least one grade with at least 
one year of data in each of the pre-grant and post-grant periods. The study obtained data on math and English 
language arts achievement for all 13 Promise Neighborhoods in the sample, attendance data for 10 of the 13 
Promise Neighborhoods, and graduation data for all 11 Promise Neighborhoods with a high school. Among the 
schools selected as part of the sample for each Promise Neighborhood, the outcome data needed for the analysis 
were generally widely available (Exhibit B.7). At the school level, math and English language arts achievement 
data were available for more than 85 percent of both groups of schools, attendance data from 50 to 65 percent of 
schools, and high school graduation data from 70 to 95 percent of schools.  
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Exhibit B.7. Data availability across Promise Neighborhoods and comparison schools, by outcome 
measure 

. . PN schools Comparison schools  

Measure Number of PNs 
With 

data (N) 
Total 

(N) 
With 

data (%) 
With 

data (N) 
Total 

(N) 
With 

data (%) 

Math achievement  13 of 13 76 88 86.4 1,553 1,622 95.7 

English language arts 
achievement 

13 of 13 76 88 86.4 1,563 1,622 96.4 

Attendance ratesa  10 of 13 57 88 64.8 837 1,622 51.6 

High school graduation ratesb  11 of 11 26 36 72.2 408 430 94.9 

SOURCE: Common Core of Data, EDFacts, and state and local education agencies for the 2008–2009 through 2016–2017 school years. 

NOTES: For each of these outcome measures in any given year of data included in the analysis, there is variation across grades in the 
percentage of Promise Neighborhoods, Promise Neighborhoods schools, and comparison schools included. The percentages shown in the 
table above represent the number of schools with at least one grade included in the analysis. For partner schools, 54 of 59 (91.5 percent) had 
math and English language arts data that needed to be included in the analysis, 31 of 59 (52.5 percent) had attendance data, and 19 of 25 (76 
percent) had high school graduation data.  

a For attendance rates, only 10 of the 13 Promise Neighborhoods were able to provide data.  

b For high school graduation rates, two Promise Neighborhoods did not have any high schools in their geographic boundary and are excluded 
from the denominators. 

N = number; PN = Promise Neighborhoods. 

After identifying the two groups of schools, the study assessed the quality of the matching. For each Promise 
Neighborhood and across all Promise Neighborhoods, the study calculated the mean differences between 
Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools for each of the pre-grant outcomes and other 
demographic variables: 

• Promise Neighborhoods school measures were weighted by student enrollment in the pre-grant year to 
represent the measure for an average student in a Promise Neighborhood.  

• Comparison schools were also weighted by school enrollment in the pre-grant year and then adjusted to 
equal the sum of the weights in the relevant set of Promise Neighborhoods schools because Promise 
Neighborhoods had different numbers of comparison schools included in the analysis; these weights ensure 
that the results represent the measure for the average student in comparison schools.  

The study considered Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools to be well balanced if the 
absolute value of the standardized difference in means was less than 0.25, as discussed earlier. For each 
measure, the standardized mean differences were within that threshold (Exhibit B.8) suggesting that Promise 
Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools were similar before the grant award on both the outcome 
measures and school demographics.  
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Exhibit B.8. Pre-grant differences between Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools 

 

SOURCE: Common Core of Data, EDFacts, and state and local education agencies for the 2010–2011 and 2011–2012 school years. 

NOTES: Results are based on early grantees that received implementation grants in 2011 and 2012. For the math achievement sample, 
results are based on 13 Promise Neighborhoods, 76 Promise Neighborhoods schools, and 1,553 comparison schools. For the English 
language arts achievement sample, results are based on 13 Promise Neighborhoods, 76 Promise Neighborhoods schools, and 1,563 
comparison schools. For the attendance sample, the results are based on 10 Promise Neighborhoods, 57 Promise Neighborhoods 
schools, and 837 comparison schools. For the high school graduation sample, results are based on 11 Promise Neighborhoods, 26 
Promise Neighborhoods schools, and 408 comparison schools. 

B.5.2 Conducting a visual analysis of educational outcomes 

To assess changes in outcomes for Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools, the study visualized 
outcome trends over time for both groups of schools.  

The analysis used data from three years before grant award to five years after grant award for each school in the 
sample and calculated and plotted the average outcome for both groups of schools. For Promise Neighborhoods 
grantees that received awards in 2011, the data before grant award came from school years 2008–2009 through 
2010–2011, and the data after grant award came from 2011–2012 through 2015–2016. For the 2012 grantees, pre-
grant data spanned 2009–2010 to 2011–2012 and post-grant data spanned 2012–2013 to 2016–2017.  

The study used the same weighting scheme described in Section B.5.1 (the weights account for the number of 
students enrolled in each year) to calculate the average outcome for a year as  
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where yzo  is the average outcome o during year y for group z, either Promise Neighborhoods schools (z = 1) or 

comparison schools (z = 0), igyo  denotes the outcome for grade g in school i during year y, and igw  is the weight 

for grade g in school i based on pre-grant enrollment that is held fixed over time.  

The analysis aims to give readers an intuitive way to see the average outcome in each year for both groups and 
whether outcomes for the two groups before the grant award were generally on the same trajectory. If so, 
deviations in those trends after the grant might be more likely to suggest an influence of the program on 
outcomes. However, the visual analysis does not support causal conclusions about these trends. For example, 
the analysis does not include the same schools every year, which means that the outcomes trends partially reflect 
changes in the composition of schools over time. Furthermore, the analysis does not quantify how the changes in 
outcomes in Promise Neighborhoods schools differed from the changes in outcomes in comparison schools.  

B.5.3 Estimating a difference-in-differences model of educational outcomes 

Because random assignment was not feasible, this study used a difference-in-differences approach to compare 
how outcomes changed for Promise Neighborhoods schools after the grant relative to changes in comparison 
schools. Findings from this analysis (shown in Appendix Section C) complement the visual analysis by providing 
point estimates of the differences in outcomes between Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools 
in each year after the grant, along with standard errors and p-values that indicate whether those differences are 
statistically distinguishable from zero.  

To produce useful evidence about the potential effects of Promise Neighborhoods grants, the difference-in-
differences approach relies on an assumption that Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools 
would have followed similar outcome trends in the absence of the grant (the parallel trends assumption). This 
means that prior to the grant, Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools were moving in similar 
directions, so that differences emerging only after the grant can be attributed to the Promise Neighborhoods 
intervention rather than pre‑existing differences in trajectories. 

For each outcome, we first tested the parallel trends assumption using an event-study model without baseline 
covariates (the unconditional model). The general model takes the form:  

( )λ β
=−

= + + Σ = +∈
T

it i t k it itk T
y a I eventtime k  

Where ity  represents the outcome for school-grade unit i in year t, ia  are school-grade fixed effects, λt  are year 

fixed effects, and event time = − ik t F  where iF  is the year the grant began for unit i. The study assessed the 
parallel trends assumption using a joint test that evaluated whether all of the estimated pre-grant event-time 
coefficients are jointly equal to zero; in other words, it tested the null hypothesis that Promise Neighborhoods 
schools and comparison schools followed the same trajectory before the Promise Neighborhoods grant. A 
rejection of this test (p-value < 0.05) would indicate evidence of differential pre-trends and suggest that the 
unconditional parallel trends assumption may not hold for that outcome.  
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The math and English language arts outcomes did not show evidence of differential pre-trends (p-values above 
0.05 in Exhibit B.9), so the study presented difference-in-differences estimates for these two outcomes based on 
the unconditional model. For attendance and high school graduation, however, the unconditional model failed 
the pre-trend diagnostic, so the study estimated models that included baseline values of covariates (demographic 
characteristics, including percentages of students in each race/ethnicity and sex category and percentage eligible 
for free and reduced-price lunch). The general model takes the form:  

0 ( )λ γ β
=−

= + + + Σ = +∈
T

it i t i k it itk T
y a X I eventtime k  

where 0iX represents demographic characteristics measured prior to the grant. In these specifications, the 

analysis assumed that once baseline characteristics were accounted for, Promise Neighborhoods and comparison 
schools would have shown similar outcome trends if the grant had not occurred. The models with covariates did 
not show evidence of differential pre-trends (Exhibit B.9), so the study presented the conditional difference-in-
differences results for the attendance and high school graduation outcomes. 

Exhibit B.9. Tests of parallel trends, by outcome measure 

Measure Model p-value of joint test for parallel trends 

Math achievement  Unconditional 0.509 

English language arts 
achievement 

Unconditional 0.655 

Attendance rates Conditional on covariates 0.196 

High school graduation rates Conditional on covariates 0.504 

SOURCE: Common Core of Data, EDFacts, and state and local education agencies for the 2008–2009 through 2016–2017 school years. 

NOTES: The covariates included in the attendance rates and high school graduation rates models are the percentage of students who are 
female, Hispanic, non-Hispanic Asian, non-Hispanic Black, non-Hispanic White, and eligible for free and reduced-price lunch. The p-value is 
from a joint test of equivalence of the event-study coefficients from two years before the last pre-grant year and one year before the last pre-
grant year.  

The models above describe the difference-in-differences framework and parallel trends assumptions that were 
tested. In practice, the study estimated Promise Neighborhoods treatment effects using the Callaway and 
Sant’Anna (2021) difference-in-differences framework implemented with the csdid comment in Stata. The study 
used this approach to avoid the known problems of two-way fixed effects models when treatment is staggered 
across multiple cohorts, as it is in this context. This approach compared school-grade units in each Promise 
Neighborhood cohort (2011 and 2012) to school-grade units that had not yet had a Promise Neighborhoods grant 
in the same period. It then measured how outcomes changed for each cohort after the grant by comparing those 
changes to the cohort’s outcomes in its own final year before receiving the grant.   

The estimator first constructed cohort-by-time average treatment effects, ( , )ATT f t , where f indexes the first 
period a unit is treated and t  indexes the post-grant period. Each ( , )ATT f t  is identified by comparing units 
treated in cohort f to units that have not yet been treated at time t, using the cohort’s own last pre-grant year (f-1) 
as the reference point. The collection of ( , )ATT f t  values was then aggregated into relative-time (event-study) 
effects, ( )ATT k , where k=t-f indexes the number of years since the Promise Neighborhoods grant began. 
Event-study effects are obtained by averaging ( , )ATT f t  across all cohorts contributing to each relative-time 
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period k. The study presents event-study effects from the fifth year after the grant began because services were 
expected to take several years to affect educational outcomes and the last year of the study’s data collection was 
the fifth year after grant award.   

All models were estimated using the doubly robust version of the csdid estimator. This approach combines 
statistical weighting with regression adjustment and produces valid estimates as long as one of those two 
components is correctly specified. Standard errors were clustered at the school level to account for within-school 
correlation over time and the fact that some comparison schools contributed data to multiple Promise 
Neighborhoods in the same state (and therefore contributed data to multiple cohort-time contrasts). Finally, all 
analyses apply the pre-grant enrollment weights described in Section B.5.1. 

Although all results presented are based on models that passed parallel trends diagnostics, the difference-in-
differences estimates might still not necessarily represent the effect of Promise Neighborhoods alone on 
outcomes. For example, families with particular characteristics may have been drawn to or away from the 
Promise Neighborhoods program, causing changes in the characteristics of Promise Neighborhoods schools. In 
that case, the estimated treatment effects may also be influenced by compositional changes in addition to the 
effects of the Promise Neighborhoods services themselves. The study explores this in Section D.3 and finds that 
the percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch did not satisfy the parallel trends assumption. 
In other words, prior to the Promise Neighborhoods grant, there were differences in the proportion of low-
income students entering and exiting Promise Neighborhoods schools relative to comparison schools. These 
types of compositional changes could influence findings in the outcomes analysis and represent a potential 
caveat to the findings.  

Despite the limitations of the difference-in-differences analysis, it provides an estimate of the magnitude of how 
outcomes changed in Promise Neighborhoods schools relative to changes in comparison schools. Therefore, the 
study used the difference-in-differences estimates to characterize whether changes in outcomes were similar 
between Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools. The study considered changes to be similar if 
there was no evidence of a statistical difference based on a p-value greater than 0.05 of the difference-in-
differences estimate for the fifth year after grant award.   

B.5.4 Additional outcome analyses the report refers to 

The study assessed the sensitivity of the findings to the definition of Promise Neighborhoods schools. Because 
services were not always provided in schools and students did not need to attend a partner school to receive 
services, all schools within the geographic boundaries of the Promise Neighborhoods, as described in the grant 
applications, were included in the main analyses. However, a secondary analysis (described in Section B.5.3) 
limited the Promise Neighborhoods schools to those named as partners by grantees in their grant applications. 
Because services may have been more concentrated in those schools, changes in outcomes may be greater 
(results in Exhibit C.33). When the p-value of the difference-in-differences point estimate was greater than 0.05, 
the study concluded the results were similar for Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools.  

The study also conducted several analyses for specific groups of grantees for which there was a strong hypothesis 
that implementation or outcomes could differ across groups (as outlined in Appendix Section B.3.3). Specifically, 
the analyses examined whether changes in outcomes between Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison 
schools were similar for these groups of grantees: lower per-child resources versus higher per-child resources; 
led by institutions of higher education versus nonprofits or Indigenous organizations; and lower service-need 
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alignment versus higher service-need alignment. Understanding whether outcomes differed based on these 
attributes is useful for generating hypotheses about the potential effects of the program and how those might 
vary across different contexts (Exhibits C.35–C.37).  

Last, the study analyzed outcomes by grade level. It may take longer than five years to see changes in educational 
outcomes, and many grantees provided early childhood services. If the early childhood services improved 
educational outcomes, the study would only detect those changes for students in grade 3 at the end of the study 
period; students in grades 4 to 8 could not have participated in early childhood services provided by their 
Promise Neighborhood. Therefore, the study examined whether at the end of the study period, students in grade 
3 had changes in outcomes that differed from students in grades 4 to 8. The study used the model described in 
Appendix Section B.5.3 to calculate estimates for grade 3 and then separately calculated estimates for grades 4 
through 8. Results are shown in Exhibit C.38. 

