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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

Service-learning is an instructional strategy that improves student learning by integrating the achievement of subject-matter content standards with service to the community.
 Students participate in thoughtfully planned service and on going reflection that meet identified needs of the community, enhance the core curriculum, and foster an increased level of civic responsibility. Through service-learning experiences, students connect with adults working in local government, schools, and community agencies. They learn and apply their classroom instruction to the daily life of their communities through service projects, such as planting and harvesting community gardens, testing drinking water, or working on issues concerning juvenile justice.

As part of an ongoing effort to advance the sustainability of service-learning in school districts throughout California, the CalServe Initiative funded 28 service-learning district partnerships to develop and implement high-quality service-learning in kindergarten through grade twelve (K-12) schools.
 The goal of these partnerships is to establish service-learning as an instructional strategy such that all students will have at least one service-learning opportunity at each grade span: elementary school (kindergarten through grade five), middle school (grades six through eight); and high school (grades nine through twelve). Each partnership received a grant for program development and implementation and engagement in a comprehensive local evaluation process. This process culminated in an end-of-year report that presented the outcomes of the partnership’s service-learning efforts. In the evaluation guidelines, partnerships were asked to report findings on six program areas: Vision and Policy; High-Quality Service-Learning; Professional Development; Organizational Development, including Advisory committees; Resources; and Evaluation.
To guide and assist district partnerships in the evaluation process, the University of California at Berkeley’s Service-Learning Research and Development Center selected five regional evaluation leaders who, in partnership with the CDE’s CalServe Initiative, developed a comprehensive set of guidelines for the CalServe Final Evaluation Report, 2005-06 (see page 39), for reporting local program outcomes. Throughout the year, the regional evaluation leaders guided the work of the individual partnerships’ local evaluation teams and assisted them with identifying or developing assessments and survey tools, gathering data, analyzing data, and reporting results. Each partnership evaluation team was also asked to present data from three high quality service-learning case-study classrooms/projects on student outcomes for academic achievement and civic development in its local evaluation report.

This statewide report was guided by a set of questions included in the evaluation guidelines and designed to explore the extent to which local programs achieved the established three overarching statewide goals for service-learning: (1) linking 
service-learning to the California Academic Content Standards to improve student academic achievement; (2) enhancing students’ civic competencies through their achievement of civic-focused content standards; and (3) measuring the effectiveness of advisory committees as a means to influence service-learning institutionalization. 

Summary of Findings

Overall, the data revealed that 33,969 students participated in partnership 
service-learning classrooms/projects during the 2005-06 program year (see page six). These students engaged in a variety of service experiences across seven subject areas, with the most common California Academic Content Standards identified in History-Social Science, Science, and English-Language Arts. In many partnerships, students achieved standards in multiple disciplines.

Twenty-five of the 28 partnership local evaluation teams (89.3 percent) provided data and findings on student academic and civic outcomes for 68 high-quality 
service-learning case-studies, as well as on their use of advisory committees. Fifty-eight 
(85.3 percent) case-studies of high-quality service-learning included data on academic achievement and 53 (77.9 percent) on civic outcomes.  

Summary Table: Student Achievement through Service-Learning Experiences

(based on 25 CalServe Final Evaluation Reports, 2005-06)

	
	Partnership Districts
	Case-Study
Classrooms
	Student 

Information

	
	CalServe District Partnerships
	District Partnerships that submitted evaluation reports
	Service-learning case-study classrooms/
projects in the 25 reporting district partnerships 
	Service-learning case-study classrooms/projects reporting academic findings
	Service-learning case-study classrooms/ projects reporting civic responsibility findings
	K-12 students participating in service-learning in the reporting district partnership 
	K-12 students participating in 58 
case-study reporting classrooms/
projects in Academics
	Case-study students achieving or exceeding 

academic proficiency on identified California Academic Content Standards
	K-12 students participating in 53 case-study classrooms/ projects in Civic Responsibility
	Case-study students achieving civic-related proficiency on selected standards or civic-related growth on selected pre- and post- surveys


	Number (n)
	28
	25
	68
	58
	53
	33,969
	2744
	2274
	2156
	1775

	Percent
	
	89.3%
	
	85.3%
	77.9%
	
	8.1%
	82.9%
	6.4%
	82.3%


In the area of academic achievement, the partnership local evaluation teams reported that 82.9 percent of the participating case-study students (n = 2744) met or exceeded proficiency on the teacher-selected California Academic Content Standards. Of the elementary and secondary level classrooms/projects reporting proficiency levels attained on the English-Language Arts standards, the majority, 51.7 percent, incorporated service-learning experiences that addressed standards in writing, including language conventions. The History-Social Science standards were most common at the secondary level, with 19 secondary classrooms, 32.8 percent, and 8 elementary classrooms, 13.8 percent, in 11 partnerships incorporating standards that sought to achieve knowledge of the subject matter and build students’ proficiency in democratic principles and civic responsibility. 

In the area of civic responsibility, the partnership local evaluation teams reported, through 53 case-studies, that 82.3 percent of the participating students (n = 2156) met or exceeded proficiency on the teacher-selected civic-related standards or indicated growth on civic-focused pre- and post- surveys. 
These findings suggest that service-learning is an instructional strategy that, when implemented well, can have positive effects on students’ standards-based academic and civic achievement.
Twenty-three partnership local evaluation teams reported that the partnerships have active advisory committees that are in place and are providing leadership (92 percent). The activities and/or responsibilities of the advisory committees were as varied as the partnerships they guided. Unlike the academic and civic outcome sections, which were more structured in terms of case-study selection and outcome reporting, the evaluation guidelines on advisory committees specified only general data. 
The findings reveal that advisory committees are a key component of a successful service-learning program.
Recommendations

As CalServe engages in its next phase of advancing service-learning in California, the following recommendations are offered for consideration: 

Recommendation 1: Continue to explore the potential of service-learning as an effective instructional strategy for students to master the California Academic Content Standards.

Recommendation 2: Coordinate and clarify the specific standards partnerships need to measure, the expected levels of proficiency, and the specific means for measuring student mastery of the standards.

Recommendation 3: Conduct a more in-depth exploration of the various kinds of service experiences and the ways in which to lead students’ political awareness and civic engagement.

Recommendation 4: (a) Establish the primary purposes for the local evaluation process in consultation with the district partnerships. 
(b) Seek out supplemental funds to support partnerships that wish to engage in more in-depth evaluation activities.

Recommendation 5: Further the capacity of the partnerships’ local evaluation teams through regional and statewide evaluation technical assistance activities.

Recommendation 6: Develop a toolkit containing effective instruments to measure various outcomes of service-learning.

Recommendation 7: Cultivate further the development of advisory committees to secure the sustainability of service-learning.

INTRODUCTION

Service-learning is an instructional strategy that increases student learning by integrating the achievement of subject matter content standards with service to the community. Students participate in thoughtfully planned service and ongoing reflection that is intended to meet identified needs of the community, enhance the core curriculum, and foster an increased level of civic responsibility. Through service-learning experiences, students connect with adults working in local government, schools, and community agencies. They apply their classroom instruction to the daily life of their communities from planting and harvesting community gardens to testing drinking water to working on issues concerning juvenile justice. The CDE, through the CalServe Initiative, directly supports a statewide regional service-learning network and 28 districtwide or county office school-community service-learning partnership grantees. This work is funded by the Corporation for National and Community Service (CNCS), Learn and Serve America (LSA), a federal agency in Washington, D.C., and was authorized by the National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993. The LSA provides kindergarten through higher education (K-16) grants to promote service-learning instructional strategies.

As part of an ongoing effort to advance the sustainability of service-learning throughout California, the CalServe Initiative funded 28 service-learning partnerships to develop and implement high-quality service-learning in elementary and secondary schools. The goal of these partnerships was to establish a service-learning strategy that would provide all students with at least one service-learning experience at each grade span: elementary school (kindergarten through grade five); middle school (grades six through eight); and high school (grades nine through twelve). Each partnership received a three-year grant for program development and implementation and completed a comprehensive local evaluation report that presents the outcomes of its service-learning efforts. 

The CalServe District Partnerships fell into two program categories. In the first category, developmental partnerships, participants new to the CalServe Initiative program, engaged in a three-year grant effort to define student opportunities for service-learning using the seven elements of service-learning,
 to introduce and train teachers, to inform their communities about service-learning, and to gather support and participation among schools, community agencies, and local government. In the second category, sustainable partnerships, participants who have had previous experience with the CalServe Initiative program engaged in a second round of funded endeavor to expand and refine service-learning experiences for students and to create the relationships within their communities that will enable service-learning to continue strongly into the future. At the time of this report, 14 partnerships were in the developmental category, and 14 partnerships were in the sustainable category.

Each of the partnerships was required to engage in a comprehensive evaluation process and submit an end-of-year local evaluation report presenting the outcomes of its service-learning effort. The partnerships were asked to report findings in six program areas that corresponded to their grant application: Vision and Policy; High-Quality Service-learning; Professional Development; Organizational Development, including advisory committees; Resources; and Evaluation. The evaluation guidelines included a set of focused questions that guided partnerships in the completion of their end-of-year local evaluation report. The guidelines were designed to help partnerships focus their evaluation reports on the outcomes described in their grant application and three overarching statewide goals for service-learning: (1) linking service-learning to the California Academic Content Standards to enhance student academic achievement; 
(2) enhancing participating students’ civic competencies through their achievement of civic-focused content standards; and (3) measuring the effectiveness of advisory committees as a means to influence service-learning institutionalization. 