Estimates from these analyses of groups of grantees and specific grade levels use smaller numbers of Promise 
Neighborhoods and/or schools than the main analysis. Due to small sample sizes, the subgroup analyses for high 
school graduation are not shown. For math, English language arts, and attendance, the study presents estimates 
from analyses in which both subgroups passed the test of parallel trends either unconditionally or conditionally, 
as described in Appendix Section B.5.3. In those cases, the study tested whether the difference-in-differences 
coefficient for the fifth year after grant award was equal for both groups. If the p-value of the test was greater 
than 0.05, the study concluded there was no evidence of a difference between the groups for that outcome.  
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SECTION C. SUPPLEMENTAL EXHIBITS AND INFORMATION ON KEY FINDINGS 

This appendix provides additional information and exhibits to supplement the study’s key findings. The sections 
follow the organization of the report, first discussing supporting evidence for results related to the 
implementation analysis (research questions 1–3), followed by supporting evidence for results related to the 
outcomes analysis (research question 4). 

C.1 Characteristics of Promise Neighborhoods 

This section presents more detail on the findings for grantee and neighborhood characteristics related to 
research question 1. The section describes grantee and neighborhood characteristics, measures of neighborhood 
distress, and neighborhood needs, and provides comparisons for groups of grantees (see Appendix Section B.3.3 
for how the study identified groups of grantees). 

C.1.1 Characteristics of groups of Promise Neighborhoods grantees 

Exhibit C.1 provides more information on neighborhood characteristics by groups of grantees based on grant 
timing, type of grantee, and level of per-child resources. The “all grantees” column shows the grantee and 
neighborhood characteristics for the full sample of grantees; the remaining columns show the characteristics for 
different groups of grantees. For example, the exhibit shows that early grantees were more likely to be in urban 
areas (82 percent of early grantees compared to 58 percent of recent grantees), and grantees with lower per-child 
resources were also more likely to be in urban areas (80 percent of grantees with lower per-child resources 
compared to 62 percent of grantees with higher per-child resources). This may also explain why 64 percent of 
early grantees led neighborhoods less than 2 square miles in size compared to only 17 percent of recent grantees.  

To provide additional details about variation across grantees in grant resources, Exhibit C.2 shows per-child 
resources adjusted for cost of living for each grantee. Adjusted per-child resources ranged from $1,596 to 
$36,205, with an average of $13,986 and a median of $13,224. A higher share of grantees with lower per-child 
resources were in urban settings (80 percent compared to 62 percent for grantees with higher per-child 
resources) and represented the smallest neighborhoods in physical size (50 percent of grantees with lower per-
child resources led neighborhoods less than 2 square miles in size compared to 31 percent of grantees with 
higher per-child resources). 
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Exhibit C.1. Grantee setting, size, and per-child resources for all grantees and groups of grantees 

. Percentage of grantees 

Characteristics 
All 

grantees 
Early  Recent  

Institutions 
of higher 
education  

Nonprofit 
and 

Indigenous 
organization  

Lower 
per-child 
resources 

Higher 
per-child 
resources 

Setting . . . . . . . 

Urban 72 82+ 58+ 63 73 80# 62# 

Rural 20 18 25 38^ 13^ 10# 31# 

Indigenous/tribal 8 0 8 0 13 10 8 

Square mileage (size) . . . . . . . 

Less than 2 square 
miles 

40 64+ 17+ 43 40 50# 31# 

2 to 30 square miles 40 27+ 50+ 14^ 47^ 30# 46# 

31 to 300 square miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

More than 300 square 
miles 

20 9+ 33+ 43^ 13^ 20 23 

Average number of 
partner schools 

7 6 8 8 6 7 7 

Average per-child 
resources 

$13,986 $12,644 $16,424 $16,948 $13,372 $6,158 $21,122 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; U.S. Department of Education (2023a, 2023b); U.S. 
Census Bureau (2023). 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. However, only 23 
of 25 grantees were included in the analysis of grantee groups because one early and one recent grantee organization dissolved before data 
collection in 2022. Results from analyses of these groups of grantees should be interpreted with caution because the groups are small (just 8 
to 16 grantees). Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. See Exhibit B.3 for per-child resources calculation. The study reported 
differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this threshold). 

+ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grant timing. 

^ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grantee type. 

# Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on per-child resources. 
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Exhibit C.2. Per-child resources across grantees 

Grantee Per-child resources 

A $36,205  

B $35,796  

C $35,197  

D $26,003  

E $23,531  

F $19,574  

G $15,232  

H $14,255  

I $14,064  

J $13,914  

K $13,911  

L $13,682  

M $13,224  

N $12,401  

O $11,356  

P $11,013  

Q $9,404  

R $7,034  

S $6,556  

T $4,954  

U $3,418  

V $2,590  

W $2,478  

X $2,268  

Y $1,596  

Average $13,986  

Median $13,224  

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; U.S. Department of Education (2023a, 2023b); U.S. 
Census Bureau (2023). 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. Values presented 
in this table are sorted in descending order based on the second column. The grantee letter labels do not match the labels used in other 
exhibits. Per-child resource values include cost-of-living adjustment. 
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C.1.2 Measures of neighborhood distress 

Promise Neighborhoods experienced high rates of poverty, unemployment, and single-parent households 
relative to local communities and nationally (Exhibits C.3–C.6). For example, 77 percent of neighborhoods were 
in the bottom quartile of their state for median income (Exhibit C.4); 62 percent were in the top quartile of their 
state for unemployment rate and 85 percent in the top quartile for single-parent households (Exhibits C.5 
and C.6).34  
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Exhibit C.3. Indicators of distress across Promise Neighborhoods 

Promise 
Neighborhood 

Percentage of households 
with median income below 

$25K 

Percentage of households 
with median income below 

$50K 

Unemployment 
rate 

Single-parent 
household 

rate 

A 67.5 87.6 20.7 90.4 

B 56.0 78.8 12.5 76.0 

C 55.5 78.6 18.4 31.8 

D 55.5 83.4 9.6 60.9 

E 54.6 78.6 13.6 39.7 

F 53.5 77.1 19.2 76.1 

G 51.0 74.4 22.7 72.9 

H 49.9 76.8 15.4 71.4 

I 49.3 66.7 22.2 94.3 

J 46.3 70.5 18.7 77.5 

K 45.3 78.5 9.7 59.6 

L 45.2 68.7 10.3 44.3 

M 43.3 71.2 9.4 43.6 

N 43.2 79.4 11.1 48.1 

O 41.4 68.2 25.6 63.7 

P 39.9 67.6 13.4 44.4 

Q 39.7 65.3 20.0 74.9 

R 37.1 67.3 9.7 44.1 

S 36.5 63.8 9.8 68.0 

T 32.4 63.8 11.1 60.6 

U 30.8 67.1 10.5 43.0 

V 26.7 57.4 11.1 45.9 

W 26.0 53.0 11.9 49.5 

X 25.8 55.1 15.1 62.3 

Y 20.0 41.9 5.6 35.6 

Z 17.0 38.5 6.5 32.7 

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau (2021). 

NOTES: The exhibit shows information for 26 neighborhoods supported by 25 Promise Neighborhoods grants. As in the outcomes analysis, 
the study separated data for one grantee that operated two distinct neighborhoods under one grant. Data presented in this exhibit are sorted 
in descending order based on the second column; ordering of information determines letter assigned to grantee. 
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Exhibit C.4. Median household income across Promise Neighborhoods 

Promise 
Neighborhood 

Neighborhood median 
income 

State median income 
Neighborhood income 

percentile rank within states 

A*  $15,677   $70,647  1 

B*  $21,261   $50,398  4 

C*  $21,647   $41,576  7 

D*  $22,124   $49,646  5 

E*  $22,529   $41,576  9 

F*  $21,021   $69,811  2 

G*  $25,202   $37,881  20 

H*  $26,871   $37,881  24 

I*  $31,180   $58,526  17 

J*  $31,005   $64,509  8 

K*  $28,070   $49,646  14 

L  $31,436   $41,576  29 

M*  $30,341   $60,883  7 

N*  $28,788   $60,883  6 

O*  $32,820   $57,243  7 

P*  $33,451   $60,883  11 

Q*  $34,016   $69,811  9 

R*  $35,172   $49,260  15 

S*  $35,076   $55,603  18 

T*  $39,195   $60,883  19 

U*  $38,784   $60,883  18 

V  $43,614   $60,883  26 

W  $47,488   $60,883  32 

X  $44,673   $60,883  27 

Y  $65,530   $60,883  58 

Z  $64,890   $66,521  49 

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau (2021). 

NOTES: The exhibit shows median income for 26 neighborhoods supported by 25 Promise Neighborhoods grants. As in the outcomes 
analysis, the study separated data for one grantee that operated two distinct neighborhoods under one grant. The grantee letter labels match 
the labels used in Exhibit C.3. 

* Indicates a neighborhood in the bottom quartile (percentile rank of 25 or below) of its state for median income. 

  



 

C-7 

Exhibit C.5. Unemployment rate across Promise Neighborhoods 

Promise 
Neighborhood 

Neighborhood 
unemployment rate 

State unemployment rate 
Neighborhood unemployment 
percentile rank within states 

A* 20.7 6.5 98 

B* 12.5 7.3 86 

C* 18.4 8.1 95 

D* 9.6 6.9 76 

E* 13.6 8.1 86 

F* 19.2 7.8 96 

G* 22.7 9.5 94 

H* 15.4 9.5 81 

I* 22.2 9.3 90 

J* 18.7 7.3 96 

K* 9.7 6.9 77 

L 10.3 8.1 70 

M 9.4 8.9 59 

N 11.1 8.9 72 

O* 25.6 6.4 99 

P* 13.4 8.9 84 

Q* 20.0 7.8 97 

R 9.7 8.7 65 

S 9.8 7.5 74 

T 11.1 8.9 72 

U 10.5 8.9 68 

V 11.1 8.9 72 

W* 11.9 8.9 77 

X* 15.1 8.9 89 

Y 5.6 8.9 24 

Z 6.5 8.2 37 

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau (2021). 

NOTES: The exhibit shows unemployment rates for 26 neighborhoods supported by 25 Promise Neighborhoods grants. As in the outcomes 
analysis, the study separated data for one grantee that operated two distinct neighborhoods under one grant. The grantee letter labels match 
the labels used in Exhibit C.3. 

* Indicates a neighborhood in the top quartile (percentile rank of 75 or above) of its state for unemployment rate. 
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Exhibit C.6. Single-parent household rate across Promise Neighborhoods 

Promise 
Neighborhood 

Neighborhood single-parent 
household rate 

State single-parent household 
rate 

Neighborhood single-parent 
household percentile rank 

within states 

A* 90.4 33.6 97 

B* 76.0 32.0 93 

C 31.8 33.4 54 

D* 60.9 33.5 91 

E 39.7 33.4 67 

F* 76.1 28.2 96 

G* 72.9 45.2 85 

H* 71.4 45.2 84 

I* 94.3 61.6 89 

J* 77.5 29.7 96 

K* 59.6 33.5 90 

L* 44.3 33.4 75 

M* 43.6 31.5 78 

N* 48.1 31.5 85 

O* 63.7 26.5 96 

P* 44.4 31.5 79 

Q* 74.9 28.2 95 

R* 44.1 29.9 81 

S* 68.0 34.2 89 

T* 60.6 31.5 95 

U* 43.0 31.5 77 

V* 45.9 31.5 81 

W* 49.5 31.5 86 

X* 62.3 31.5 96 

Y 35.6 31.5 63 

Z 32.7 31.2 57 

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau (2021). 

NOTES: The exhibit shows single-parent household rate for 26 neighborhoods supported by 25 Promise Neighborhoods grants. As in the 
outcomes analysis, the study separated data for one grantee that operated two distinct neighborhoods under one grant. The grantee letter 
labels match the labels used in Exhibit C.3. 

* Indicates a neighborhood in the top quartile (percentile rank of 75 or above) of its state for single-parent households. 
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C.1.3 Highest priority neighborhood needs 

The study reported that Promise Neighborhoods shared several high-priority needs. For each of 20 needs, 
Exhibit C.7 shows the percentage of grantees that identified the needs as one of their top three neighborhood 
needs during the grant period. The exhibit also compares these responses for groups of grantees based on grant 
timing, grantee type, and per-child resources. For example, a higher percentage of early grantees cited 
improving academic skills as one of their highest priority needs compared to recent grantees (88 percent versus 
58 percent). Similarly, a higher percentage of neighborhoods led by institutions of higher education identified 
kindergarten readiness as one of their highest priority needs compared to other types of grantee organizations 
(75 percent versus 58 percent).  

Exhibit C.7. Highest priority needs for all grantees and groups of grantees 

. Percentage of grantees 

Neighborhood need 
All 

grantees 
Early Recent 

Institutions 
of higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower 
per-child 
resources 

Higher 
per-child 
resources 

Improved academic skillsa 70 88+ 58+ 63 75 63 75 

Improved kindergarten 
readinessa 

65 63 67 75^ 58^ 63 67 

Improved college 
enrollment, graduation, 
and vocational certification 
ratesa 

20 38 --- --- --- 38 --- 

Improved employment, 
earnings, and income 

20 --- --- --- 25 25 --- 

Improved high school 
graduation ratesa 

20 --- --- --- --- --- 33 

Improved mental health 20 --- 33 --- 25 --- 25 

Improved availability of 
affordable housing 

15 --- --- --- --- 25 --- 

Improved school climate 
and safetya 

15 --- 25 --- --- 25 --- 

Improved student access to 
internet and a connected 
computing devicea 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Increased fruit and 
vegetable consumption 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Increased physical activity 
levelsa 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

More parents and families 
who read to or encourage 
children to reada 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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. Percentage of grantees 

Neighborhood need 
All 

grantees 
Early Recent 

Institutions 
of higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower 
per-child 
resources 

Higher 
per-child 
resources 

Reductions in juvenile 
delinquency, conviction, or 
incarcerationa 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Reductions in neonatal and 
maternal deathsa 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Reductions in teen 
pregnancya 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; U.S. Department of Education (2011–2017). 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Information is sorted in descending order based on the values in the “all 
grantees” column. Each grantee identified three items as their neighborhood’s highest priority needs from a list of 20 items; some are shown 
in the exhibit. For the remaining needs and write-in responses, between one and two grantees selected each of the following as a highest 
priority need (not shown): improved student attendance; increased child participation in early learning settings or programs; increased 
evidence-based support for parenting; increased partnership between families and schools; increased support for basic needs; increased use 
of non-emergency medical facilities for young children; more parent or family discussion about importance of college and career; reductions 
in student mobility (entries and withdrawals from school); and reductions in the impact of drug abuse on families. The study reported 
differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this threshold).  

a Indicator specified in the program legislation. 

b Indicates write-in needs by grantees on the survey. 

+ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grant timing. 

^ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grantee type. 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 

C.2 Grantee services 

The study found that grantees spent most of their funds on services that they enhanced in several ways across 
service areas. In addition, services varied across neighborhoods and grantees, and addressed a wider set of needs 
than the neighborhood’s highest priority needs. This section presents supporting tables for those findings, 
including details about allocation of funds and service enhancement for groups of grantee services, and 
alignment of services to needs (see Appendix Section B.4.2 for how the study determined alignment of services to 
needs).  

C.2.1 Allocation of funds 

The study reported that grantees spent most of their funds on adding and expanding service offerings. Exhibit 
C.8 shows the percentage of funds allocated to several grant activities for groups of grantees. For example, early 
grantees prioritized half of their funding (51 percent of funding) for adding new services and less to expanding 
existing services (20 percent of funding), whereas recent grantees’ largest allocation of funds was more balanced 
between expanding new services (37 percent of funding) and adding new services (27 percent of funding). 
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Exhibit C.8. Share of funds allocated to Promise Neighborhoods activities for all grantees and groups of 
grantees 

. Average of funds allocated by grantee type 

Activity 
All 

grantees 
Early Recent 

Institutions 
of higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower 
per-child 
resources 

Higher 
per-child 
resources 

Adding new services 36 51+ 27+ 40 33 34 38 

Expanding existing 
services 

30 20+ 37+ 26 33 37 26 

Investing in staffing 
and operations for 
grantee organization 

23 19 25 25 21 19 25 

Collecting data 11 11 11 9 12 11 11 

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 18 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; two grantees did 
not respond to the survey item and five grantees did not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Values indicate the 
average percentage of funding that grantees reported spending on each activity. 

+ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grant timing. 

C.2.2 Enhancement of services 

Grantees could take several steps to offer services in ways that had the potential to reach more recipients in the 
neighborhood across the early childhood, K–12 education, college and career readiness, and family and 
community supports service areas. Most grantees provided more services, served more recipients with existing 
services, and provided more frequent or more hours for existing services across services areas (Exhibit C.9–C.11). 
A greater percentage of early grantees tended to engage in these behaviors across service areas compared to 
recent grantees. For example, all early grantees (100 percent) reported serving more recipients across service 
areas compared to between 67 percent and 83 percent of recent grantees, depending on the service area (Exhibit 
C.10). Results are mixed for comparison of grantee type of and per-child resources. 
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Exhibit C.9. Grantees adding more services during the grant period, compared to the three years before the grant was received, by 
service area, for all grantees and groups of grantees 

. Percentage of grantees 

Compared to the three-year period 
before the grant, grantees… 

All 
grantees 

Early Recent 
Institutions of 

higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower per-
child 

resources 

Higher per-
child 

resources 

In the early childhood area . . . . . . . 

Provided more services during the 
current grant period 

89 100+ 83+ 88 91 75# 100# 

In the K–12 education area . . . . . . . 

Provided more services during the 
current grant period 

95 100 92 100 91 88 100 

In the college and career readiness area . . . . . . . 

Provided more services during the 
current grant period 

79 86 75 88^ 73^ 63# 91# 

In the family and community supports area . . . . . . . 

Provided more services during the 
current grant period 

89 100+ 83+ 100^ 82^ 88 91 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 18 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; two grantees did not respond to the survey item and five 
grantees did not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. The study reports on the percentage of grantees that reported providing fewer services during the three 
years before the grant period, described as “provided more services during the current grant period.” The survey question also included options for “more services provided before the 
grant,” “no change in the number of services,” and a final option if grantees did not know how the number of services compared. Values are suppressed for these additional options 
because fewer than three grantees chose any of them as their answer choice across service areas. 

+ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grant timing. 

^ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grantee type. 

# Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on per-child resources. 
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Exhibit C.10. Grantees serving more recipients with existing services, by service area, for all grantees and groups of grantees 

. Percentage of grantees 

Compared to the three-year period before 
the grant, grantees… 

All 
grantees 

Early Recent 
Institutions of 

higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower per-
child 

resources 

Higher per-
child 

resources 

In the early childhood area . . . . . . . 

Served more recipients for all services 56 67+ 50+ 63 50 38# 70# 

Served more recipients for most services 28 --- 25 38 --- 38 --- 

Served more recipients for some services 17 --- 25 --- 30 --- --- 

Served more recipients for no services --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Served more recipients for all or most servicesa 83 100+ 75+ 100^ 70^ 75# 90# 

In the K–12 education area . . . . . . . 

Served more recipients for all services 39 --- 42 50^ 30^ 38 40 

Served more recipients for most services 50 67+ 42+ 38^ 60^ 63# 40# 

Served more recipients for some services --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Served more recipients for no services --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Served more recipients for all or most servicesa 89 100+ 83+ 88 90 100# 80# 

In the college and career readiness area . . . . . . . 

Served more recipients for all services 56 83+ 42+ 50 60 63 50 

Served more recipients for most services 22 --- 25 38 --- --- 40 

Served more recipients for some services 22 --- 33 --- 30 38 --- 

Served more recipients for no services --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Served more recipients for all or most servicesa 78 100+ 67+ 88^ 70^ 63# 90# 

In the family and community supports area . . . . . . . 

Served more recipients for all services 61 67 58 63 60 75# 50# 

Served more recipients for most services 28 --- 25 38 --- --- 40 

Served more recipients for some services --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
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. Percentage of grantees 

Compared to the three-year period before 
the grant, grantees… 

All 
grantees 

Early Recent 
Institutions of 

higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower per-
child 

resources 

Higher per-
child 

resources 

Served more recipients for no services --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Served more recipients for all or most servicesa 89 100+ 83+ 100^ 80^ 88 90 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTE: The exhibit is based on information from 18 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; two grantees did not respond to the survey item and five 
grantees did not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses.  

a Sum of percentages for “served more recipients for all services” and “served more recipients for some services,” as described in the report (Exhibit 6). 

+ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grant timing. 

^ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grantee type. 

# Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on per-child resources. 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 
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Exhibit C.11. Grantees providing more frequent or more hours of services, by service area, for all grantees and groups of grantees 

  Percentage of grantees 

Compared to the three-year period before 
the grant, grantees… 

All 
grantees 

Early Recent 
Institutions of 

higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower per-
child 

resources 

Higher per-
child 

resources 

In the early childhood area . . . . . . . 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for all services 

44 67+ 33+ 50 40 38 50 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for most services 

39 --- 42 38 40 38 40 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for some services 

17 --- 25 --- --- --- --- 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for no services 

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for all or most servicesa 

83 100+ 75+ 88 80 75# 90# 

In the K–12 education area . . . . . . . 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for all services 

56 83+ 42+ 63 50 50 60 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for most services 

22 --- 25 --- 30 --- --- 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for some services 

22 --- 33 25 --- --- --- 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for no services 

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for all or most servicesa 

78 100+ 67+ 75 80 75 80 

In the college and career readiness area . . . . . . . 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for all services 

56 83+ 42+ 38^ 70^ 63 50 
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  Percentage of grantees 

Compared to the three-year period before 
the grant, grantees… 

All 
grantees 

Early Recent 
Institutions of 

higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower per-
child 

resources 

Higher per-
child 

resources 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for most services 

22 --- 25 50 --- --- 30 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for some services 

22 --- 33 --- 30 --- --- 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for no services 

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for all or most servicesa 

78 100 67+ 88^ 70^ 75 80 

In the family and community supports area . . . . . . . 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for all services 

44 50 42 25^ 60^ 50 40 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for most services 

28 --- 33 50 --- --- 30 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for some services 

22 33 --- 25 --- --- --- 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for no services 

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Provided more frequent or more hours of 
services for all or most servicesa 

72 67 75 75 70 75 70 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 
NOTE: The exhibit is based on information from 18 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; two grantees did not respond to the survey item and five 
grantees did not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses.  
a Sum of percentages for “Provided more frequent or more hours of services for all services” and “Provided more frequent or more hours of services for most services,” as described in 
the report (Exhibit 6). 
+ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grant timing. 
^ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grantee type. 
# Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on per-child resources. 
--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses.
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C.2.3 Services provided by grantees 

Grantees provided a range of services overall and within service areas. Exhibits C.12 and C.13 show the range in 
the number of services provided by grantees, which varied widely across neighborhoods. For example, the 
average number of services was 32 overall, with just under half of the neighborhoods providing fewer than 20 
services and just over half providing more than 35 services (Exhibit C.12). In the K–12 education service area, 
grantees provided between three and 47 distinct services (Exhibit C.13). 

Exhibit C.12. Number of services Promise Neighborhoods grantees reported providing 

 




     

      















        

















 

 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 19 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. One grantee 
was excluded from this analysis because it reported providing 106 services in the survey, which is more than 1.7 times the value reported 
by the grantee with the closest number of services and more than three times the average for all grantees. 
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Exhibit C.13. Number of grantees’ services focused on each service area 

. Number of services in each area 

Grantee K–12 education 
Family and 

community supports 
Early childhood 

College and career 
readiness 

A 47 30 6 9 

B 24 26 8 16 

C 23 21 13 9 

D 23 16 5 9 

E 20 24 6 12 

F 18 22 16 10 

G 16 15 12 5 

H 14 8 4 4 

I 12 16 5 7 

J 12 6 3 1 

K 11 23 8 5 

L 11 6 5 4 

M 9 6 5 2 

N 8 13 3 5 

O 7 13 0 2 

P 7 0 0 1 

Q 6 5 1 0 

R 6 1 3 1 

S 5 6 2 7 

T 5 2 5 0 

U 5 2 5 0 

V 5 0 4 3 

W 4 0 4 2 

X 3 3 2 1 

Y 3 0 0 1 

Average 12 11 5 5 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; Promise Neighborhoods grantees’ annual performance 
reports (2015–2017). 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. Values presented 
in this table are sorted in descending order based on the second column. The letters used to label grantees in this exhibit do not match the 
labels used in other exhibits. These are not distinct counts of services across areas since individual services may address multiple service 
areas.  
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Some grantees focused efforts on a single service area, whereas others provided a balance of services across 
areas. Exhibit C.14 shows the percentage of services provided in each service area for each grantee. Grantees 
reported that 54 percent of their services were related to K–12 education on average, 37 percent to family and 
community supports, 23 percent to early childhood, and 18 percent to college and career readiness. Despite the 
program’s requirement to provide at least one service in each service area, a few grantees did not report 
providing services in all four of the required service areas.35 For example, four grantees did not report having an 
early childhood service, and four grantees did not report having a family and community supports service.  

However, the study cannot conclude that some grantees failed to provide services in all four service areas for a 
couple of reasons. The information in Exhibit C.14 is self-reported by grantees that may have had difficulty 
recalling all of the services provided, information from annual reports may not have captured the full list of 
services, grantees may have underreported the areas services addressed when a service addressed more than 
one of the required service areas (grantees were required to select one service area per response, but identifying 
additional service areas was optional), and they might have reported on their most significant services in each 
neighborhood rather than providing an exhaustive list.  
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Exhibit C.14. Percentage of grantees’ services focused on each service area  

. Percentage of services in each area 

Grantee K–12 education 
Family and community 

supports 
Early childhood 

College and career 
readiness 

A 88 0 0 13 

B 80 40 20 7 

C 78 50 10 15 

D 75 0 0 25 

E 74 42 21 21 

F 65 35 29 24 

G 63 68 21 42 

H 63 25 63 0 

I 62 43 14 24 

J 60 10 30 10 

K 53 35 29 12 

L 50 81 19 31 

M 50 42 8 0 

N 50 20 50 0 

O 50 0 40 30 

P 49 45 28 19 

Q 47 58 42 26 

R 43 41 32 14 

S 41 49 12 24 

T 40 0 40 20 

U 38 38 25 13 

V 34 46 14 20 

W 33 62 0 10 

X 29 61 21 13 

Y 28 33 11 39 

Average 54 37 23 18 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; Promise Neighborhoods grantees’ annual performance 
reports (2015–2017). 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. Values presented 
in this table are sorted in descending order based on the second column. The letters used to label grantees in this exhibit do not match the 
labels used in other exhibits. 

Exhibit C.15 shows the types of services provided in all four service areas; Exhibit C.16 shows the distinct number 
of service types provided within service areas. As might be expected given some of the challenges that 
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neighborhoods may have faced, the types of services that grantees chose to provide, even to address the same 
need, varied. This may also reflect differences in grantee and partner experience, and capacity to provide some 
types of services over others. 