The evaluation process investigated the extent to which the service-learning efforts in each partnership have produced positive student academic and civic outcomes, achieved training and professional development goals, advanced organizational capacity and leadership, and enhanced overall resource development. Members of the CalServe Regional Evaluation Team, a consortium of expert evaluators who, throughout the year, provide technical assistance on evaluation to the local partnerships, and researchers at the Service-Learning Research and Development Center at the University of California, Berkeley, reviewed and analyzed the individual data detailed in the partnerships’ local evaluation reports. Their analysis resulted in the production of a statewide summary of the key findings across partnerships. Those findings are summarized in this report. 

LOCAL EVALUATION PROCESS

To guide and assist local district partnership in developing and implementing the evaluation process, the Service-Learning Research and Development Center at the University of California, Berkeley, selected five regional evaluation leaders who, in partnership with the CDE’s CalServe program, developed a comprehensive set of guidelines for the CalServe Final Evaluation Report, 2005-06, for reporting local program outcomes (see Appendix A). The regional evaluation leaders distributed the resulting guidelines to partnership district coordinators, local evaluation teams, and outside evaluators. They then trained the partnership coordinators and the evaluation team members on various strategies for effective evaluation utilizing a set of carefully constructed tip sheets and checklists (see Appendix B). The tip sheets provided recommendations for addressing each evaluation area. The checklists offered partnerships a means to gauge the extent to which they met all of the required elements of the evaluation report. The regional evaluation leaders also made available to the partnership districts a series of measurement tools to determine high-quality 
service-learning, including the Service-Learning Dipstick (Dipstick).

Throughout the program year, the regional evaluation leaders guided the work of the individual partnership local evaluation team members and helped identify or develop assessments and survey tools, gather data, analyze data, and produce reports. Each regional evaluation leader was responsible for providing technical assistance to a minimum of four and a maximum of seven partnerships located within a region in the state of California. The regional evaluation leaders helped advance partnership members’ understanding of the importance of evaluation for continuous program improvement by expanding the capacity of local coordinators and evaluators to guide the evaluation process and by building professional respect and collegiality across and within the partnership districts. The regional evaluation leaders achieved this through regional meetings, visits to individual partnerships, and the distribution of resource materials on evaluation (e.g., survey instruments, evaluation models, and a variety of formats for reporting statistical information). Specifically, each regional evaluation leader convened the partnerships in his/her region at least three times during the year and met with each partnership individually several times. By networking within and among the regions, the regional evaluation leaders served as a conduit between local partnerships and the CalServe Initiative program, reconciling the evaluation needs of the state with the evaluation needs and capacity of the local partnerships and extending service-learning to other programs and community members. Figure 1 details the meeting schedule of the regional meetings facilitated by the regional evaluation leaders; included in the figure are the names of the partnerships that attended the meetings.
In addition, the regional evaluation leaders met periodically to discuss the progress of local evaluation activities within their region as well as to identify key strategies for providing more effective technical evaluation assistance to the local partnerships. In Figure 2, the discussed statewide convening of the regional evaluation leaders and the topics are listed.

In comparison to previous years, the data that partnerships provided in their local evaluation reports in 2006 were more robust and complete. To a great extent, the improvement data are attributed to the ongoing technical assistance, coordination, and expertise that the regional evaluation leaders offered to the partnerships throughout the year.
Figure 1. Meetings of Regional Evaluation Leaders with Participating Partnership Coordinators and/or Outside Evaluators
	Region Number and Regional Leader

	2005-06

Meetings with Regional Partnerships
	Notes

	Regions 1 and 2 

Marge Crichton
	November 4, 2005
West Sonoma County Unified High School District, Klamath-Trinity Joint Unified School District, Marge Crichton, Millville Elementary School District, Jacoby Creek Elementary School District
December 2, 2005
West Sonoma County Unified High School District, Klamath-Trinity Joint Unified School District, Millville Elementary School District, Del Norte County Unified School District, Eureka City Schools, Jacoby Creek Elementary School District, Marge Crichton, Volunteer In Service To America volunteer member
April 3, 2006
Marge Crichton; West Sonoma County Unified High School District; Del Norte County Unified School District; Klamath-Trinity Joint Unified School District, Volunteer In Service To America volunteer member, Eureka City Schools, Jacoby Creek Elementary School District, Millville Elementary School District

	Visits were also made to the partnership districts telephone, and e-mail contact occurred on a regular basis.
In addition, the regional evaluation leader participated on a team to design service-learning for Humboldt State University, trained teachers and the new regional lead, assisted in writing CalServe grants, and trained individual evaluators and coordinators.

	Region 3
Betsy McCarthy and 

John Durand
	November 2005

March 2006
	Site visits and/or conference calls twice during the year. Frequent e-mails with partners. Read and responded to reports written by partnerships.



Figure 1. Meetings of Regional Evaluation Leaders with Participating Partnership Coordinators and/or Outside Evaluators (Continued)
	Regions 4, 5, and 6

Pat Hanson

	November 7, 2005
West Contra Costa Unified School District, Stanislaus County Office of Education, Tracy Joint Unified School District, Portola Valley Elementary School District, and Monterey County Office of Education
December 2005
Conference call involving three partnerships; individual calls to the other two partnerships 

April 4, 2006
Regional meeting of partnerships at CalServe Leadership Institute

	Several memos and updates by e-mail to partnership coordinators and evaluators at all sites.
Individual calls and site visits.
Updates and individual conferences about final evaluation report between May 1, 2006, and 
June 15, 2006.

	Regions 7 and 8

Amy Bransky
	September 2005
Regional meeting with Santa Barbara County Education Office Regional Lead, including Moorpark Unified School District, Ojai Unified School District, Carpinteria Unified School District, Santa Barbara County Office of Education, Fresno County Office of Education, Lompoc Unified School District, San Luis Obispo, and Volunteer In Service To America staff member
November 2005
Regional meeting with Santa Barbara County Education Office Regional Lead, including Moorpark Unified School District, Ojai Unified School District, Carpinteria Unified School District, Santa Barbara County Office of Education, Fresno County Office of Education, Lompoc Unified School District, San Luis Obispo, and Volunteer In Service To America staff member
March 2006
Regional meeting with Santa Barbara County Education Office Regional Lead, including Moorpark Unified School District, Ojai Unified School District, Carpinteria Unified School District, Santa Barbara County Office of Education, Fresno County Office of Education, Lompoc Unified School District, San Luis Obispo, and Volunteer In Service To America staff member
	Monthly from December 2005 through May 2006: Met with Los Angeles Unified School District, Regions 3 through 8, Advisory and Executive Committees, and with the Evaluator.
Visits were made to partnerships, along with regular e-mail and phone contact.


Figure 1. Meetings of Regional Evaluation Leaders with Participating Partnership Coordinators and/or Outside Evaluators (Continued)
	Regions 
9, 10, 11, and 12
Silva Karayan
	Fall 2005 Meeting
September 30, 2005, at Los Angeles Unified School District, District 2 Offices. Participants included: Orange County Office of Education, Burbank Unified School District, Los Angeles Unified School District, Districts 1 and 2, and 3 through 8 representatives 

Spring 2006 Meeting
April 20, 2006, at Los Angeles Unified School District, District 2 Offices. Participants included: Orange County Office of Education, Burbank Unified School District, Los Angeles Unified School District, Districts 1 and 2 and 3 through 8 representatives 

April 3-5, 2006
CalServe Leadership Institute in Burlingame. Individual meetings were held with Orange County Office of Education, Burbank Unified School District, Los Angeles Unified School District, Districts 1 and 2, and 3 through 8, and Mono County Office of Education 
	In addition to the two face-to-face meetings, several phone and electronic conversations via e-mail helped us to connect with each other.
Mono County Office of Education could not attend the meetings because of the distance. However, we met in person in Burlingame and continued to communicate regularly via phone and 
e-mail.



Figure 2. Statewide Meetings of Regional Evaluation Leaders
	Date
	Location
	Notes

	September 8 through 9, 2005
	University of California, Berkeley’s Service-Learning Research and Development Center in
Berkeley, California

	To finalize evaluation guidelines and plan for the November conference.

	September 22 through 23, 2005
	University of California, Berkeley Service-Learning Research and Development Center in

Berkeley, California

	November conference planning and review of assessment instruments.

	October 20, 2005
	Conference Call
	Preparation for presentations and sessions at CalServe Leadership Institute.


	November 7 through 8, 2006
	CalServe Leadership Institute in
Burlingame, California
	Evaluation Day; Guidelines presented and explored with Tip Sheets and Checklists; capacity building with local outside evaluators.


	February 9, 2006
	California Lutheran University 

Thousand Oaks, California
	Update the activities of the Regions and the State; Tip Sheets refined; prepare for March service-learning conference and the service-learning institute; Instrument development issues.



	March 20, 2006
	Conference Call
	Final preparation for March National Service-Learning Conference.


	March 22 through 23, 2006
	National Service-Learning Conference Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
	Presentation to conference delegates.

	April 3 through 5, 2006
	CalServe Leadership Institute in Burlingame, California
	Participation in CalServe Leadership Institute; meeting to establish criteria for analysis of 2006 Evaluation Reports.


	May 23, 2006
	Conference Call
	Process for reviewing final evaluation reports; development of agenda for July 2006 Regional Evaluation Leaders’ meeting


	July 13 through 14, 2006
	University of California, Berkeley’s Service-Learning Research and Development Center in

Berkeley, California

	Analysis of 2006 Partnership District Evaluation Reports


	August 21, 2006
	Conference Call
	Review of summary of report; project closeout procedures.