Exhibit C.15. Types of services provided by grantees in each service area 

. Percentage of grantees providing the service type in each area 

Service type K–12 education 
Family and 
community 

supports 
Early childhood 

College and 
career readiness 

Adult workforce 8 40 0 28 

After-school activities 68 16 4 12 

Attendance 32 0 0 4 

Basic needs 4 4 0 0 

Career exploration 28 36 4 52 

Case management 40 44 12 8 

College preparation 60 12 4 68 

Community advocacy 24 32 12 4 

Community center 4 12 4 4 

Community school 24 12 0 8 

Developmental assessments 4 16 28 0 

Dual enrollment 8 0 0 20 

Early learning center 0 12 36 0 

ESL classes 4 4 0 0 

Family planning 4 16 8 0 

Financial education 4 24 0 12 

Fitness 28 48 4 0 

GED classes 0 4 0 12 

Home visiting 16 32 48 4 

Housing assistance 4 24 0 0 

Juvenile justice 8 12 0 8 

Kindergarten readiness 16 36 72 0 

Legal 4 4 0 0 

Literacy 52 48 48 12 

Math 20 4 0 8 

Medical 16 36 20 0 

Mental health 56 48 24 8 

Mentoring 44 20 0 16 
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. Percentage of grantees providing the service type in each area 

Service type K–12 education 
Family and 
community 

supports 
Early childhood 

College and 
career readiness 

Music and art 16 16 4 8 

Neighborhood beautification 0 12 0 4 

Nutrition 36 56 4 4 

On-time graduation 40 0 0 12 

Parent support group 20 36 24 0 

Parenting classes 20 48 52 4 

Professional development 64 20 36 20 

Public safety 8 20 0 0 

School climate 28 32 0 0 

School founding 4 0 0 0 

School turnaround 16 0 0 0 

STEM classes 8 0 0 0 

Substance abuse prevention 28 32 0 4 

Summer activities 52 12 8 8 

Technology enhancements 24 20 0 16 

Tutoring 60 0 0 8 

Youth engagement 28 32 0 28 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; Promise Neighborhoods grantees’ annual performance 
reports (2015–2017). 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. Values presented 
in this table are sorted in alphabetical order based on the first column.  

ESL = English as a second language; GED = General Educational Development; STEM = Science, technology engineering and math. 
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Exhibit C.16. Number of distinct grantee service types in each service area 

. Number of service types in each area 

Grantee K–12 education 
Family and 

community supports 
Early childhood 

College and career 
readiness 

A 26 20 9 5 

B 24 22 5 11 

C 21 17 12 10 

D 17 13 7 5 

E 15 19 3 7 

F 14 11 5 8 

G 14 9 3 1 

H 13 14 7 5 

I 13 11 6 5 

J 12 9 5 1 

K 11 15 9 9 

L 11 15 6 5 

M 11 14 5 5 

N 10 10 6 2 

O 6 10 2 10 

P 6 10 0 4 

Q 6 2 4 1 

R 5 2 5 0 

S 4 3 4 0 

T 4 0 3 2 

U 4 0 0 1 

V 3 3 2 1 

W 3 0 5 2 

X 3 0 0 1 

Y 2 4 1 0 

Average 10 11 5 5 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; Promise Neighborhoods grantees’ annual performance 
reports (2015–2017). 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. Values presented 
in this table are sorted in descending order based on the second column. The letters used to label grantees in this exhibit do not match the 
labels used in other exhibits. 
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C.2.4 Reach of services 

The study asked grantees to report the percentage of children in the neighborhood receiving services to assess 
the extent to which grantees delivered services to children. Because grantees may not have been able to estimate 
the percentage of children served accurately or reliably on the self-report measure, the study presents the results 
here instead of as a key finding in the report. The information serves as a description of grantees’ perception of 
their reach. Most grantees (79 percent) estimated the majority (more than 50 percent) of children received at 
least one service, but relatively few (32 percent) reported that almost all (more than 90 percent) children 
received a service (Exhibit C.17). This kind of broad coverage could result from grantees’ offering different 
services to different groups of children or providing one or more services to a large number of children, such as 
services delivered through the neighborhood’s districts and schools. Although a higher percentage of grantees 
led by institutions of higher education reported reaching most children than other grantee types (43 compared to 
25 percent), less than half reported doing so. Another limitation of the survey item is that children’s receipt of 
services could be less extensive than what would be ideal for improving outcomes, and it is unclear whether the 
service that most children received in a neighborhood was the most critical service to address highest priority 
needs, or some other service provided by the grantee. 

Exhibit C.17. Percentage of children in the neighborhood receiving a service for all grantees and groups 
of grantees 

. Percentage of grantees 

Response option 
All 

grantees 
Early Recent 

Institutions of 
higher 

education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower 
per-child 
resources 

Higher per-
child 

resources 

51–75% of children 26 43 --- 43 --- 25 27 

76–90% of children 21 --- 25 --- 25 25 --- 

More than 90% of 
children 

32 29 33 43^ 25^ 25 36 

Majority of children 
(more than 50%) 

79 86 75 100^ 67^ 74 82 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTE: The exhibit is based on information from 19 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Values are not shown for the following response options due to fewer 
than three grantees selecting each option: less than 10 percent of children, 11–25 percent of children, 26–50 percent of children. The study 
reported differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this 
threshold).  

^ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grantee type. 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 

C.2.5 Alignment of services to needs for groups of grantees 

The study found that, on average, only about half of services aligned with highest priority needs across grantees 
(Exhibit 8). To understand this finding, the study examined whether alignment differed for groups of grantees 
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and found that alignment differed for early and recent grantees (Exhibit C.18; see Appendix Section B.4.2 for 
more information). In particular, recent grantees had lower alignment of services with needs (44 percent) 
compared to early grantees (63 percent). This may have been because of challenges that recent grantees faced 
due to the COVID-19 pandemic. In contrast, the study did not find differences in alignment of services to needs 
based on type of grantee organization or per-child resources.  

Exhibit C.18. Alignment of services to needs for all grantees and groups of grantees 

Average percentage of services aligned with highest priority neighborhood needs 

All 
grantees 

Early Recent 
Institutions of 

higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower per-
child 

resources 

Higher per-
child 

resources 

52 63+ 44+ 46 55 58 47 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; Promise Neighborhoods grantees’ annual performance 
reports (2015–2017). 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. The study reported differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage 
points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this threshold). 

+ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grant timing. 

C.3 Grantee challenges 

This section presents additional details about the implementation challenges faced by grantees. Identifying 
common challenges related to key steps of the Promise Neighborhoods model can provide context for 
interpreting the findings from the outcomes analysis and may help identify areas for program improvement and 
additional support for grantees.  

C.3.1 Difficulty with school and district partnerships for groups of grantees  

The study found that many grantees struggled with some aspects of their partnerships with schools and districts. 
The study survey asked about difficulties with school and district partnerships separately from challenges with 
other grant management activities because of the program’s emphasis on educational outcomes and requirement 
of grantees to work closely with at least some schools in the neighborhood. (Grantees were required to partner 
with at least one school or a minimum of two schools if there was more than one school in the neighborhood.) 
Exhibit C.19 shows the percentage of grantees that reported the level of school or district involvement posed 
challenges for their neighborhood, separately for those that did and did not report that improving academic 
skills was one of their top three neighborhood needs. For example, 93 percent of grantees reporting that one of 
their highest priority neighborhood needs was to improve academic skills also indicated that the level of school 
or district involvement posed challenges for their Promise Neighborhood. 

The study also examined whether grantees reported difficulties due to lack of school and district involvement for 
the groups of grantees described earlier (Exhibit C.20). Certain types of grantees—those led by nonprofits or 
Indigenous organizations and those with lower per-child resources—were more likely to encounter service-
related difficulties due to a lack of school and district involvement. For example, the majority of grantees led by 
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nonprofits or Indigenous organizations indicated it was difficult to implement services due to lack of school (67 
percent) and district (75 percent) involvement, compared to half (50 percent) and one-quarter (25 percent) of 
grantees led by institutions of higher education, respectively. This might be due to nonprofits and Indigenous 
organizations having less experience working with school partners, delivering programs in education settings, or 
managing the staff needed to support school activities. 

Grantees with lower per-child resources were also more likely to report difficulties than grantees with higher per-
child resources. For example, 75 percent of grantees with lower per-child resources reported it was difficult to 
implement services due to lack of school involvement and 63 percent reported it was difficult to access outcome 
data due to lack of district involvement, compared to 42 percent and 50 percent, respectively, for grantees with 
higher per-child resources. Grantees with lower per-child resources might have relied more heavily on schools 
and their staff to deliver services (because they lacked the funding to hire service delivery staff directly), which 
may have resulted in more service delivery difficulties.  

Exhibit C.19. Difficulties with school and district involvement, by whether academic skills were 
reported as a highest priority need 

. Percentage of grantees 

Survey item 

Grantees that reported 
improving academic skills 

was a highest priority 
need 

Grantees that reported 
improving academic skills 
was not a highest priority 

need 

Level of school involvement posed challenges 93~ 67~ 

Level of district involvement posed challenges 86~ 67~ 

Level of school or district involvement posed 
challenges 

93~ 67~ 

Number of grantees  14 6 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Values shown represent the percentage of grantees that responded that 
the level or school (or district) involvement did not pose any challenges, reverse-coded to indicate the percentage of grantees that had any 
challenge. The study reported differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the 
rationale for this threshold). 

~ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on whether grantees reported that academic skills was a 
highest priority need.  
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Exhibit C.20. Difficulties grantees experienced due to lack of school and district involvement for all 
grantees and groups of grantees 

. Percentage of grantees 

Survey item 
All 

grantees 
Early Recent 

Institutions 
of higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower 
per-child 
resources 

Higher 
per-child 
resources 

School involvement . . . . . . . 

Lack of school 
involvement made or 
currently makes it 
difficult to 
implement 
programming and 
services 

60 50+ 67+ 50^ 67^ 75# 50# 

Lack of school 
involvement made or 
currently makes it 
difficult to access 
outcome data 

35 25+ 42+ 38 33 --- 50 

Lack of school 
involvement made or 
currently makes it 
difficult to 
communicate with 
students and families 

30 25 33 25 33 38 25 

Level of school 
involvement causes 
some other challenge 

45 50 42 50 42 63# 33# 

Level of school 
involvement does 
not cause any 
challenges 

15 --- --- --- --- --- 25 

District involvement . . . . . . . 

Lack of district 
involvement made or 
currently makes it 
difficult to 
implement 
programming and 
services 

55 38+ 67+ --- 75 63 50 
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. Percentage of grantees 

Survey item 
All 

grantees 
Early Recent 

Institutions 
of higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower 
per-child 
resources 

Higher 
per-child 
resources 

Lack of district 
involvement made or 
currently makes it 
difficult to access 
outcome data 

50 --- 67 38^ 58^ 63# 42# 

Lack of district 
involvement made or 
currently makes it 
difficult to 
communicate with 
students and families 

25 --- 33 --- 25 --- 25 

Level of district 
involvement causes 
some other challenge 

25 --- 25 --- 25 38 --- 

Level of district 
involvement does 
not cause any 
challenges 

20 --- --- 38 --- --- 25 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. The study showed that grantees reported a lack of school (85 percent) or 
district (80 percent) involvement, making it difficult to carry out at least some activities (see Exhibit 9). The study determined these values 
using the percentage of grantees responding that the level of school involvement (15 percent) or district involvement (20 percent) did not 
cause any challenges. To assess differences between groups of grantees, the study used a 15-percentage point threshold (see Appendix Section 
B). The study reported differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale 
for this threshold). 

+ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grant timing. 

^ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grantee type. 

# Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on per-child resources. 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 

C.3.2 Challenges with grant management activities for groups of grantees 

The study conducted additional analyses using a separate set of survey items about grant management tasks 
(Exhibit 10). In particular, Exhibits C.21 through C.25 present more detailed information describing all grantees’ 
responses and responses from the groups of grantees described earlier.  

There were differences across groups in the percentage of grantees that reported a task as very challenging. For 
example, grantees with fewer per-child resources indicated planning for leadership changes and staff turnover 
(88 percent; Exhibit C.21), planning for sustainability after the grant (88 percent; Exhibit C.24), and collecting 
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data from partners (75 percent; Exhibit C.22) were very challenging at higher rates than grantees with higher per-
child resources (50 percent on each task). In contrast, grantees with higher per-child resources were more likely 
than grantees with lower per-child resources to rate sharing data among partners as very challenging (60 percent 
versus 43 percent) (Exhibit C.22).  

Exhibit C.21. Organizational and strategic capacity tasks rated as very challenging for all grantees and 
groups of grantees 

. Percentage of grantees 

Organizational and 
strategic capacity 
task 

All 
grantees 

Early Recent 
Institutions 

of higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower 
per-child 
resources 

Higher per-
child 

resources 

Plan for and deal 
with leadership 
changes and staff 
turnover 

65 63 67 50^ 75^ 88# 50# 

Build organizational 
capacity by 
developing 
leadership skills 

35 63 --- --- 50 38 33 

Expand staff within 
the grantee 
organization and 
partner 
organizations to 
support Promise 
Neighborhoods 
activities/services 

35 38 33 --- 50 63 --- 

Refine and improve 
processes within the 
grantee organization 
and partner 
organizations 

20 --- --- --- 25 --- --- 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Values represent the percentage of grantees that rated a task as “very 
challenging.” The study used a 15-percentage point threshold to assess differences between groups of grantees (see Appendix Section B). The 
study reported differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this 
threshold). 

^ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grantee type. 

# Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on per-child resources. 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 
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Exhibit C.22. Data use tasks rated as very challenging for all grantees and groups of grantees 

. Percentage of grantees 

Data use task 
All 

grantees 
Early Recent 

Institutions of 
higher 

education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower 
per-child 
resources 

Higher per-
child 

resources 

Collect data from 
schools, districts, 
partner organizations, 
or service providers 

60 75+ 50+ 50^ 67^ 75# 50# 

Share individual-level 
data among partners 

53 63+ 44+ 63^ 44^ 43# 60# 

Develop and use a data 
system 

42 75 --- --- 55 63# 27# 

Use data on the 
performance of the 
Promise Neighborhood 
to establish 
accountability and 
continuously improve 
services 

20 --- 25 --- --- 38 --- 

Analyze data 15 --- --- --- --- --- --- 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 17–20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. The values 
represent the percentage of grantees that rated a task as “very challenging.” The study used a 15-percentage point threshold to assess 
differences between groups of grantees (see Appendix Section B). The study reported differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage 
points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this threshold). 

+ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grant timing. 

^ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grantee type. 

# Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on per-child resources. 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 
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Exhibit C.23. Community engagement tasks rated as very challenging for all grantees and groups of 
grantees 

. Percentage of grantees 

Community 
engagement task 

All 
grantees 

Early Recent 
Institutions of 

higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower 
per-child 
resources 

Higher 
per-child 
resources 

Raise community 
awareness of the 
services the Promise 
Neighborhood offers 

30 --- 33 50 --- --- 33 

Engage community 
members to participate 
in services 

16 --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Work with community 
members to design 
services to address 
those needs 

16 --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Use feedback from 
community members 
to continuously 
improve services 

15 --- --- --- --- --- --- 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 15–20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. The values 
represent the percentage of grantees that rated a task as “very challenging.” Values not shown for the following response options due to 
fewer than three grantees selecting each option: engage community members to help deliver services; gain community buy-in for Promise 
Neighborhood activities/services; work with community members to help assess needs. The study used a 15-percentage point threshold to 
assess differences between groups of grantees (see Appendix Section B). The study reported differences between grantee groups of 15 
percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this threshold). 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 
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Exhibit C.24. Sustainable financing tasks rated as very challenging for all grantees and groups of 
grantees 

. Percentage of grantees 

Sustainable financing 
task 

All 
grantees 

Early Recent 
Institutions 

of higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower 
per-child 
resources 

Higher 
per-child 
resources 

Develop and 
implement a business 
plan that allows for the 
continued delivery of 
Promise Neighborhood 
services after the 
federal grant ends 

65 38+ 83+ 75^ 58^ 88# 50# 

Scale up services that 
work 

30 38 25 --- 33 38 25 

Secure or redirect 
resources to support 
Promise Neighborhood 
activities/services 

30 38 25 --- 33 38 25 

Estimate the costs 
associated with 
providing services 

20 --- --- --- 25 38 --- 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Values represent the percentage of grantees that rated a task as “very 
challenging”. The study used a 15-percentage point threshold to assess differences between groups of grantees (see Appendix Section B). The 
study reported differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this 
threshold). 

+ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grant timing. 

^ Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on grantee type. 

# Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on per-child resources. 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 
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Exhibit C.25. Strategic and accountability partnerships tasks rated as very challenging for all grantees 
and groups of grantees 

. Percentage of grantees 

Strategic and 
accountability 
partnership task 

All 
grantees 

Early Recent 
Institutions 

of higher 
education 

Nonprofits & 
Indigenous 

organizations 

Lower 
per-child 
resources 

Higher 
per-child 
resources 

Scale up partner efforts 
to increase the number 
of individuals receiving 
Promise Neighborhood 
services 

40 38 42 --- 50 50# 33# 

Manage the 
performance of 
partners 

30 --- 33 38 25 --- 33 

Engage with partners 
to develop/provide 
Promise Neighborhood 
services 

20 --- --- --- 25 --- 25 

Establish contracts 
and/or memoranda of 
understanding with 
partners to lay out 
roles and 
responsibilities 

15 --- --- --- 25 --- --- 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Values represent the percentage of grantees that o rated a task as “very 
challenging.” Values not shown for the following response option due to fewer than three grantees selecting each option: identify partners. 
The study used a 15-percentage point threshold to assess differences between groups of grantees (see Appendix Section B). The study 
reported differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this 
threshold).  

# Indicates difference of 15 percentage points for comparison of grantee groups based on per-child resources. 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 

C.3.3 Challenges for grantees with higher and lower alignment of services and 
needs 

The study examined whether grantees with lower service-to-need alignment were more likely to experience 
difficulties with school or district involvement in grant activities or more likely to identify various grant 
management tasks as very challenging (Exhibit C.26 through C.31). 

These analyses showed that grantees with lower service-to-need alignment reported more difficulties with school 
and district partnerships, particularly with respect to gathering outcome data. For example, the majority of 
grantees with lower service-to-need alignment reported that a lack of school (58 percent) and district (67 percent) 
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involvement made it difficult to access outcome data (Exhibit C.26). In contrast, grantees with higher service-to-
need alignment reported this type of partnership challenge less often (only 25 reported that a lack of school 
involvement made it difficult to access outcome data with districts). This suggests that being unable to access 
outcome data in particular could have made alignment of services to needs more difficult for some grantees. 

Grantees with higher alignment between services and needs reported greater challenges with other aspects of 
grant management. For example, grantees with higher alignment rated dealing with leadership challenges and 
turnover (75 percent), developing data systems (57 percent), and scaling up partner efforts to increase service 
receipt (50 percent) as very challenging at higher rates than grantees with lower alignment (58 percent, 33 
percent, and 33 percent, respectively; Exhibit C.27; Exhibit C.28; Exhibit C.30). These grantees may have been 
more likely to utilize these grant management activities in efforts to achieve high alignment between services and 
needs, making challenges with doing so more salient. 

  



 

C-35 

Exhibit C.26. Difficulties grantees experienced with school and district involvement for all grantees 
and by extent of service-need alignment 

. Percentage of grantees 

Survey Item All grantees 
Lower 

alignment 
Higher 

alignment 

School involvement . . . 

Lack of school involvement made or currently makes it difficult to 
implement programming and services 

60 58 63 

Lack of school involvement made or currently makes it difficult to 
access outcome data 

35 58 --- 

Lack of school involvement made or currently makes it difficult to 
communicate with students and families 

30 42 --- 

Level of school involvement causes some other challenge 45 50 38 

Level of school involvement does not cause any challenges 15 --- --- 

District involvement . . . 

Lack of district involvement made or currently makes it difficult to 
implement programming and services 

55 50 63 

Lack of district involvement made or currently makes it difficult to 
access outcome data 

50 67& 25& 

Lack of district involvement made or currently makes it difficult to 
communicate with students and families 

25 42 --- 

Level of district involvement causes some other challenge 25 33 --- 

Level of district involvement does not cause any challenges 20 --- 25 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. To assess differences between groups of grantees, the study used a 15-
percentage point threshold (see Appendix Section B). The study reported differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage points or 
greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this threshold). 
& Indicates a difference between grantees with higher and lower service-to-need alignment of at least 15 percentage points. 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 
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Exhibit C.27. Organizational and strategic capacity tasks rated as very challenging for all grantees and 
by extent of service-need alignment 

. Percentage of grantees 

Organizational and strategic capacity task All grantees 
Lower 

alignment 
Higher 

alignment 

Plan for and deal with leadership changes and staff turnover 65 58& 75& 

Build organizational capacity by developing leadership skills 35 42& 25& 

Expand staff within the grantee organization and partner 
organizations to support Promise Neighborhoods activities/services 

35 33 38 

Refine and improve processes within the grantee organization and 
partner organizations 

20 --- --- 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Values represent the percentage of grantees that rated a task as “very 
challenging.” The study used a 15-percentage point threshold to assess differences between groups of grantees (see Appendix Section B). The 
study reported differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this 
threshold). 

& Indicates a difference between grantees with higher and lower service-to-need alignment of at least 15 percentage points. 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 

Exhibit C.28. Data use tasks rated as very challenging for all grantees and by extent of service-need 
alignment 

. Percentage of grantees 

Data use task All grantees 
Lower 

alignment 
Higher 

alignment 

Collect data from schools, districts, partner organizations, or service 
providers 

60 67& 50& 

Share individual-level data among partners 53 55 50 

Develop and use a data system 42 33& 57& 

Use data on the performance of the Promise Neighborhood to 
establish accountability and continuously improve services 

20 --- --- 

Analyze data 15 --- --- 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 17–20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. Values 
represent the percentage of grantees that rated a task as “very challenging.” The study used a 15-percentage point threshold to assess 
differences between groups of grantees (see Appendix Section B). The study reported differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage 
points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this threshold). 

& Indicates a difference between grantees with higher and lower service-to-need alignment of at least 15 percentage points. 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 
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Exhibit C.29. Community engagement tasks rated as very challenging for all grantees and by extent of 
service-need alignment 

. Percentage of grantees 

Community engagement task All grantees 
Lower 

alignment 
Higher 

alignment 

Raise community awareness of the services the Promise 
Neighborhood offers 

30 42 --- 

Engage community members to participate in services 16 --- --- 

Work with community members to design services to address those 
needs 

16 --- --- 

Use feedback from community members to continuously improve 
services 

15 --- --- 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 15–20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. Values 
represent the percentage of grantees that rated a task as “very challenging.” Values not shown for the following response options due to 
fewer than three grantees selecting each option: engage community members to help deliver services; gain community buy-in for Promise 
Neighborhood activities/services; work with community members to help assess needs. The study used a 15-percentage point threshold to 
assess differences between groups of grantees (see Appendix Section B). The study reported differences between grantee groups of 15 
percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this threshold). 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 

Exhibit C.30. Sustainable financing tasks rated as very challenging for all grantees and by extent of 
service-need alignment 

. Percentage of grantees 

Sustainable financing task All grantees 
Lower 

alignment 
Higher 

alignment 

Develop and implement a business plan that allows for the 
continued delivery of Promise Neighborhood services after the 
federal grant ends 

65 67 63 

Scale up services that work 30 42 --- 

Secure or redirect resources to support Promise Neighborhood 
activities/services 

30 --- 38 

Estimate the costs associated with providing services 20 --- --- 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Values represent the percentage of grantees that rated a task as “very 
challenging.” The study used a 15-percentage point threshold to assess differences between groups of grantees (see Appendix Section B). The 
study reported differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this 
threshold). 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses.  
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Exhibit C.31. Strategic and accountability partnership tasks rated as very challenging for all grantees 
and by extent of service-need alignment 

 Percentage of grantees 

Strategic and accountability partnership task All grantees 
Lower 

alignment 
Higher 

alignment 

Scale up partner efforts to increase the number of individuals 
receiving Promise Neighborhood services 

40 33& 50& 

Manage the performance of partners 30 33 25 

Engage with partners to develop/provide Promise Neighborhood 
services 

20 --- --- 

Establish contracts and/or memoranda of understanding with 
partners to lay out roles and responsibilities 

15 --- --- 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 20 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018; five grantees did 
not complete the survey and could not be included in the analyses. Values represent the percentage of grantees that rated a task as “very 
challenging.” Values not shown for the following response option due to fewer than three grantees selecting each option: identify partners. 
The study used a 15-percentage point threshold to assess differences between groups of grantees (see Appendix Section B). The study 
reported differences between grantee groups of 15 percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this 
threshold). 

& Indicates a difference between grantees with higher and lower service-to-need alignment of at least 15 percentage points. 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 

C.3.4 Challenges reaching children during the COVID-19 pandemic 

The study examined how recent grantees were affected by the COVID-19 pandemic. The study asked the grantees 
that were not able to reach at least 90 percent of children in the neighborhood (see Appendix Section C.2.4), to 
report the top three factors that made it difficult to reach all children in the neighborhood and whether they 
faced barriers to implementation due to COVID-19. Early and recent grantees may have encountered different 
challenges, making it difficult to provide services to a greater share of children in the neighborhood. For recent 
grantees in particular, challenges related to COVID-19 may have affected results. 

Among recent grantees that were not able to serve 90 percent of neighborhood children, COVID-19 was the most 
commonly cited contributing factor. In fact, all recent grantees (100 percent) that provided services to 90 
percent or less of children in the neighborhood cited COVID-19 as a top factor that made it difficult to reach 
children and slowed delivery of grant-supported services (Exhibit C.32).  

Grantees were much less likely to report that other factors contributed to difficulties providing services. For 
example, half of early grantees cited families and children not being aware of services (50 percent) and still being 
in the process of scaling services (50 percent) as the most significant factors that made it difficult to provide 
services. Only one-quarter or less of recent grantees reported those same factors (25; too few grantees to report). 
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Exhibit C.32. Factors that made it difficult to reach at least 90 percent of children in the neighborhood 
for early and recent grantees 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022. 

NOTES: This exhibit is based on information from six early grantees and eight recent grantees that indicated less than 90 percent of children 
in the neighborhood received services. Grantees identified the top three factors that made it difficult to serve children. Values not shown for 
the following response options due to fewer than three grantees selecting each option: children did not have transportation to access 
services; Promise Neighborhood had inadequate nonfinancial resources to deliver services, such as inadequate space or number of staff 
members; Promise Neighborhood had inadequate partner capacity to deliver services; Promise Neighborhood intentionally focused on 
improving the quality of services rather than increasing the number of children receiving services; Promise Neighborhood intentionally 
targeted services to certain populations of students. Exhibit excludes write-in responses from four grantees. The study reported differences 
between grantee groups of 15 percentage points or greater (see Appendix Section B.4.3 for the rationale for this threshold). 

n.a. = Not available; early grantees were not provided with the response option because their grants were implemented before the COVID-19 
pandemic. 

+ Indicates difference of 1 percentage point for comparison of grantee groups based on grant timing. 

--- Indicates values suppressed due to fewer than three grantee responses. 

C.4 Changes in outcomes 

The study conducted several additional analyses related to changes in outcomes over time for Promise 
Neighborhoods and comparison schools. In particular, the study examined changes in outcomes over time for 
only partner schools instead of all schools in the geographic boundary of each Promise Neighborhood (Appendix 
Section B.5.4), groups of grantees described in Appendix Section B.3.3, and for different grade levels. The study 
used the methods described in Appendix Section B.5.3.  

The secondary analysis of partner schools shows that the difference-in-differences estimates for all outcomes had 
p-values greater than 0.05. These findings indicate that changing the sample of treatment schools did not change 
the main finding that outcomes were similar in Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools.    