EVALUATION FOCUS AREAS AND METHODS

Partnership local evaluation teams were established as a condition of the CalServe Initiative grant program and were asked to report findings in their evaluation reports on six program areas: Vision and Policy; High-Quality Service-Learning; Professional Development; Organizational Development; Resources; and Evaluation. These teams ensured that local partnership coordinators communicated progress toward student achievement to superintendents, school boards, and the entire community through regular reporting. The local evaluation team most frequently was a subcommittee of the partnership’s advisory committee. At a minimum, the local evaluation team consisted of the partnership coordinator, an outside evaluator, and a representative from the school and community. In a number of partnerships, the local evaluation team included student participants. Partnership local evaluation teams were asked to provide more in-depth outcome information on the three areas that are central to the state’s overarching goals for service-learning: service-learning students’ academic achievement of state standards; service-learning students’ advancement in civic development; and the implementation of advisory committees to establish districtwide policies for 
service-learning.

The Case-Study Approach 

In the first year of this case-study approach, 2003-04, the evaluation process focused on developing methods that explored students’ academic achievement of selected California Academic Content Standards. Using measures designed to assess student achievement on standards, teachers, coordinators, and evaluators developed methods, collected data, and analyzed the achievement of students who participated in 
case-study service-learning classrooms. The case-study approach was developed to keep the data collection activities manageable by focusing on a small number of classrooms, three per partnership, in which high-quality service-learning experiences were taking place. 
In the second year of this case-study approach, 2004-05, the evaluation process added an analysis of the case-studies students’ development of civic responsibility by using measures determined locally with assistance provided by the regional evaluation leaders. 
In the third year of this case-study approach, 2005-06, the focus of this summary report, partnership evaluation teams continued to further refine the case-study process and strengthen the examination of student academic achievement and civic responsibility. Each partnership team also reported the existence of effective service-learning advisory committees and how they develop policies for the advancing and institutionalizing service-learning districtwide.

The data from local evaluation reports submitted for 2005-06 reveal that the 28 funded CalServe District Partnerships provided service-learning experiences to 33,969 students. Opportunities for service-learning experiences available to students through these partnerships range from county office of education offerings for a limited number of special education students, to individual classroom instructional units, to projects that included all students in a small district, and to required service-learning projects involving the large numbers of students served by Los Angeles Unified School District. All projects were meant to lead to student achievement of the California Academic Content Standards, to increase students’ development of civic responsibility, to incorporate student voice with service-learning planning and implementation, and to increase collaboration with community agencies. 
The findings presented in this report are based on data submitted by 25 of the 28 funded partnerships for the 2005-06 program year.
 
The statewide evaluation guidelines focused on having partnership teams examine the performance measures associated with the six key program areas described below. These areas are considered central to advancing and institutionalizing high-quality service-learning. As part of their application, grantees were required to detail the specific goals, measures, and level of achievement for each of the six areas and present them in a concise Performance Measures and Local Evaluation form (see Appendix C). The data and results were presented in an annual evaluation report. 

To evaluate Vision and Policy, partnership leaders were asked to define their 
long-term goals for service-learning, their benchmark steps to measure progress, and their plan for sustainability during the developmental period and the sustainable period.

The second element focused on High-Quality Service-Learning experiences. Participants were asked to select three classrooms where high-quality service-learning is in place to serve as case-study classrooms/projects. Evaluation methods for measuring service-learning quality differed in individual partnerships, but a set of common criteria were articulated in the statewide evaluation guidelines. Working with an outside evaluator, which was required by the grant, the local evaluation team applied the selected measures, analyzed the collected data on their respective three 
case-studies, and described their service-learning programs and activities in general. 

To determine the quality of service-learning in the case-study classrooms/projects, approximately half, 12 of 25, of the partnership teams elected to use the Dipstick, a quality check-list created by Service-Learning 2000 with Youth Service California. The Dipstick identifies characteristics of each of the seven elements of service-learning identified in the federal legislation: Integrated learning, high-quality service, collaboration, student voice, civic responsibility, reflection, and evaluation. Eight additional partnership teams focused on the same seven elements but did not use the Dipstick as their measurement tool. Five partnership teams, including three that used the Dipstick, used district-developed instruments for evaluation. Three partnership teams did not report results in each of the seven areas but gave an overall assessment of their programs.

Seven district partnerships were identified by the regional evaluation leaders through their 2006 evaluation reports as reporting very high-quality service-learning: the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD), because of its locally developed scoring rubric and grade nine through twelve service-learning survey; the Moorpark Unified School District (Moorpark), because of the good use made of assessment results in its planning and reporting; and the Orange County Office of Education (Orange County) for the strong youth voice in its programs.

In all 74 case-study classrooms, partnership teams certified that the service-learning quality was high or excellent. Listed below are the seven elements of service-learning that make up the components of the Dipstick mentioned previously:
1. Integrated learning is measured by the closeness of the link between academic content standards and the service, the clarity of the service and learning goals, and the extent to which the service experience arises from the broader academic knowledge and skills goals and is integrated back into the classroom.  

2. High-quality service is measured by performance of a service that is truly needed by the community and provides a high level of benefit, is recognized, and is age appropriate and well organized.
3. Collaboration is measured by the clearly defined roles and expectations of partners, the involvement in planning, and contribution to and/or benefit from the project. Partners may include students, parents, the school, local governmental agencies, social service agencies, and businesses. As students grow and develop, partners may expand to include government officials and policy makers, the United Nations, and/or other wide-reaching global partnerships.  

4. Student voice is measured by the age-appropriate degree to which students are involved in defining community need; selecting, planning, and implementing service-learning; and celebrating and evaluating the experience.

5. Civic responsibility is measured by the degree to which students accept personal responsibility for community improvement; use critical thinking skills to plan, implement and evaluate; and connect the service experience with their impact on improving their community.  

6. Reflection is measured by the connections students make between academic learning and the service experience. It should examine the relationships, processes, and results of the service-learning.  

7. Evaluation is planned ahead of the service experience and is measured by the progress toward identified service and learning goals.

The regional evaluation leaders recognized four partnerships for the quality of the reporting of integrated learning: Klamath-Trinity Joint Unified School District 
(Klamath-Trinity) for providing excellent case-study discussions; Millville Elementary School District (Millville) for articulating how service-learning was embedded in its entire curricular program; Portola Valley Elementary School District (Portola) for making the link to character education; and Stanislaus County Office of Education for presenting its innovative Power Point project.

To evaluate professional development, partnership teams reported on the numbers of teachers trained and/or supported in their service-learning classrooms/projects and on the quality of the initial and ongoing professional development. Four partnerships were identified as having exemplary professional development: Beverly Hills Unified School District (Beverly Hills) for a summer workshop series; Fresno County Office of Education (Fresno) for its strong training program and its facilitator training feedback form; West Contra Costa Unified School District (West Contra Costa) for its professional development; and West Sonoma County Office of Education (West Sonoma) for Making the Connection, an exemplary teacher-training workshop that takes place every summer.

To evaluate organizational capacity and leadership, partnership teams reported the goals, actions, and membership of its advisory committees, attendance at CalServe Leadership Institutes and other state and regional meetings, and the results of surveys or interviews with key participants. The regional evaluation leaders commended 
Elk Grove Unified School District’s (Elk Grove’s) practice of having its advisory committee review all service-learning proposals. They also recognized Fresno for its numerous community partners; Mariposa County Unified School District (Mariposa) for its advisory committee self-review process that results in successful organizational development; Tahoe-Truckee Joint Unified School District (Tahoe-Truckee) for its broad community commitment to service-learning; Tracy Joint Unified School District (Tracy) for a strong, effective advisory committee; and West Contra Costa for holding monthly advisory meetings.

To evaluate resource development and sustainability, partnership teams analyzed fund sources and community partnerships. The partnerships addressed service-learning program sustainability in their second three-year phase. Developmental partnerships in their first three-year phase were expected to be considering sustainability but were not expected to have achieved it. The regional evaluation leaders commended eight partnerships on resource development and sustainability: Beverly Hills for holding a Service-Learning Sustainability Summit; Elk Grove for the development of interview and focus group protocols to guide the involvement of community agencies; Fresno for its service-learning marketing and its public relations program; Klamath-Trinity for its close link to its Native American community; LAUSD for its service-learning graduation requirement; Millville for connecting service-learning with unique rural needs and developing good support from community and parents; Moorpark for developing an evaluation report that illustrates connections to categorical funding, for encouraging sustainability, and for handling personnel changes well; Portola for providing an excellent Web site and for institutionalizing service-learning in the district; and West Contra Costa for its guidebook, Web site, and proposed 2008 service-learning graduation requirement.

To evaluate the local evaluation process, partnership teams highlighted their evaluation tools and process of evaluation. They recognized members of the local evaluation teams and commended the work of advisory committees to guide 
service-learning. The regional evaluation leaders commended Burbank Unified School District (Burbank) for reporting results clearly in academic and civic areas; Santa Barbara County Office of Education (Santa Barbara) for the good nuggets of information embedded throughout the report; Elk Grove for its clear description of how it set and measured benchmarks toward higher goals; Jacoby Creek Elementary School District for the close link between its own recommendations and the measurement instrument results; Mono County Office of Education for its clear reporting format; West Sonoma for its deployment of a strong local evaluation team; and Wheatland Elementary School District (Wheatland) for an excellent executive summary.