  

. Percentage of 
early grantees 

Percentage of 
recent 

grantees Response option 

COVID-19 made it difficult to reach recipients or slowed implementation n.a. 100 

Promise Neighborhood had inadequate support from district, schools, or 
district/school staff  

33+ 75+ 

Families or children were not aware of the services offered  50+ 25+ 

Promise Neighborhood was still in the process of scaling services 50 --- 

Children did not have time to participate in services 33 --- 

Families or children did not feel like they needed the services --- --- 

Families were reluctant to enroll children in services due to lack of familiarity with 
the Promise Neighborhood  

--- --- 

Promise Neighborhood had inadequate financial resources to deliver services --- --- 
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Exhibit C.33. Difference-in-differences results for schools in the geographic boundary of the Promise 
Neighborhood and Promise Neighborhoods partner schools 

.. Geographic boundary Partner schools 

Measure 

Difference-
in-

differences 
estimate 

Standard 
error 

p-value 

Difference-
in-

differences 
estimate 

Standard 
error 

p-value 

Math achievement 0.002 0.034 0.945 0.011 0.037 0.768 

English language 
arts achievement 

-0.019 0.026 0.484 -0.024 0.031 0.437 

Attendance rate -0.232 0.266 0.384 0.179 0.238 0.450 

High school 
graduation rate 

-2.088 1.809 0.248 3.482 2.611 0.182 

SOURCE: Common Core of Data, EDFacts, and state and local education agencies for the 2010–2011, 2011–2012, 2015–2016, and 2016–2017 
school years. 

NOTES: Math and English language arts achievement are expressed as z-scores. For math and English language arts achievement and 
attendance, results include data from grades 3–8. Results are based on early grantees that received implementation grants in 2011 and 2012. 
For the primary (geographic boundary) analysis, math achievement is based on data from 13 Promise Neighborhoods, 76 Promise 
Neighborhoods schools, and 1,553 comparison schools. For English language arts achievement, results are based on data from 13 Promise 
Neighborhoods, 76 Promise Neighborhoods schools, and 1,563 comparison schools. For attendance rate, results are based on data from 10 
Promise Neighborhoods, 57 Promise Neighborhoods schools, and 837 comparison schools. For high school graduation rate, results are based 
on 11 Promise Neighborhoods, 26 Promise Neighborhoods schools, and 408 comparison schools. 

For the partner schools analysis, math achievement is based on data from 13 Promise Neighborhoods, 54 Promise Neighborhoods schools, 
and 1,553 comparison schools. For English language arts achievement, results are based on data from 13 Promise Neighborhoods, 54 Promise 
Neighborhoods schools, and 1,563 comparison schools. For attendance rate, results are based on data from 10 Promise Neighborhoods, 31 
Promise Neighborhoods schools, and 837 comparison schools. For high school graduation rate, results are based on 11 Promise 
Neighborhoods, 19 Promise Neighborhoods schools, and 409 comparison schools. 

For both the geographic boundary and partner schools analyses, the results for attendance rate and high school graduation rate are from 
models that include covariates. See Appendix Section B.5 for details.  

To give a sense for how differences between Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools changed 
over time, the study also presents figures depicting the relative-time difference-in-differences coefficients for 
each year for the main definition of Promise Neighborhoods schools (Exhibit C.34). None of the difference-in-
differences estimates in the post-grant years were statistically significant for any of the four outcomes.  
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Exhibit C.34. Difference-in-differences results for schools in the geographic boundary of the 
Promise Neighborhood, by year 

 







      




























 







      




























 









      


























 









      


























 

SOURCE: Common Core of Data, EDFacts, and state and local education agencies for the 2010–2011, 2011–2012, 2015–2016, and 2016–2017 
school years. 

NOTES: For math and English language arts achievement and attendance, results include data from grades 3–8. Results are based on 
early grantees that received implementation grants in 2011 and 2012. Math achievement is based on data from 13 Promise 
Neighborhoods, 76 Promise Neighborhoods schools, and 1,553 comparison schools. For English language arts achievement, results are 
based on data from 13 Promise Neighborhoods, 76 Promise Neighborhoods schools, and 1,563 comparison schools. For attendance rate, 
results are based on data from 10 Promise Neighborhoods, 57 Promise Neighborhoods schools, and 837 comparison schools. For high 
school graduation rate, results are based on 11 Promise Neighborhoods, 26 Promise Neighborhoods schools, and 408 comparison 
schools. The vertical bars represent the 95 percent confidence interval of the event-study difference-in-differences estimates. The results 
for attendance rate and high school graduation rate are from models that include covariates. See Appendix Section B.5 for details. 

The analyses of the difference-in-differences estimates for groups of grantees (as defined and motivated in 
Section B.3.3) showed similar changes in outcomes for Promise Neighborhoods schools and comparison schools. 
For example, there was no evidence that changes in outcomes for Promise Neighborhoods schools and 
comparison schools differed between grantees with lower per-child resources and those with higher per-child 
resources (Exhibit C.34). The study found the same pattern when examining the results for institutions of higher 
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education compared to nonprofit and Indigenous organizations (Exhibit C.35) and for grantees with lower and 
higher levels of alignment between needs and services (Exhibit C.36). However, these analyses were based on 
small groups of Promise Neighborhoods (between 3 and 8), resulting in imprecisely estimated difference-in-
difference estimates. This is reflected in high standard errors relative to the point estimates and high p-values in 
the subgroup hypothesis tests, which the study interpreted as no evidence of a difference between the groups for 
that outcome.  

Because some grantees focusing on early childhood programs had participants who would have reached grade 3 
at the end of the study period, the study examined findings by grade level. In particular, the study examined 
whether students in grade 3 at the end of the study period had changes in outcomes that differed from students 
in grades 4 to 8. The study found that changes in outcomes were similar for grade 3 and grades 4 through 8 
(Exhibit C.37). 

Exhibit C.35. Difference-in-differences results for lower and higher per-child resources groups 

.. 
Low per-child resources 

(6 Promise Neighborhoods) 
High per-child resources 

(5 Promise Neighborhoods) p-value of the 
difference 
between 
groups Measure 

Difference-in-
differences 

estimate 
Standard error 

Difference-in-
differences 

estimate 
Standard error 

Math achievement -0.071 0.057 0.060 0.040 0.061 

English language arts 
achievement 

-0.011 0.109 0.006 0.069 0.970 

Attendance rate 1.192 3.015 -0.104 0.320 0.669 

SOURCE: Common Core of Data, EDFacts, and state and local education agencies for the 2010–2011, 2011–2012, 2015–2016, and 2016–2017 
school years. 

NOTES: Math and English language arts achievement are expressed as z-scores. For math and English language arts achievement and 
attendance, results include data from grades 3–8. Results are based on early grantees that received implementation grants in 2011 and 2012. 
For the low per-child resources group, math achievement is based on data from 41 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 679 comparison 
schools. For English language arts achievement, results are based on data from 41 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 686 comparison 
schools. For attendance rate, results are based on data from 24 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 360 comparison schools. For the high 
per-child resources group, math achievement is based on data from 21 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 525 comparison schools. For 
English language arts achievement, results are based on data from 21 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 525 comparison schools. For 
attendance rate, results are based on data from 22 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 415 comparison schools.  
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Exhibit C.36. Difference-in-differences results for institutions of higher education and nonprofits and 
Indigenous organizations 

.. 
Institutions of higher education 

(3 Promise Neighborhoods) 

Nonprofit and Indigenous 
organizations 

(8 Promise Neighborhoods) 
p-value of the 

difference 
between 
groups Measure 

Difference-in-
differences 

estimate 
Standard error 

Difference-in-
differences 

estimate 
Standard error 

Math achievement 0.104 0.097 -0.059 0.069 0.169 

English language arts 
achievement 

-0.014 0.077 -0.311 0.274 0.253 

Attendance rate -0.102 0.179 n.a. n.a. n.a. 

SOURCE: Common Core of Data, EDFacts, and state and local education agencies for the 2010–2011, 2011–2012, 2015–2016, and 2016–2017 
school years. 

NOTES: Math and English language arts achievement are expressed as z-scores. For math and English language arts achievement and 
attendance, results include data from grades 3–8. Results are based on early grantees that received implementation grants in 2011 and 2012. 
For the institutions of higher education group, math achievement is based on data from 28 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 494 
comparison schools. For English language arts achievement, results are based on data from 28 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 494 
comparison schools. For attendance, results are based on data from 12 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 311 comparison schools. For the 
nonprofit and Indigenous organizations group, math achievement is based on data from 34 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 710 
comparison schools. For English language arts achievement, results are based on data from 34 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 717 
comparison schools. For attendance rate, results are based on data from 34 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 464 comparison schools. 

n.a. = Not available because the model did not pass the parallel trends test; the test of differences between groups is not available if one or 
more of the group estimates is not available.  
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Exhibit C.37. Difference-in-differences results for lower and higher alignment of services and needs 
groups 

. 
Lower alignment 

(4 Promise Neighborhoods) 
Higher alignment 

(4 Promise Neighborhoods) p-value of the 
difference 
between 
groups Measure 

Difference-in-
differences 

estimate 
Standard error 

Difference-in-
differences 

estimate 
Standard error 

Math achievement 0.063 0.052 -0.048 0.060 0.160 

English language arts 
achievement 

n.a. n.a. -0.021 0.050 n.a. 

Attendance rate -2.065 2.922 0.437 0.480 0.398 

SOURCE: Common Core of Data, EDFacts, and state and local education agencies for the 2010–2011, 2011–2012, 2015–2016, and 2016–2017 
school years. 

NOTES: Math and English language arts achievement are expressed as z-scores. For math and English language arts achievement and 
attendance, results include data from grades 3–8. Results are based on early grantees that received implementation grants in 2011 and 2012. 
For the lower alignment group, math achievement is based on data from 22 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 540 comparison schools. 
For English language arts achievement, results are based on data from 22 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 547 comparison schools. For 
attendance rate, results are based on data 23 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 356 comparison schools. For the higher alignment group, 
math achievement is based on data from 28 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 433 comparison schools. For English language arts 
achievement, results are based on data from 28 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 433 comparison schools. For attendance rate, results are 
based on data from 14 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 214 comparison schools.  

n.a. = Not available because the model did not pass the parallel trends test; the test of differences between groups is not available if one or 
more of the group estimates is not available. 

Exhibit C.38. Difference-in-differences results, by grade level 

. Grade 3 Grade 4 to 8 p-value of the 
difference 
between 
groups 

Measure 
Difference-in-

differences 
estimate 

Standard error 
Difference-in-

differences 
estimate 

Standard error 

Math achievement -0.013 0.056 0.008 0.040 0.759 

English language arts 
achievement 

0.038 0.044 -0.015 0.083 0.573 

Attendance rate -0.091 0.228 -0.206 0.312 0.765 

SOURCE: Common Core of Data, EDFacts, and state and local education agencies for the 2010–2011, 2011–2012, 2015–2016, and 2016–2017 
school years. 

NOTES: Math and English language arts achievement are expressed as z-scores. Results are based on early grantees that received 
implementation grants in 2011 and 2012. For math and English language arts achievement, results are based on 13 Promise Neighborhoods. 
For attendance rate, results are based on 10 Promise Neighborhoods. For grade 3, math achievement is based on data from 58 Promise 
Neighborhoods schools and 1,022 comparison schools. For English language arts achievement, results are based on data from 58 Promise 
Neighborhoods schools and 1,022 comparison schools. For attendance rate, results are based on data from 40 Promise Neighborhoods 
schools and 552 comparison schools. For grades 4 to 8, math achievement is based on data from 74 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 
1,529 comparison schools. For English language arts achievement, results are based on data from 74 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 
1,539 comparison schools. For attendance rate, results are based on data from 56 Promise Neighborhoods schools and 830 
comparison schools.
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SECTION D. EXPLORATORY AND SENSITIVITY ANALYSES 

This section describes several exploratory and sensitivity analyses related to the study’s calculation of per-child 
resources, an alternate measure of service-to-need alignment (see Appendix Section B.4.2 for how the study 
determined service-to-need alignment in the analysis), and an analysis related to changes in student outcomes, 
including whether there was evidence of bias—or inaccurate estimates—due to student mobility. 

D.1 Per-child resources 

The study assessed whether the findings were sensitive to the definition of per-child resources. The first analyses 
found—as expected—that per-child resource values were lower for all grantees when matching funds were 
excluded from the calculation, but per-child resources still varied across neighborhoods regardless of whether 
matching funds were included. For example, the highest value for per-child resources was almost 20 times the 
lowest value whether matching funds were included or excluded. Per-child resources calculated with matching 
funds ranged from $1,628 to $29,464, with an average of $10,336. Per-child resources calculated without 
matching funds ranged from $814 to $14,732, with an average of $5,430. 

The second analyses also showed that per-child resources varied across grantees regardless of whether the 
analysis adjusted for cost of living (Exhibit D.1). For example, the highest value for per-child resources was 
roughly 20 times the lowest value, regardless of whether the analysis adjusted for cost of living. 
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Exhibit D.1. Per-child resources for each grantee, with and without cost-of-living adjustment 

Grantee 
Per-child resources with cost-of-living 

adjustment 
Per-child resources without cost-of-living 

adjustment 

A $36,205  $20,888  

B $35,796  $29,464  

C $35,197  $27,781  

D $26,003  $14,165  

E $23,531  $13,052  

F $19,574  $7,859  

G $15,232  $6,654  

H $14,255  $14,098  

I $14,064  $12,982  

J $13,914  $10,351  

K $13,911  $10,462  

L $13,682  $16,917  

M $13,224  $7,388  

N $12,401  $5,148  

O $11,356  $13,909  

P $11,013  $9,421  

Q $9,404  $5,395  

R $7,034  $8,358  

S $6,556  $6,408  

T $4,954  $4,397  

U $3,418  $2,842  

V $2,590  $2,845  

W $2,478  $2,775  

X $2,268  $3,208  

Y $1,596  $1,628  

Average $13,986  $10,336  

Median $13,224  $8,358  

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education (2023a, 2023b); Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; U.S. 
Census Bureau (2023). 

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 25 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. Values presented 
in this table are sorted in descending order based on the second column. The letters used to label grantees in this exhibit do not match the 
labels used in other exhibits.  
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D.2 Alignment of services with needs 

To complement the report’s examination of the percentage of grantee services that addressed a highest priority 
neighborhood need, the study analyzed survey data provided by a subset of 14 grantees on the number of 
recipients who received each service. 