Partnerships receiving commendation for tools and instruments that effectively measure service-learning are: Beverly Hills for a pre/post teacher questionnaire; Del Norte County Unified School District (Del Norte) for its effective use of the Civic Survey; LAUSD for measurement of service-learning quality through scoring rubrics, a grade nine through twelve student survey, and the use of ACCESS; Mariposa for its civic responsibility pre- and post-survey; Monterey County Office of Education for using the California Civic Index for high school seniors and a selected ten items from the Civic Development Survey for elementary students;
 Galt Joint Union Elementary School District and Moorpark for use of technology for student assessment data collection; Tahoe-Truckee for its use of a comprehensive student civic responsibility survey; and West Contra Costa for its use of the California Civic Responsibility Survey.

FINDINGS

Using the three high-quality service-learning case-study classrooms, partnership local evaluation teams were asked to report on student outcomes for academic achievement and civic development.
Student Academic Achievement of California Academic Content Standards Through Service-Learning Strategies
Overall, out of a possible total of 74 case-study classrooms/projects across the 28 partnerships, the local evaluation reports were submitted and data presented for 68 case studies in 25 partnerships. Of these 68 case-studies, student academic outcome data and proficiency data are available for 58 or 85.3 percent of the case-study classrooms/projects. A total of 2744 students were enrolled in these 58 case-study classrooms/projects. In each of the 58 case-studies, teachers identified the specific California Academic Content Standards to be achieved by students and defined the levels of service-related academic proficiencies. All grade spans were well represented in these case-study classrooms/projects. As Figure 3 details, 82.9 percent of the 2744 participating students achieved one or more of the identified California Academic Content Standards through their service-learning experience(s).

Figure 3. Student Academic Proficiency Outcomes for Case-Studies (n=58)
	
	CASE-STUDY CLASSROOMS/PROJECTS
	STUDENT INFORMATION

	Grade span
	Number of reported 
case-study classrooms/ projects that took place at each grade span
	Number of 
case-study classrooms/

projects at each grade span reporting student proficiency levels for the California Academic Content Standards
	Number of students in reporting 
case-study classrooms/
projects at each grade span 

	Number of students in reporting 
case-study classroom/
projects who achieved proficiency on the identified California Academic Content Standards
	Percent of students in reporting 
case-study classroom/
projects who achieved proficiency on the identified California Academic Content Standards

	K-3 only
	6
	5
	310
	308
	99.4%

	4-6 only
	10
	8
	427
	320
	74.9%

	6-8 only
	16
	14
	498
	399
	80.1%

	9-12 only
	29
	26
	1245

	1126
	90.4%

	Multiple grade span classrooms/ projects
	7
	5
	132
	121
	91.7%

	Total
	68 
	58
	2744
	2274
	82.9%


In some classrooms, teachers identified, addressed, and measured content standards in multiple subject areas. In some classrooms multiple standards were identified, addressed, and measured in one subject area. And in some classrooms teachers identified, addressed and measured one standard in one discipline. Teacher assessment methods of standards achievement varied. Some teachers used more than one measure to assess student achievement. For example, a teacher frequently employed both a rubric and a teacher-made test to measure student proficiency levels. A number of partnerships used a district-adopted electronic student assessment system. These systems provided the local evaluation team with highly reliable data that could be readily used for group comparisons and provided a more extensive evaluation design.

Service-learning experiences frequently led students to achieve standards in multiple subject areas, integrating the learning across disciplines (see Figure 4). Out of 58 
case-study classrooms reporting proficiency levels attained, the majority, 51.7 percent, incorporated service-learning experiences that included the academic content standards in writing, including language conventions. While writing and language conventions were the most common standards identified, speaking and listening standards were also frequently identified; 41.3 percent of the 58 case-study classrooms included achievement of speaking and listening standards through the process of preparing and making presentations to outside audiences. The History-Social Science standards were most common at the secondary level, with 19 case-study classrooms, 32.8 percent, incorporating standards that sought to build students’ proficiency in democratic principles and civic responsibility. Students at the elementary level focused on 
History-Social Science standards in eight service-learning classrooms/projects. Sixteen classrooms, 27.6 percent, incorporated standards in science while nine, 15.5 percent of the case-study classrooms/projects, included standards in mathematics, reading, reading comprehension, and/or literacy. Foreign language students focused on standards through service-learning in only four classrooms/projects, 6.9 percent; two of these classrooms involved Spanish and English learners working together to define and implement service-learning activities. A focus on health standards was found in two classrooms, 3.45 percent; these concentrated on nutritional values found in popular foods. One service-learning experience, 1.7 percent, a summer school project in which high school students taught game skills to elementary level students, incorporated standards in physical education.

Figure 4. Case-Study Student Proficiency Levels by the Content Area
	
	CASE-STUDY CLASSROOMS/PROJECTS
	STUDENTS INFORMATION

	Subject area
	Number of classrooms/
projects that incorporated standards in subject
	Percent of 58 reporting classrooms/
projects

incorporating standards in subject
	Number of classrooms/projects that included the following assessment methods


	Number of 
K-12 Students who attempted standards in this area
	Percent of students who attempted a standard in this academic area out of overall case-study students
	Number of students who attempted standards in this area and who achieved or exceeded proficiency
	Number of students who attempted standards in this area and who achieved or exceeded proficiency

	English-Language Arts Writing
	30


	51.7%
	17 used rubrics

16 used teacher-made tests

7 reflective journals 

2 self-assessment and

1 peer evaluation 
	1352
	49.3%
	1176
	86.98%



	English-Language Arts Reading, Literacy, and Reading Comprehension
	9
	15.5%
	6 teacher-made tests

5 used rubrics   

3 teacher observation 
	289
	10.5%
	256
	88.6%

	English-Language Arts Listening and Speaking
	24
	41.3%
	14 used teacher observation of student performance 

13 used rubrics for student presentations

11 used teacher-made tests
	726
	26.5%
	659
	90.8%

	Science
	16
	27.6%
	7 teacher-made or textbook tests 

6 used rubrics 

4 used technology for student assessment data collection
	912
	33.24%
	681
	74.7%

	Mathematics
	9
	15.5%
	7 textbook tests 

7 teacher-made tests 
	282
	10.3%
	274
	97.2%


Figure 4. Case-Study Student Proficiency Levels by the Content Area (Continued)

	
	CASE-STUDY CLASSROOMS/PROJECTS
	STUDENTS INFORMATION

	Subject area
	Number of classrooms/projects that incorporated standards in subject
	Percent of 58 reporting classrooms/
projects

incorporating standards in subject
	Number of classrooms/projects that included the following assessment methods


	Number of 
K-12 Students who attempted standards in this area
	Percent of students who attempted a standard in this academic area out of overall case-study students
	Number of students who attempted standards in this area and who achieved or exceeded proficiency
	Number of students who attempted standards in this area and who achieved or exceeded proficiency

	History-Social Science
	19
	32.76%
	11 used rubrics 

10 used teacher-made tests

 5 used reflective journals 

 4 used teacher observation of student presentations
	830
	30.25%
	764
	92.5%

	Foreign Language (Spanish)

English as a Second Language
	4

2 of 4

Foreign

Language
	6.9%

3.45%


	3 used rubrics identifying progress in the target language communication in writing and speaking

4 used teacher-made tests

1 used the CELDT, 

2 used teacher-made tests 

2 used rubrics
	153

Reported with Foreign Language above
	5.58%


	134

Reported with Foreign Language above
	87.6%



	Health
	2
	3.45%
	1 used reflective journals, 

1 used teacher-made tests
	107
	3.9%
	93
	86.9%

	Physical Education
	1
	1.72%
	Performance on skills tests of the elementary level students
	Unreported
	
	No results reported
	

	Totals reporting in all academic areas
	58
	100%
	29 used rubrics

28 used teacher-made tests

17 used oral presentations 

16 used reflective journals

14 used teacher observation

  6 used technology for student assessment data collection programs

  2 used student self-assessment

 1 used peer assessment
	2744
	100%
	2274
	82.9%


Student Civic Responsibility
Using the same high quality service-learning case-studies, the partnership evaluation teams were asked to report on students’ civic outcomes from their service-learning experience(s). Twenty-five of the 28 or 89.3 percent of the CalServe District Partnership grantees submitted a 2006 evaluation report. Of these 25 partnerships, 23 discussed results of student achievement on civic responsibility (see Figure 5). 

Figure 5. Reported Student Civic Growth and Proficiency
	Partnership Information
	Case-Study Information
	Student Information

	Number of Partnerships 
	Number of Partnerships reporting student achievement or growth on civic responsibility
	Number of case-studies for which student achievement or growth on civic responsibility was reported
	Number of case-study students addressing civic responsibility
	Number of case-study students who achieved growth on surveys or proficiency of selected civic related standards
	Percent of case-study students who achieved growth on surveys or proficiency on selected civic related standards

	28
	23
	53
	2156
	1775
	82.3%


In 53 case-studies, teachers identified specific academic content standards, usually in History-Social Science, as a civic responsibility outcome and presented civic achievement results. For example, in 48 of the 53 case-studies, teachers identified civic-related content standards in History-Social Science. The results were reported on the basis of teacher-made tests or rubrics that allowed them to assess student reflective writing, student performance, or demonstration of learning as determined by teacher-designed criteria or by observation. These civic-related History-Social Science standards addressed a variety of topics that included issues pertaining to citizenship, community building, social concerns, and governmental affairs (see Figure 6). In contrast, the California Academic Content Standards in English-Language Arts were used in three case-studies to measure students’ civic outcomes.
In twelve of these 53 case-studies, pre- and post- surveys of student opinion were the only measures used in the evaluation of student growth. The California Survey of Civic Education from Mills College for secondary level students, the Civic Development Survey developed by Bernadette Chi for elementary level students, and the Civic Meter from Youth Service California were the instruments used most often. In seven 
case-studies, both teacher assessment and surveys were used to report results.

As Figure 6 demonstrates, the civic-related standards that were selected for 
service-learning were in alignment with the curricular topics covered within each grade span. For example, in the second, fifth, eighth, and eleventh grades, the curriculum explores, at various levels of sophistication, the role and responsibility of citizens. This standard was selected for service-learning students at each of those grade levels. In another instance, ancient civilizations, including those of Greece and Rome, are studied in the sixth and seventh grades. Teachers selected democracy and community building as the topics to be addressed in the achievement of civic-related standards through service-learning at those grade levels. 
This finding suggests that teachers are making conscious links between the curriculum and intended academic and civic-related outcomes for service-learning.
Eleven partnership teams measured student civic outcomes and presented 27 
case-study results on service-learning experiences that were specifically intended to increase student levels of civic responsibility (see Figure 7). Teachers reported that students’ increase in civic awareness and their engagement in these case-study classrooms/projects was very high. The other 41 case-study classrooms/projects described high-quality service-learning experiences that included civic responsibility goals but were not specifically intended to promote civic responsibility. Students in such classrooms/projects contributed to Katrina Hurricane Relief funds, collected food cans for holiday baskets and created graphs of nutritional values within them, or monitored local water quality.

Teachers in five case-study classrooms/projects implemented Project Citizen,
 a program developed by the Center for Civic Education, based in Los Angeles, California. In this program students learn about the United States Constitution and the function of government in a democracy. They identify issues that are of interest to them and work for social change in an appropriate manner. In the Burbank partnership, for example, teens identified trial by a jury of one’s peers as an issue involving youths, researched it, and worked with their local police department to involve youths in the justice system. Other youth advocacy projects included two Cesar Chavez Memorial service-learning experiences to understand and work to improve immigrant labor issues. 

At the high school level, students involved with living-history projects interviewed veterans of World War II or Japanese-Americans who had been interned, then wrote and reported on the experiences of these individuals. At the elementary school level, the same project involved interviewing family members. Ten case-study classroom/projects involved environmental issues. Although civic responsibility was included in the instruction in these ten classrooms/projects, understanding how to improve the environment was the primary goal. Students involved in service-learning about the environment addressed standards in science, performing service in areas such as water testing, raising and planting Valley Oak trees, ecology awareness, sand dune restoration, salmon runs, and oyster seeding. 

Two unique projects were recorded as contributing to civic responsibility: a volunteer tax preparation program for seniors, provided by the Santa Barbara partnership, and entry into an Urban Planning contest, sponsored by the LAUSD, Local District One, partnership. Both increased the students’ sense of civic engagement as measured on surveys administered by their local evaluation teams.

	Topic of California Academic Content Standard
	Case-Study Information
	Student Information

	Topic Addressed By the 
History-Social Science Standard
	Number of case-studies in which this topic was addressed 
	Percent of reporting case-studies in which this topics was addressed 
	Assessment methods

	Number of students in case-studies that addressed this topic
	Number of students at each grade span who addressed this topic
	Percent of students at each grade span
	Number of students that achieved proficiency or showed growth in the History-Social Science standard addressed
	Percent of students that addressed this topic and achieved proficiency or made growth on pre- and post- surveys

	Role and obligation of citizens in a democracy
	17
	32%
	12 pre- and post- surveys

10 reflective writing

7 teacher-made tests

7 rubric for student demonstration or performance
	866
	119 @ K-3

120 @ 7-8

627 @ 9-12
	13.7% @ K-3

13.8% @ 7-8

72.4% @ 9-12
	813
	93.9%

	Individual Action in a Democracy
	15
	28.3%
	4 rubric of student performance

3 pre- and post- survey

3 reflective writing

3 teacher observation

2 student self-assessment

1 technology for student assessment data collection
	910
	  25 @ K-3

  40 @ 4-6

208 @ 7-8

637 @ 9-12
	 2.7% @ K-3

 4.4% @ 4-6

22.9% @ 7-8

   70% @ 9-12
	745
	81.9%


	Topic of California Academic Content Standard
	Case-Study Information
	Student Information

	Topic Addressed By the 
History-Social Science Standard
	Number of case-studies in which this topic was addressed 
	Percent of reporting case-studies in which this topics was addressed 
	Assessment methods

	Number of students in case-studies that addressed this topic
	Number of students at each grade span who addressed this topic
	Percent of students at each grade span
	Number of students that achieved proficiency or showed growth in the History-Social Science standard addressed
	Percent of students that addressed this topic and achieved proficiency or made growth on pre- and post- surveys

	Community Building
	12
	22.6%
	4 student performance rubric

2 pre- and post- surveys

2 reflective writing

2 teacher-made tests

1 self-assessment

1 teacher observation
	321
	  49 @ 4-6

  28 @ 7-8

244 @ 9-12
	15.3% @ 4-6

  8.7% @ 7-8

76.0% @ 9-12
	286
	89.1%

	The Importance of Service
	10
	18.9%
	4 rubric of student performance 

3 reflective writing

3 pre- and post- surveys

2 teacher observation

1 Civic Responsibility Meter
	284
	  40 @ K-3

  24 @ 4-6

  78 @ 7-8

142 @ 9-12
	14.1% @ K-3

  8.5% @ 4-6

27.5% @ 7-8

50.0% @ 9-12
	274
	96.5%


	Topic of California Academic Content Standard
	Case-Study Information
	Student Information

	Topic Addressed By the 
History-Social Science Standard
	Number of case-studies in which this topic was addressed 
	Percent of reporting case-studies in which this topics was addressed 
	Assessment methods

	Number of students in case-studies that addressed this topic
	Number of students at each grade span who addressed this topic
	Percent of students at each grade span
	Number of students that achieved proficiency or showed growth in the History-Social Science standard addressed
	Percent of students that addressed this topic and achieved proficiency or made growth on pre- and post- surveys

	Social Change
	7
	13.2%
	4 reflective writing 

3 student performance rubric

2 student interview

2 pre- and post- surveys
	304
	  46 @ K-3

  24 @ 4-6

234 @ 9-12


	15.1% @ K-3

  7.9% @ 4-6

77.0% @ 9-12
	274
	90.1%

	Attitude Toward Public Service
	5
	9.4%
	3 pre- and post- survey

1 teacher observation

1 reflective writing
	82
	62 @ 7-8

20 @ 9-12
	75.6% @ 7-8

24.4% @ 9-12
	61
	74.4%

	Law Making Processes
	3
	5.7%
	2 reflective writing

2 student performance rubrics

1 self-reflection

1 Civic Responsibility Meter
	166
	  21 @ 6-8

120 @ 9-12

  25 @
  multi-level
	12.6% @ 6-8

72.3% @ 9-12

15.5%

@multi-level
	145
	87.3%


Figure 7. Student Civic Proficiency or Growth by Service Issue Area and Number of Participating Students
	Service-learning experience
	Number of students
	Number of classrooms/ projects specifically selected to promote civic responsibility
	Number of students who achieved growth or proficiency
	Percent of students who achieved growth or proficiency

	Project Citizen
	486
	5
	421
	86.6%

	Environmental Issues
	298

	10
	235
	78.9%

	Living History

	188
	7
	170
	90.4%

	Youth Advocacy for 

Social Change
	136
	3
	127
	93.4%

	Urban Planning
	28
	1
	28
	100%

	Volunteer Income Tax Preparation
	24
	1
	24
	100%

	TOTAL
	1160
	27
	1005
	86.6%


CalServe District Partnership Advisory Committees
Of the 25 partnership local evaluation teams that submitted evaluation reports, 23 teams, 92 percent, reported active advisory committees in place that provide leadership. Unlike the academic and civic outcome sections of the Guidelines for the CalServe Final Evaluation Report, which were more structured in terms of case-study selection and outcome reporting, the evaluation section on advisory committees asked for general data. Figure 8 presents the number of partnership teams that submitted specific information about their advisory committees.

Figure 8. Types of Information on Advisory Committees Provided by Partnerships 
	
	Partnerships that submitted 2006 evaluation reports


	Partnerships submitting reports but have no advisory committee or one cannot be determined from the evaluation report
	Partnerships reporting active advisory committees
	Partnerships that submitted membership lists with representation
	Partnerships that submitted membership lists without representation
	Partnerships that submitted no membership list but report that they have advisory committees

	Number
	25
	2
	23
	15

	1
	7

	Percent
	89.3%
	8%
	92%
	
	
	


Fifteen partnership teams submitted membership lists for an advisory committee and also indicated the sector of the partnership represented (see Figure 9). Categories of membership were listed as administrator, teacher, coordinator, community member (including parents), student, and evaluator. All 15 evaluation teams reported that community members are present on their advisory committees. No partnership report listed members in all of the designated categories. Four of the partnership reports listed community members only on their advisory committees. 
Frequently the coordinator and/or evaluator are participants on the advisory committees but are not listed as members. Eight partnerships wrote of having coordinator support in the narrative, although the coordinator was not listed as a member of the advisory committee. The average size of the advisory committee is 14 members.