To conduct this analysis, the study first calculated the total number of recipients for each service (for example, if 
a grantee reported that 100 children and 100 adults received a particular service, the study determined that the 
service had 200 recipients). Next, the study calculated the percentage of all service recipients that received a 
service aligned with a highest priority neighborhood need. 

These analyses showed that relatively few grantees had a high share of service recipients who received services 
in their neighborhoods’ highest need areas. In particular, five of the 14 grantees had more than 70 percent of 
service recipients who received a service aligned with one of their neighborhood’s highest priority needs (Exhibit 
D.2). Roughly half (56 percent) of service recipients received a service aligned with a highest priority 
neighborhood need across grantees, on average. This pattern suggests that grantees delivered a broader range of 
services addressing needs outside of the three highest priority needs in the neighborhood.  

Exhibit D.2. Percentage of service recipients who received a service aligned with a highest priority 
neighborhood need 

 

SOURCE: Surveys of Promise Neighborhoods grantees administered in spring 2022; Promise Neighborhoods grantees’ annual 
performance reports (2015–2017).  

NOTES: The exhibit is based on information from 14 grantees that received implementation grants between 2011 and 2018. Six grantees 
had missing or illogical recipient data and were excluded from analysis. 

D.3 Changes in outcomes 

The outcome findings may be inaccurate (or what is referred to as biased) for multiple reasons. First, although 
the study sought to identify a set of comparison schools that looked similar to Promise Neighborhoods schools 
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prior to the grant, the difference-in-differences estimates can be biased if unobserved factors cause the two 
groups to follow different trends over time. These unobserved differences cannot be directly measured.   

Second, changes in who enrolls in schools could affect trends in outcomes. For example, if new services in 
Promise Neighborhoods schools attracted different students, changes in outcomes could reflect shifts in the 
student population rather than program effects. Although the study did not collect student-level data to directly 
track student mobility, it assessed possible compositional shifts using school-level demographic measures.  

To do this, the study first attempted to estimate difference-in-differences models using demographic 
characteristics as outcomes (similar to the specification in Appendix Section B.5.3). However, some demographic 
characteristics, like percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, did not satisfy the parallel 
trends assumption (p-value < 0.05 on test of parallel trends), so the study does not report the event-study 
coefficients on these difference-in-differences models. Instead, the study focused only on Promise 
Neighborhoods schools, testing whether there was a difference in demographic characteristics between the fifth 
year after the grant and the year prior to the grant. There were no statistically significant differences for the 
percentage of students who were female, Hispanic, Asian, Black, or White. However, the percentage of students 
who were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch decreased by about 4 percentage points (from 77.4 to 73.6 
percent). It is unclear whether this change in demographic characteristics represents a direct effect of the 
Promise Neighborhoods grant or an external factor unrelated to the program. Because this is not a randomized 
controlled trial, we cannot rule out the possibility that such demographic changes reflect unobserved factors that 
could also influence the outcomes analysis.  
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ENDNOTES  
 

1 U.S. Department of Education (n.d.). 
2 ESSA (2015). 
3 U.S. Department of Education (2011–2017). 
4 Harlem Children’s Zone (2009); U.S. Department of Education (2012b); U.S. Department of Education (2011–
2017); see Appendix Section A.2.1. 
5 U.S. Department of Education (2016–2017). 
6 U.S. Department of Education (2011–2016).  
7 U.S. Department of Education (2017).  
8 U.S. Department of Education (2011–2016). 
9 Shelton et al. (2017); McGrew & Lohrke (2013); Gozali-Lee (2019); Fields et al. (2016); Sipes et al. (2017). 
10 Shelton et al. (2017). 
11 Sipes et al. (2017). 
12 See Cronkrite & O'Gorman (2011); Lash et al. (2014); Lash & Sanchez (2019); Lê-Scherban et al. (2023); Engel-
Holmes (2019); Geller et al. (2014); Shakesprere et al. (2020); O'Brien & Gillespie (2020); Hulsey et al. (2015); 
Bower & Rossi (2019); Impellizeri & Lee (2022); Middleton (2018); Flynn (2014); Oneto & Gallagher (2019); Hudson 
(2013). 
13 Shakesprere et al. (2020); Hulsey et al. (2015). 
14 Lin et al. (2020); Zaff et al. (2016). 
15 Harlem Children’s Zone (2009). 
16 Dobbie & Fryer (2011). 
17 Fryer & Katz (2013). 
18 McCarthy & Jean-Louis (2025). 
19 National Bureau of Economic Research. (n.d.). 
20 National Bureau of Economic Research (n.d.); Ludwig et al. (2011). 
21 Chetty et al. (2016). 
22 Bravo et al. (2024). 
23 Chetty et al. (2026). 
24 University of Maryland School of Social Work (2017). 
25 Reardon et al. (2017). 
26 U.S. Department of Education (2011–2017). 
27 Walsh & Backe (2013). 
28 Geller et al. (2014). 
29 For example, see Garet et al. (2024).  
30 For example, see Stuart (2010); Diamond & Sekhon (2013). 
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31 See Ho et al. (2011) for details. 
32 What Works Clearinghouse (2022). 
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34 U.S. Census Bureau (2021). 
35 U.S. Department of Education (2011–2017). 
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		3		2,3,5,6,7,8,9,11,12,13,16,17,25,36,37,42,43,44,54,69,101,102,103,104		Tags->0->15->1,Tags->0->15->1->1,Tags->0->21->1,Tags->0->21->1->1,Tags->0->22->1,Tags->0->22->1->1,Tags->0->23->1,Tags->0->23->1->1,Tags->0->24->1,Tags->0->24->1->1,Tags->0->25->1,Tags->0->25->1->1,Tags->0->26->1,Tags->0->26->1->1,Tags->0->27->1,Tags->0->27->1->1,Tags->0->28->1,Tags->0->28->1->1,Tags->0->29->1,Tags->0->29->1->1,Tags->0->30->1,Tags->0->30->1->1,Tags->0->31->1,Tags->0->31->1->1,Tags->0->47->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->0->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->1->0->0,Tags->0->47->1->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->1->1->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->1->1->0->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->1->1->1->0->0,Tags->0->47->1->1->1->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->1->1->2->0->0,Tags->0->47->1->1->2->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->1->1->3->0->0,Tags->0->47->1->1->3->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->0->0->2,Tags->0->47->2->1->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->0->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->1->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->1->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->2->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->2->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->2->1->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->2->1->0->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->2->1->1->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->2->1->1->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->2->1->2->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->2->1->2->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->3->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->3->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->3->1->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->3->1->0->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->3->1->1->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->3->1->1->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->3->1->2->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->3->1->2->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->4->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->4->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->4->1->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->4->1->0->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->4->1->1->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->4->1->1->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->4->1->2->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->4->1->2->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->2->1->4->1->3->0->0,Tags->0->47->2->1->4->1->3->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->3->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->3->1->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->0->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->3->1->0->1->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->0->1->0->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->3->1->0->1->1->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->0->1->1->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->3->1->0->1->2->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->0->1->2->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->3->1->1->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->1->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->3->1->1->1->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->1->1->0->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->3->1->1->1->1->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->1->1->1->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->3->1->1->1->2->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->1->1->2->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->3->1->1->1->3->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->1->1->3->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->3->1->1->1->4->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->1->1->4->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->3->1->2->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->2->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->2->1->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->2->1->0->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->2->1->1->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->2->1->1->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->2->1->2->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->2->1->2->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->2->1->3->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->2->1->3->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->3->0->0,Tags->0->47->3->1->3->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->4->0->0,Tags->0->47->4->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->4->1->0->0->0,Tags->0->47->4->1->0->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->4->1->1->0->0,Tags->0->47->4->1->1->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->4->1->2->0->0,Tags->0->47->4->1->2->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->5->0->0,Tags->0->47->5->0->0->1,Tags->0->47->6->0->0,Tags->0->47->6->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->0->0->0,Tags->0->49->0->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->1->0->0,Tags->0->49->1->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->2->0->0,Tags->0->49->2->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->3->0->0,Tags->0->49->3->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->4->0->0,Tags->0->49->4->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->5->0->0,Tags->0->49->5->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->6->0->0,Tags->0->49->6->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->7->0->0,Tags->0->49->7->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->8->0->0,Tags->0->49->8->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->9->0->0,Tags->0->49->9->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->10->0->0,Tags->0->49->10->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->11->0->0,Tags->0->49->11->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->11->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->12->0->0,Tags->0->49->12->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->13->0->0,Tags->0->49->13->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->14->0->0,Tags->0->49->14->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->15->0->0,Tags->0->49->15->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->16->0->0,Tags->0->49->16->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->17->0->0,Tags->0->49->17->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->18->0->0,Tags->0->49->18->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->19->0->0,Tags->0->49->19->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->20->0->0,Tags->0->49->20->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->21->0->0,Tags->0->49->21->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->21->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->22->0->0,Tags->0->49->22->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->22->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->23->0->0,Tags->0->49->23->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->23->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->24->0->0,Tags->0->49->24->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->24->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->25->0->0,Tags->0->49->25->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->26->0->0,Tags->0->49->26->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->27->0->0,Tags->0->49->27->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->28->0->0,Tags->0->49->28->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->29->0->0,Tags->0->49->29->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->30->0->0,Tags->0->49->30->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->30->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->31->0->0,Tags->0->49->31->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->32->0->0,Tags->0->49->32->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->32->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->33->0->0,Tags->0->49->33->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->33->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->34->0->0,Tags->0->49->34->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->34->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->35->0->0,Tags->0->49->35->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->36->0->0,Tags->0->49->36->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->36->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->37->0->0,Tags->0->49->37->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->38->0->0,Tags->0->49->38->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->38->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->39->0->0,Tags->0->49->39->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->39->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->40->0->0,Tags->0->49->40->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->40->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->41->0->0,Tags->0->49->41->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->41->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->42->0->0,Tags->0->49->42->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->42->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->43->0->0,Tags->0->49->43->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->43->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->44->0->0,Tags->0->49->44->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->44->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->45->0->0,Tags->0->49->45->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->45->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->46->0->0,Tags->0->49->46->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->46->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->47->0->0,Tags->0->49->47->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->47->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->48->0->0,Tags->0->49->48->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->49->0->0,Tags->0->49->49->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->49->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->50->0->0,Tags->0->49->50->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->50->0->0->2,Tags->0->49->51->0->0,Tags->0->49->51->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->52->0->0,Tags->0->49->52->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->53->0->0,Tags->0->49->53->0->0->1,Tags->0->49->53->0->0->2,Tags->0->55->1->0,Tags->0->55->1->0->1,Tags->0->56->1->0,Tags->0->56->1->0->1,Tags->0->56->3->0,Tags->0->56->3->0->1,Tags->0->57->1->0,Tags->0->57->1->0->1,Tags->0->65->1->0,Tags->0->65->1->0->1,Tags->0->66->1->0,Tags->0->66->1->0->1,Tags->0->67->1->0,Tags->0->67->1->0->1,Tags->0->67->3->0,Tags->0->67->3->0->1,Tags->0->90->1->0,Tags->0->90->1->0->1,Tags->0->90->3->0,Tags->0->90->3->0->1,Tags->0->90->5->0,Tags->0->90->5->0->1,Tags->0->90->7->0,Tags->0->90->7->0->1,Tags->0->90->9->0,Tags->0->90->9->0->1,Tags->0->92->1->0,Tags->0->92->1->0->1,Tags->0->92->3->0,Tags->0->92->3->0->1,Tags->0->92->5->0,Tags->0->92->5->0->1,Tags->0->92->7->0,Tags->0->92->7->0->1,Tags->0->93->1->0,Tags->0->93->1->0->1,Tags->0->94->1->0,Tags->0->94->1->0->1,Tags->0->94->3->0,Tags->0->94->3->0->1,Tags->0->94->5->0,Tags->0->94->5->0->1,Tags->0->94->7->0,Tags->0->94->7->0->1,Tags->0->95->1->0,Tags->0->95->1->0->1,Tags->0->123->1->0,Tags->0->123->1->0->1,Tags->0->171->0->1->0,Tags->0->171->0->1->0->1,Tags->0->176->1->0,Tags->0->176->1->0->1,Tags->0->176->3->0,Tags->0->176->3->0->1,Tags->0->176->5->0,Tags->0->176->5->0->1,Tags->0->205->1->0,Tags->0->205->1->0->1,Tags->0->214->1,Tags->0->214->1->1,Tags->0->214->3,Tags->0->214->3->1,Tags->0->217->1,Tags->0->217->1->1,Tags->0->217->3,Tags->0->217->3->1,Tags->0->279->1,Tags->0->279->1->1,Tags->0->356->1->0,Tags->0->356->1->0->1,Tags->0->548->1,Tags->0->548->1->1,Tags->0->549->1,Tags->0->549->1->1,Tags->0->550->1,Tags->0->550->1->1,Tags->0->551->1,Tags->0->551->1->1,Tags->0->552->1,Tags->0->552->1->1,Tags->0->553->1,Tags->0->553->1->1,Tags->0->554->1,Tags->0->554->1->1,Tags->0->555->1,Tags->0->555->1->1,Tags->0->555->1->2,Tags->0->556->1,Tags->0->556->1->1,Tags->0->556->1->2,Tags->0->557->1,Tags->0->557->1->1,Tags->0->558->1,Tags->0->558->1->1,Tags->0->558->1->2,Tags->0->559->1,Tags->0->559->1->1,Tags->0->560->1,Tags->0->560->1->1,Tags->0->560->1->2,Tags->0->561->1,Tags->0->561->1->1,Tags->0->562->1,Tags->0->562->1->1,Tags->0->563->1,Tags->0->563->1->1,Tags->0->564->1,Tags->0->564->1->1,Tags->0->565->1,Tags->0->565->1->1,Tags->0->566->1,Tags->0->566->1->1,Tags->0->567->1,Tags->0->567->1->1,Tags->0->568->1,Tags->0->568->1->1,Tags->0->569->1,Tags->0->569->1->1,Tags->0->570->1,Tags->0->570->1->1,Tags->0->571->1,Tags->0->571->1->1,Tags->0->572->1,Tags->0->572->1->1,Tags->0->573->1,Tags->0->573->1->1,Tags->0->574->1,Tags->0->574->1->1,Tags->0->574->1->2,Tags->0->575->1,Tags->0->575->1->1,Tags->0->575->1->2,Tags->0->576->1,Tags->0->576->1->1,Tags->0->577->1,Tags->0->577->1->1,Tags->0->578->1,Tags->0->578->1->1,Tags->0->578->1->2,Tags->0->579->1,Tags->0->579->1->1,Tags->0->580->1,Tags->0->580->1->1,Tags->0->580->1->2,Tags->0->581->1,Tags->0->581->1->1,Tags->0->582->1,Tags->0->582->1->1,Tags->0->583->1,Tags->0->583->1->1,Tags->0->585->1,Tags->0->585->1->1,Tags->0->586->1,Tags->0->586->1->1,Tags->0->587->1,Tags->0->587->1->1,Tags->0->588->1,Tags->0->588->1->1,Tags->0->589->1,Tags->0->589->1->1,Tags->0->590->1,Tags->0->590->1->1,Tags->0->591->1,Tags->0->591->1->1,Tags->0->592->1,Tags->0->592->1->1,Tags->0->593->1,Tags->0->593->1->1,Tags->0->593->1->2,Tags->0->594->1,Tags->0->594->1->1,Tags->0->595->1,Tags->0->595->1->1,Tags->0->597->1,Tags->0->597->1->1,Tags->0->598->1,Tags->0->598->1->1,Tags->0->599->1,Tags->0->599->1->1		Guideline 1.1 Provide text alternatives for all non-text content		Alternative Representation for Links		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		4						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Lbl - Valid Parent		Passed		All Lbl elements passed.		