Figure 9. Advisory Committee Members as Reported by Partnerships (n=15)
	Number of partnerships with Affiliation of Members listed on the Advisory Committees 

(15 partnerships reporting)

	Administrator


	Teacher


	Coordinator


	Community, including parents
	Student


	Evaluator



	9
	8
	6
	15
	5
	3


Activities and/or responsibilities of advisory committees were as varied as the partnerships guided (see Figure 10). Twelve partnerships reported meeting at least quarterly with the service-learning coordinator. Seven partnerships reported that the coordinators are active in providing feedback on service-learning and making recommendations for improvements to the program. Six partnerships stated that a service-learning policy statement is in process or have policy statements in place. One partnership stated that the advisory committee is growing influence in the community. One partnership reported that the advisory committee is apathetic. 

Overall, every CalServe District Partnership that reported on an advisory committee stated that the advisory committees are a key component of a successful service-learning program. 
Figure 10. Key Roles and Activities of Advisory committees (n=23 partnerships)
	Key Role and/or Activities of Advisory committees

	Number of advisory committees
	23

	Average number of advisory committee members
	14

	Met at least quarterly
	12

	Engage in public relations and networks
	12

	Provide feedback on service-learning experiences and practice
	7

	Policy statements in place or in progress
	6

	Sponsor celebration and recognition
	6

	Read applications and approve service-learning resources
	5

	Encourage student voice and leadership
	4

	Support site advocates
	4


CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Overall, the data revealed that 33,969 students participated in partnership service-learning activities during the 2005-06 program year. These students engaged in a variety of service experiences that were integrated across seven subject areas, with the most common being History-Social Science and English-Language Arts. Twenty-five of the 28 partnerships funded by the CDE’s CalServe Initiative during the 2005-06 program year provided data and findings on the student academic and civic outcomes as well as on their use of advisory committees. 

In the area of academic achievement, the partnership local evaluation teams reported, through the case-studies of high-quality service-learning that 82.9 percent of the participating students (n = 2744) met or exceeded proficiency on the classrooms’ selected California Academic Content Standards. In the area of civic responsibility, the partnership teams reported through the case-studies that 82.3 percent of the participating students (n = 2156) met or exceeded proficiency on the classroom’s selected civic-related standards or indicated growth on civic-focused pre- and post- surveys. 
These findings suggest that service-learning is an instructional strategy and that when implemented well, can have positive effects on students’ standards-based academic and civic achievement.
Of the 28 partnerships, 23 partnerships provided data on the membership, use, and impact of the advisory committee. On average, the data indicated that advisory committees are composed of approximately 14 members and tend to meet on a quarterly basis. The data also show that the partnership’s local evaluation team is typically a core subgroup of the larger advisory committee. In addition, community members played a key role on partnerships’ advisory committees. These community partnerships were important in helping to further secure the sustainability of service-learning. Overall, the advisory committees function as entities that establish policies for service-learning, approve service-learning projects and experiences, provide feedback or evaluate service-learning experience, serve as advocates for student leadership and voice in service-learning, manage public relations and other communications, celebrate successes and accomplishments, and ensure recognition of community, school, and student participants. 
Across the board, partnerships agree that advisory committees are critical to the advancement and institutionalization of service-learning.

In terms of the evaluation process itself, comments in the local evaluation reports express the value of the technical assistance the regional evaluation leaders provided over the course of the three years. Of note were the individual meetings and conference calls the regional evaluation leaders held with the partnerships, as well as the facilitated regional meetings and statewide service-learning institutes that allowed partnerships’ evaluation team members to convene across partnerships and share evaluation resources, information, tools, and strategies. The regional evaluation leaders also helped form a conduit between the local partnerships evaluation activities and the state’s overarching goals for service-learning. The focus of the evaluation process on measuring student academic and civic achievement through service-learning experiences was maintained. In essence, the regional evaluation leaders extended CalServe’s reach throughout the state by being CalServe’s liaisons and making continuing and ongoing personal connections with the partnerships through the two grant periods of three years each. By doing this, service-learning was extended not only to the grantees but also to other school and community programs (e.g., professional development activities, connections to local universities, and connections to other educational efforts).

As the CDE’s CalServe program engages in its next phase of advancing service-learning in California, the following recommendations are offered for consideration:

Recommendation 1
Continue to explore the potential of service-learning as an effective instructional strategy for students to master the California Academic Content Standards.

The data reveal that most of the students who participated in high-quality 
service-learning were able to meet or exceed established proficiency levels for the identified standards in the classrooms. Teachers used a variety of assessments to determine student achievement including rubrics, reflective journals, textbook and teacher-made tests, and teacher observation of student performance. Teachers valued service-learning experiences as a way for students to integrate and apply important concepts, knowledge, and skills. The value of service-learning for meeting the California Academic Content Standards and demonstrating civic responsibility should be communicated to a broader group of constituents both within California and outside of the state. The CDE’s CalServe program should tap teachers to present the successes and to provide evidence (e.g., student work samples, results of assessments) that shows how service-learning is effective in meeting the academic and civic-related standards.

Recommendation 2 
Coordinate and clarify the specific standards partnerships need to measure, the expected levels of proficiency, and the specific means for measuring student mastery of the standards.

The results of the academic and civic outcome data are based on the reports provided by the local evaluation teams in the partnership case-studies. In many cases the findings were based on proficiency levels established by individual teachers on teacher-made assessments or on their interpretation of district proficiency levels. Therefore, there is no consistent measure of proficiency across the partnerships. To create a consistent statewide measure of proficiency would require the identification of a common, universally applicable set of standards, standardized assessment methods, and proficiency levels that all participating partnerships would agree to work toward and achieve. This might be accomplished by using currently available student assessment software that could easily aggregate the data across partnerships. Such a process requires agreement upon the specific standards to be measured, level of proficiency that is acceptable, implementation of the same software program across the partnerships, and training on how to collect and report the data through the software program. The CDE’s CalServe program might consider facilitating the use of common expectations and measures across the partnerships. They should provide samples that illustrate how standards are linked to service-learning, how students’ mastery of those standards can be measured, and how to report proficiency levels. The program should also consider providing opportunities for local evaluation teams to share strategies, methods, and processes with other partnerships.

Recommendation 3
Conduct a more in-depth exploration of the various kinds of service experiences and the way in which to lead students’ political awareness and civic engagement.

The projects that had civic issues as a central focus of the service-learning experience helped increase students’ awareness of current political issues. For example, 86.6 percent of the 486 students who participated in Project Citizen met or exceeded proficiency levels on civic-related standards. Similarly, 93.4 percent of the 136 students involved in Youth Advocacy for Social Change met or exceeded proficiency on civic-related standards. Given the current lack of youth involvement in civic and political affairs, the CDE’s CalServe program should explore and work to implement various service activities that more intently connect to students’ civic participation.

Recommendation 4
(a) Establish the primary purposes for the local evaluation process in consultation with the district partnerships. 
(b) Seek out supplemental funds to support partnerships that wish to engage in more in-depth evaluation activities.
The development of a set of common expectations, proficiency levels, and measures attempted in the much earlier 1997-2000 statewide evaluation process helped guide the local evaluation and garnered a substantial amount of reliable, objective data. However, because the goals were determined by the state, it in many ways weakened the utility that the evaluation process had for individual program improvement, and the process could not be applied across partnerships with much fidelity. While the evaluation report guidelines established for the 
2003-06 program cycle were also developed with the state’s service-learning goals at the center, it is shaped with an eye towards partnership’s needs and capacity. In the end, this consideration helped garner more partnership buy-in for evaluation. It also helped focus partnerships’ evaluation efforts to allow the application of limited resources effectively towards the completion of a useful evaluation report that could be used to communicate service-learning’s value for students to its community and district. 

Recommendation 5
Further the capacity of the partnerships’ local evaluation teams through regional and statewide evaluation technical assistance activities.

It was evident that in many cases there is a lack of strong expertise in service-learning evaluation among the partnerships. In some cases, there are individuals who are strong evaluators, but do not have depth of knowledge about service-learning practice. For example, some evaluators were unfamiliar with particular tools such as the Dipstick and how to use it. In other cases, there are people who are intimately familiar with service-learning, but do not have strong expertise in evaluation. Partnerships said much training and assistance was received in these areas from the regional evaluation leaders. 

Recommendation 6
Develop a toolkit containing effective instruments to measure various outcomes of service-learning.

Many partnerships struggled with identifying appropriate instruments that could be applied to the particular circumstances of the program and/or could be easily accessed. This searching for valid and effective instruments takes resources and time and can distract partnerships from focusing on the essence of the evaluation. A number of partnerships spent a substantial amount of time developing an evaluation instrument. The CDE’s CalServe program has amassed a large array of instruments from local evaluation reports that can be catalogued and developed into an instrument toolkit that grantees can easily access for the evaluations. 

Recommendation 7
Cultivate further the development of advisory committees to secure the sustainability of service-learning.
The data reveal that advisory committees are instrumental in institutionalizing service-learning. The sustainability of service-learning cannot be predicated on the dedication of individual teachers but rather relies on its incorporation into the overall societal system. In many ways, the advisory committees play the key role in securing policy development and in convincing the key stake-holders (e.g., educators, community members, students, local government, businesses) to harness the various community resources for academic, social, and civic development of youths. The CDE’s CalServe program should develop a resource guide for developing advisory committees that can help local partnerships identify appropriate membership, viable advisory committee goals, and effective strategies for advancing and institutionalizing service-learning.

Appendix A

Guidelines for CalServe Final Evaluation Report

2005-06

GUIDELINES FOR CALSERVE FINAL EVALUATION REPORT

2005-06
(Updated August 30, 2005)
(Partnership’s report for the period of July 1, 2005, through June 16, 2006)

Due: June 16, 2006

The Guidelines for CalServe Final Evaluation Report, 2005-06, follows a very similar format and structure of the 2004-05 guidelines. Aside from a few modifications that have been made to streamline and improve the reporting process (based on partnerships’ recommendations and feedback), the focus and goals of the local evaluation process remain the same. 

The partnerships’ final evaluation report is intended to describe the outcomes of the partnership activities. Whereas the progress and renewal reports focused on progress to date, the final evaluation report describes the outcomes of the partnerships’ effort in light of the progress that the partnership has made towards its goals and objectives. 

As with last year’s evaluation process, the key audience for the final local evaluation report is the local school board and other key local constituencies, because they play a central role in determining the future of service-learning in the district. As such, the evaluation report should be primarily written for school board members.

Another audience for the report is the CDE’s CalServe Initiative as it seeks to learn about the benefits and limitations of service-learning through the evaluation efforts. In this regard, the evaluation written for school board members should focus on the key outcome areas of service-learning, such as academic and civic outcomes, as they relate to the California Academic Content Standards.

The final evaluation report should address each of the following sections in the order in which they appear in these guidelines. These guidelines should be viewed as an outline that provides the structure for each section of the final evaluation report.

STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

TITLE PAGE

Include the district name, name and contact information for the evaluator, names of the members of the evaluation team, and date of the report.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The executive summary should provide the highlights of the evaluation report, focusing on providing the context of the partnerships’ service-learning activities and key finding in each of the program areas. The executive summary should include the following information:
• A brief profile of the district and community, including general demographics for the student body, the schools, and the community
• A brief history of service-learning in the district
• Key outcomes that were focused on this year in the areas of student academic development, student civic development, and partnership advisory committee development
• A brief description of the kinds or variety of service-learning focus area(s) (e.g., environmental education, public safety, human needs)
• A summary of the findings from the case-study academic achievement results and other areas as appropriate
• Highlights of key recommendations and next steps for the partnership
• The executive summary should include key participation highlights based on Form F (Data on District Participants) (The completed Form F should be included at the end of the report)
REPORT NARRATIVE

The report narrative will describe the partnership’s evaluation efforts and outcomes in each of the six areas listed below.

Introduction (1 to 2 paragraphs)
The introduction should describe the period of evaluation, the nature and composition of the evaluation team (who, what, when, where, and how?), and any issues that shed light on the nature of the data or have a bearing on how the evaluation findings should be interpreted. For example, describe specific issues that arose in the implementation or administration of the service-learning activities.

Section 1. Vision and Policy
This section focuses on the outcomes regarding achieving the district’s long-term vision for service-learning and reporting on the partnership’s overall status of policy development. The evaluation report should focus only on the two or three central goals that guide the overall vision of the partnership, as presented on Form E.

· Outcomes to be Measured and Achieved: List and explain the vision and policy outcomes from Form E based on column one. The vision outcomes focus on the long-term goals for service-learning. The policy outcomes focus on the policies that will achieve that vision.

Example:  Vision Outcome: All students will be provided with at least one service-learning activity at each grade span by 2006.

Example:  Policy Outcome: The school board will require each school to submit a plan that articulates how students at each grade span will engage in service-learning.

· Methodology: List and clearly describe the methods or procedures that were used to measure the extent to which the partnership achieved the intended vision and policy outcomes (what data were collected? what was “measured”?). What data analysis procedures were used to draw conclusions about the partnership’s success in achieving the intended vision and policy outcome(s) based on Form E, column two? 
· Findings and Evidence: Provide a narrative discussion of the findings and the results from the analysis. On what evidence are the findings based? The findings presented should be an extension of the methods described in the previous section. Display the key pieces of evidence that support the findings and the conclusions drawn. For example, do not just state that certain goals were met. Show the data in a table, for example, to help the reader clearly see how the conclusions were drawn.
· Conclusions: Present the conclusions that have been drawn about the partnership’s activities based on the evaluation findings. For example, given the findings, what are the conclusions about the overall outcomes of achieving the district’s long-term vision for sustaining and institutionalizing service-learning. What is the overall status of the development of a 
service-learning policy?
· Recommendations and Next Steps: On the basis of these conclusions, identify a set of recommendations and next steps that will enhance the partnership.

Section 2. High-Quality Service-Learning 

To complete the first part of this section, select three high quality service-learning 
case-study classrooms/projects. Typically, each case-study project occurs in a classroom where high-quality service-learning is known to take place. Sometimes, a case-study project might be a multiclassroom or a schoolwide service-learning experience. These case-studies should form the basis for Part A of this section. 

PART A. Case-Study Outcomes

Case-Study Classrooms/Projects
1. For EACH case-study classroom/project: 
a) Provide a brief but clear description of the context/demographics of the school(s) represented by each case-study. For each case-study, describe the nature of the service project and the issue or need being met through the service, the students involved, the amount of service, whether service was required, and so forth. The reader should be able to visualize the high-quality service, the learning components, and their connection to the curriculum. 
b) For each case-study, briefly describe the elements that make the SERVICE component of the service-learning experience “high quality.”
c) Describe the academic component(s) of each case-study and LIST the academic content standards that service-learning sought to address (see Appendix B).
d) Provide a brief but clear description of the integrative component (e.g., reflection activities) that connected the service activities with classroom academic activities.
Note:  Present this information in a table or as a narrative (see example below).

2. What criteria were used to select the three high-quality service-learning 
case-studies? What measure(s) of quality were used in the selection process? Describe the quality of each case-study classroom/project and the procedures used to measure or determine the quality (required). 
Example: The Learn and Serve America five elements of high quality service-learning were used to identify the case-studies. The essential elements focus on five areas (e.g., meets community needs, coordinates with community, fosters civic responsibility, addressing academic content, and reflects, each of which is composed of a set of subcomponents that define high-quality). A checklist based on the five essential elements was applied to a set of service-learning projects. The evaluator and partnership coordinator applied the checklist to six classrooms. The checklist produced a score that assessed the quality of service-learning in each classroom. The classrooms that received the top three scores were selected as the 
case-studies. The following table presents the quality rating for each case-study.
3. Display the data or evidence that shows the level of quality for each 
case-study. For example, if the service-learning quality level of each 
case-study was measured using a “service-learning quality checklist” or a rubric was applied to essential service-learning elements, present the findings from that measure for each case-study either in the narrative or in an appendix (see example below).

Summary of Case-Study Quality (Example)
	Project Name

Scale 4=high, 1=low
	Meets Community Needs
	Coordinates with Community
	Fosters Civic Responsibility
	Addresses Academic Content
	Reflects

	Jump for Life
	3
	4
	2
	4
	4


Academic Outcomes

4. On the basis of the list provided in section 1c above: 
a) Describe the academic content standards and the methods used to test (assess) student achievement of these standards for each 
case-study classroom/project.
Note:  The service-learning activities in each classroom may address many different academic standards. Note those standards and measure students’ progress on each one. However, for the purpose of this report, it is strongly encouraged to present findings of student academic outcomes for only two or three key academic standards. It is NOT necessary to report student academic outcomes for EVERY standard a service-learning experience seeks to address.
b) Describe briefly how the district defines “proficient” as it relates to student performance on academic standards.
c) Report the percentage of students who achieved, the standards defined as “proficient” by the district. 

d) Describe how the percentage of students who achieved the standards was calculated or determined. The calculation should be conducted through some systematic means.
e) Display the percentage data or provide a pictorial that presents the student achievement in percentage.
Note:  It is strongly encouraged that the information in this section be represented in a table (see Appendix B).

5. If appropriate, identify and describe the process and results of the evaluation of other academic-related outcomes that were included in the evaluation plan (e.g., attendance, attitudes, engagement). (See Form E.)

Civic Outcomes

6. For each case-study, identify and provide a description of students’ achievement of civic-related academic content standards. These are academic standards that have a civic dimension.
a) For each case-study activity, describe the civic-related academic content standards and the methods used to test (assess) student achievement of these standards. 
b) For each case-study activity, briefly describe how the district defines “proficient” as it relates to student performance on academic standards. Repeat the information presented in section 4b.
c) Describe HOW the percentage of students who achieved the civic-related standards was calculated or determined. The calculation should be conducted through some systematic means.
d) Display the percentage data or provide a pictorial that presents student achievement in percentage. 
Note:  It is strongly encouraged that the information in this section be presented in a table (see Appendix B).

7. If appropriate for the partnership, identify and describe the process and results of the evaluation of other civic-related, nonacademic, outcomes that were included in the evaluation plan (e.g., building an ethic of service, developing expertise in community issues). (See Form E.)

Other Outcomes in Case-Studies (OPTIONAL)
8. For each case-study classroom/project, identify and provide a description of students’ achievement in other student development areas (e.g., personal, social, or career development) that is listed in Form E or was evaluated. Be sure to include a description of the intended outcomes, the method by which outcomes were measured, and the results of the outcome measurement. Wherever possible, include a display of the data (the evidence) on which the conclusions are based. 
Conclusions, Recommendations, and Next Steps
9. On the basis of the student outcome data and results presented, provide a brief overall conclusion about student outcomes across the three case-studies. On the basis of this conclusion, what recommendations and next steps will be made to the service-learning activities and/or the partnership?
PART B. Other Program Outcomes 

This section refers to outcomes described in the district partnership’s local plan that extend beyond case-studies. These outcomes may be student outcomes identified in other classrooms beyond the three case-studies or may refer to nonstudent outcomes, such as outcomes for teachers, the community, and/or the school. In all cases, the outcomes described in this part should be intended outcomes for the partnership based on the overall goals and objectives described in Form E. 
Note:  If training and professional development are part of a goal to develop high-quality service-learning, consider presenting the results of that outcome in the training and professional development section of the report (see below).