		5						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		LBody - Valid Parent		Passed		All LBody elements passed.		

		6						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Link Annotations		Passed		All tagged Link annotations are tagged in Link tags.		

		7						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Links		Passed		All Link tags contain at least one Link annotation.		

		8						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		List Item		Passed		All List Items passed.		

		9						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		List		Passed		All List elements passed.		

		10						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Table Cells		Passed		All Table Data Cells and Header Cells passed		

		11						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Table Rows		Passed		All Table Rows passed.		

		12						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Table		Passed		All Table elements passed.		

		13						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Tagged Document		Passed		Tags have been added to this document.		

		14						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Heading Levels		Passed		All Headings are nested correctly		

		15		12,27,45		Tags->0->63,Tags->0->144,Tags->0->227		Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		ListNumbering		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		16						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Header Cells		Passed		All table cells have headers associated with them.		

		17		15,16,20,21,22,23,24,27,28,29,30,31,32,33,34,36,38,45,48,52,53,55,56,57,58,59,60,61,62,63,64,65,66,68,70,71,72,73,74,75,76,77,78,79,80,81,82,83,85,86,87,88,89,90,92,93,94,96		Tags->0->75,Tags->0->105,Tags->0->115,Tags->0->137,Tags->0->146,Tags->0->156,Tags->0->160,Tags->0->169,Tags->0->179,Tags->0->220,Tags->0->247,Tags->0->268,Tags->0->275,Tags->0->281,Tags->0->285,Tags->0->290,Tags->0->295,Tags->0->302,Tags->0->315,Tags->0->322,Tags->0->329,Tags->0->338,Tags->0->353,Tags->0->359,Tags->0->364,Tags->0->369,Tags->0->375,Tags->0->383,Tags->0->394,Tags->0->399,Tags->0->410,Tags->0->417,Tags->0->425,Tags->0->430,Tags->0->438,Tags->0->448,Tags->0->454,Tags->0->460,Tags->0->466,Tags->0->471,Tags->0->476,Tags->0->486,Tags->0->496,Tags->0->507,Tags->0->511,Tags->0->516,Tags->0->521,Tags->0->530		Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Summary attribute		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		18						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Scope attribute		Passed		All TH elements define the Scope attribute.		

		19						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Meaningful Sequence		Passed		No Untagged annotations were detected, and no elements have been untagged in this session.		

		20						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Tabs Key		Passed		All pages that contain annotations have tabbing order set to follow the logical structure.		

		21						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Orientation		Passed		Document is tagged and content can be rendered in any orientation.		

		22				Doc		Guideline 1.4 Make it easier for users to see and hear content including separating foreground from background.		Format, layout and color		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		23				Doc		Guideline 1.4 Make it easier for users to see and hear content including separating foreground from background.		Minimum Contrast		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		24						Guideline 1.4 Make it easier for users to see and hear content including separating foreground from background.		Reflow		Passed		Document is tagged and content can be rendered in any device size.		

		25						Guideline 1.4 Make it easier for users to see and hear content including separating foreground from background.		Text Spacing		Passed		Document is tagged and content can be rendered by user agents supporting tagged PDFs in any text spacing.		

		26		1,14,19,25		Tags->0->4->0,Tags->0->70->0,Tags->0->100->0,Tags->0->100->1,Tags->0->100->2,Tags->0->100->3,Tags->0->100->4,Tags->0->100->5,Tags->0->100->6,Tags->0->100->7,Tags->0->100->8,Tags->0->100->9,Tags->0->100->10,Tags->0->100->11,Tags->0->100->12,Tags->0->100->13,Tags->0->100->14,Tags->0->100->15,Tags->0->100->16,Tags->0->100->17,Tags->0->100->18,Tags->0->100->19,Tags->0->100->20,Tags->0->100->21,Tags->0->100->22,Tags->0->100->23,Tags->0->100->24,Tags->0->100->25,Tags->0->100->26,Tags->0->100->27,Tags->0->100->28,Tags->0->100->29,Tags->0->100->30,Tags->0->100->31,Tags->0->100->32,Tags->0->100->33,Tags->0->100->34,Tags->0->100->35,Tags->0->100->36,Tags->0->100->37,Tags->0->100->38,Tags->0->100->39,Tags->0->100->40,Tags->0->100->41,Tags->0->100->42,Tags->0->100->43,Tags->0->100->44,Tags->0->100->45,Tags->0->100->46,Tags->0->100->47,Tags->0->100->48,Tags->0->100->49,Tags->0->100->50,Tags->0->100->51,Tags->0->100->52,Tags->0->100->53,Tags->0->100->54,Tags->0->100->55,Tags->0->100->56,Tags->0->100->57,Tags->0->100->58,Tags->0->100->59,Tags->0->100->60,Tags->0->100->61,Tags->0->100->62,Tags->0->100->63,Tags->0->100->64,Tags->0->100->65,Tags->0->100->66,Tags->0->100->67,Tags->0->100->68,Tags->0->100->69,Tags->0->100->70,Tags->0->100->71,Tags->0->100->72,Tags->0->100->73,Tags->0->100->74,Tags->0->100->75,Tags->0->100->76,Tags->0->100->77,Tags->0->100->78,Tags->0->100->79,Tags->0->100->80,Tags->0->100->81,Tags->0->100->82,Tags->0->100->83,Tags->0->100->84,Tags->0->100->85,Tags->0->100->86,Tags->0->100->87,Tags->0->100->88,Tags->0->100->89,Tags->0->100->90,Tags->0->100->91,Tags->0->100->92,Tags->0->100->93,Tags->0->100->94,Tags->0->100->95,Tags->0->100->96,Tags->0->100->97,Tags->0->100->98,Tags->0->100->99,Tags->0->100->100,Tags->0->100->101,Tags->0->100->102,Tags->0->100->103,Tags->0->100->104,Tags->0->100->105,Tags->0->100->106,Tags->0->100->107,Tags->0->100->108,Tags->0->100->109,Tags->0->100->110,Tags->0->100->111,Tags->0->100->112,Tags->0->100->113,Tags->0->100->114,Tags->0->100->115,Tags->0->100->116,Tags->0->100->117,Tags->0->100->118,Tags->0->100->119,Tags->0->100->120,Tags->0->100->121,Tags->0->100->122,Tags->0->100->123,Tags->0->100->124,Tags->0->100->125,Tags->0->100->126,Tags->0->100->127,Tags->0->100->128,Tags->0->100->129,Tags->0->100->130,Tags->0->100->131,Tags->0->100->132,Tags->0->100->133,Tags->0->100->134,Tags->0->100->135,Tags->0->100->136,Tags->0->100->137,Tags->0->100->138,Tags->0->100->139,Tags->0->100->140,Tags->0->100->141,Tags->0->100->142,Tags->0->100->143,Tags->0->100->144,Tags->0->100->145,Tags->0->100->146,Tags->0->100->147,Tags->0->100->148,Tags->0->100->149,Tags->0->100->150,Tags->0->100->151,Tags->0->100->152,Tags->0->100->153,Tags->0->100->154,Tags->0->100->155,Tags->0->100->156,Tags->0->100->157,Tags->0->100->158,Tags->0->100->159,Tags->0->100->160,Tags->0->100->161,Tags->0->100->162,Tags->0->100->163,Tags->0->100->164,Tags->0->100->165,Tags->0->120->0,Tags->0->120->1,Tags->0->122->0,Tags->0->124->0,Tags->0->124->1		Guideline 1.4 Make it easier for users to see and hear content including separating foreground from background.		Non-Text Contrast		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		27						Guideline 2.1 Make all functionality operable via a keyboard interface		Server-side image maps		Passed		No Server-side image maps were detected in this document (Links with IsMap set to true).		

		28						Guideline 2.4 Provide ways to help users navigate, find content, and determine where they are		Headings defined		Passed		Headings have been defined for this document.		

		29		1		Tags->0->0		Guideline 2.4 Provide ways to help users navigate, find content, and determine where they are		Outlines (Bookmarks)		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		30				MetaData		Guideline 2.4 Provide ways to help users navigate, find content, and determine where they are		Metadata - Title and Viewer Preferences		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		31		99		MetaData,Tags->0->546->16->1,Tags->0->546->17->1,Tags->0->546->20->1,Tags->0->546->21->1,Tags->0->546->26->1,Tags->0->546->27->1		Guideline 3.1 Make text content readable and understandable.		Language specified		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		32				Pages->0		Guideline 3.2 Make Web pages appear and operate in predictable ways		Header/Footer pagination artifacts		Passed		Page 1 does not contain footer Artifacts.		Verification result set by user.

		33				Doc->0		Guideline 3.2 Make Web pages appear and operate in predictable ways		Change of context		Passed		An action of type Go To Destination is attached to the Open Action event of the document. Please ensure that this action does not initiate a change of context.		0 XYZ -2147483648 -2147483648 -2147483648

		34						Guideline 1.1 Provide text alternatives for all non-text content		Alternative Representation for Forms		Not Applicable		No Form Fields were detected in this document.		

		35						Guideline 1.1 Provide text alternatives for all non-text content		Alternative Representation for Other Annotations		Not Applicable		No other annotations were detected in this document.		

		36						Guideline 1.2 Provide synchronized alternatives for multimedia.		Captions 		Not Applicable		No multimedia elements were detected in this document.		

		37						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Form Annotations - Valid Tagging		Not Applicable		No Form Annotations were detected in this document.		

		38						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Other Annotations - Valid Tagging		Not Applicable		No Annotations (other than Links and Widgets) were detected in this document.		

		39						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		RP, RT and RB - Valid Parent		Not Applicable		No RP, RB or RT elements were detected in this document.		

		40						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Correct Structure - Ruby		Not Applicable		No Ruby elements were detected in this document.		

		41						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		THead, TBody and TFoot		Not Applicable		No THead, TFoot, or TBody elements were detected in this document.		

		42						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Correct Structure - Warichu		Not Applicable		No Warichu elements were detected in this document.		

		43						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Correct Structure - WT and WP		Not Applicable		No WP or WT elements were detected in the document		

		44						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Article Threads		Not Applicable		No Article threads were detected in the document		

		45						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Identify Input Purpose		Not Applicable		No Form Annotations were detected in this document.		

		46						Guideline 1.4 Make it easier for users to see and hear content including separating foreground from background.		Images of text - OCR		Not Applicable		No raster-based images were detected in this document.		

		47						Guideline 1.4 Make it easier for users to see and hear content including separating foreground from background.		Content on Hover or Focus		Not Applicable		No actions found on hover or focus events.		

		48						Guideline 2.1 Make all functionality operable via a keyboard interface		Character Key Shortcuts		Not Applicable		No character key shortcuts detected in this document.		

		49						Guideline 2.2 Provide users enough time to read and use content		Timing Adjustable		Not Applicable		No elements that could require a timed response found in this document.		

		50						Guideline 2.3 Do not design content in a way that is known to cause seizures		Three Flashes or Below Threshold		Not Applicable		No elements that could cause flicker were detected in this document.		

		51						Guideline 2.5 Input Modalities		Label in Name		Not Applicable		No Form Annotations were detected in this document.		

		52						Guideline 2.5 Input Modalities		Pointer Cancellation		Not Applicable		No mouse down events detected in this document.		

		53						Guideline 2.5 Input Modalities		Motion Actuation		Not Applicable		No elements requiring device or user motion detected in this document.		

		54						Guideline 2.5 Input Modalities		Pointer Gestures		Not Applicable		No RichMedia or FileAtachments have been detected in this document.		

		55						Guideline 3.3 Help users avoid and correct mistakes		Required fields		Not Applicable		No Form Fields were detected in this document.		

		56						Guideline 3.3 Help users avoid and correct mistakes		Form fields value validation		Not Applicable		No form fields that may require validation detected in this document.		

		57						Guideline 4.1 Maximize compatibility with current and future user agents, including assistive technologies		4.1.2 Name, Role, Value		Not Applicable		No user interface components were detected in this document.		

		58						Guideline 4.1 Maximize compatibility with current and future user agents, including assistive technologies		Status Message		Not Applicable		Checkpoint is not applicable in PDF.		
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