· Outcomes to be Measured and Achieved: List and explain the program outcomes from Form E based on column one.
· Methodology: List and describe the methods that were used to measure the program outcome (What data was collected? Describe how the data were analyzed as based on Form E, column two). 
· Findings and Evidence: Provide a narrative discussion of the findings and results from the analysis. On what evidence are the findings based? Display the key pieces of evidence that support the findings and the conclusions drawn.
· Conclusions: Present the conclusions that have been drawn about the partnership’s activities based on the evaluation findings.
· Recommendations and Next Steps: On the basis of these conclusions, identify a set of recommendations and next steps that will enhance the partnership’s goals.

Section 3. Training and Professional Development
This section refers to training and professional development outcomes described in the district partnership’s local plan (see Form E).  

· Outcomes to be Measured and Achieved: List and explain the training and professional development outcomes from Form E based on column one.
· Methodology: List and describe the methods that were used to measure the training and professional development outcome. (What data were collected? Describe how the data were analyzed as based on Form E, column two.) 
· Findings and Evidence: Provide a narrative discussion of the findings and the results from the analysis. On what evidence are findings based? Display the key pieces of evidence that support the findings and the conclusions drawn.
· Conclusions: Present the conclusions that have been drawn about the partnership’s activities according to the evaluation findings.
· Recommendations and Next Steps: On the basis of these conclusions, identify a set of recommendations and next steps that will enhance the partnership’s goals. 

Section 4. Organizational Capacity and Leadership

PART A. Advisory Committees

This section refers to the advisory committee outcomes described in the district partnership’s local plan (see Form E).  

· Outcomes to be Measured and Achieved: List and explain the advisory committee goals and outcomes for the partnership as detailed on Form E.
· Methodology: List and describe the methods that were used to measure the advisory committee outcomes. (What data were collected? Describe how the data were analyzed.)
· Findings and Evidence: Provide a narrative discussion of the findings and the results from the analysis. On what evidence are the findings based? Display the key pieces of evidence that support the findings and the conclusions drawn.

· Conclusions: Present the conclusions that have been drawn about the partnership’s activities based on the evaluation findings.
· Recommendations and Next Steps: On the basis of these conclusions, identify a set of recommendations and next steps that will enhance the partnership’s goals.
· Appendix: Please include in a list of the advisory committee members the names of the host organizations and the contributions brought to the partnership.

PART B. Other Organizational Capacity

This section refers to other factors in the district’s local plan that pertain to organizational capacity and that extend beyond the advisory committee’s outcomes
(see Form E). 

· Organizational Connectivity: List and explain the connections that 
service-learning has to other important goals, initiatives, programs and/or reform efforts in the district (e.g., Title I, Title IV, School-to-Career, Small Schools).
· Outcomes to Be Measured and Achieved: List and explain the organizational capacity outcomes from Form E based on column one, if any.
· Methodology: List and describe the methods that were used to measure the Organizational Capacity. (What data were collected? Describe how the data were analyzed as based on Form E, column two.)
· Findings and Evidence: Provide a narrative discussion of the findings and the results from the analysis. On what evidence are the findings based? Display the key pieces of evidence that support the findings and the conclusions drawn.
· Conclusions: Present the conclusions that have been drawn about the partnership’s activities based on the evaluation findings.
· Recommendations and Next Steps: On the basis of these conclusions, identify a set of recommendations and the next steps that will enhance the partnership’s goals.

Section 5. Resource Development
This section refers to the resource development outcomes described in the district partnership’s local plan (see Form E).  

· Outcomes to Be Measured and Achieved: List and explain the resource development outcomes from Form E based on column one.
· Methodology: List and describe the methods that were used to measure the resource development. (What data were collected? Describe how the data were analyzed as based on Form E, column two.) 
· Findings and Evidence: Provide a narrative discussion of the findings and the results from the analysis. On what evidence are the findings based? Display the key pieces of evidence that support the findings and the conclusions drawn.
· Conclusions: Present the conclusions that have been drawn about the partnership’s activities based on the evaluation findings.
· Recommendations and Next Steps: On the basis of these conclusions, identify a set of recommendations and the next steps that will enhance the partnership’s goals.

Section 6. Local Evaluation
This section focuses on describing the strengths and weaknesses of the district partnership’s evaluation PROCESS and identifying specific steps to improve the evaluation process in the future.
· Strengths: Which aspects of the evaluation process employed this year were most successful in producing strong results and should be continued in the future? (Included in this discussion may, for example, be the role of the evaluation team, particular data collection or data analysis procedures employed, quality of instruments used).
· Weaknesses: Which aspects of the evaluation process employed this year were least successful in garnering meaningful information and therefore should be modified or discontinued in the future?
· Instruments and Measures: Of the various instruments and measures used this year, which seemed the strongest and most promising? Which instruments need to be further developed or improved? Are there instruments that were used successfully in the evaluation process this year that might be recommended to other partnerships and/or the service-learning field? If yes, please provide a copy of the instrument in the appendix (if possible).
· Recommendations and Next Steps: On the basis of information described in this section, identify a set of recommendations and the next steps that will strengthen the partnership’s overall evaluation process and plan.

Supporting Documents
References 

Copy of Form E

Copy of Completed Form F

Instruments

Appendices (e.g., charts, graphs, instruments)

Resources

Other Supporting Documents

Appendix B

Case-Study Academic Achievement Data Table

(Example)
Case-Study Academic Achievement Data Table (Example)
	Case-Study Project
	Standards Assessed
	Method of Student Assessment
	Percent of Students Achieving Proficiency

	Fun with Civics 
	Writing 1.1-1.4


	Evaluated students “I Made a Difference” reflection paper using grade-level district writing rubric. Proficient = 3 or 4 out of 4 (see appendix for example).
	100%

	
	Writing strategies 1.0-1.4
	Same as above
	100%

	
	Math 1.0
	Textbook Chapter Test Question Number 3, 5, and 8
	80%

	
	Math 1.1
	Textbook Chapter Test Question Number 4
	50%

	
	Math 2.2
	Textbook Chapter Test Question Number 7
	72%

	
	Math 3.3
	Textbook Chapter Test Question Number 11
	56%

	
	Math 5.1
	Textbook Chapter Test Question Number 12
	45%

	
	Social Science 2.2
	Textbook Chapter Test Essay Question Number 2b
	88%

	
	
	Overall Class Average
	74%


Appendix C

Performance Measures and Local Evaluation Plan

2005-06
LEA Name ________________________________________________________________________________________________
	Please use this form to list performance measures and to develop a plan for evaluating each of the outcome indicators proposed for the application narrative sections. The form is created as a Microsoft Word document and will expand while typing into the blank section.



	Section 1 - Vision and Policy

	End-Outcome Indicators

(Benefits to Participants or Community)
	Data Collection from Output Indicators

(Results and Products)
	Personnel
	Program Evaluation Process
	Timeline

	
	
	
	
	

	Section 2 – High-Quality Service-Learning

	Intermediate-Outcome or Output Indicators 
	Data Collection from Output Indicators

(Results and Products)
	Personnel
	Program Evaluation Process
	Timeline

	
	
	
	
	

	Section 3 – Training and Professional Development

	Intermediate-Outcome or Output Indicators 
	Data Collection from Output Indicators

(Results and Products)
	Personnel
	Program Evaluation Process
	Timeline

	
	
	
	
	

	Section 4 – Organizational Design and Leadership Capacity

	Intermediate-Outcome or Output Indicators 
	Data Collection from Output Indicators

(Results and Products)
	Personnel
	Program Evaluation Process
	Timeline

	
	
	
	
	

	Section 5 – Resource Development and Public Relations/Recognition Activities

	Intermediate-Outcome or Output Indicators 
	Data Collection from Output Indicators

(Results and Products)
	Personnel
	Program Evaluation Process
	Timeline

	
	
	
	
	

	Section 6 – Evaluation, Accountability, and Continuous Program Improvement

	Intermediate-Outcome or Output Indicators 
	Data Collection from Output Indicators

(Results and Products)
	Personnel
	Program Evaluation Process
	Timeline

	
	
	
	
	


Appendix D-1
Tip Sheets
CalServe Local Evaluation (2005-06)
BUILDING ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY
“Organizational Capacity” needs and strategies may vary greatly from partnership to partnership. The evaluation process and final evaluation report offer valuable opportunities to focus on this key area of service-learning program development and sustainability. The evaluation guidelines (Section 4, Part B) and Form E indicate some focus points for capacity strengthening activities and their evaluation. Below are some specific tips for clarifying and understanding the partnership’s capacity issues and the relationships between service-learning and the district’s other programs, goals, and priorities.

Organizational Goals and Outcomes:
1) Review Form E, Section 4 at the beginning of the year clarify further the partnership’s desired outcomes for organizational capacity in the coming year.
2) Review the conclusions, recommendations, and next steps in last year’s evaluation report for this key area (Section 4, Part B).
3) Note additional opportunities, challenges, and activities that may have already emerged relating to building organizational capacity for 
service-learning activities.
4) Be specific in asking and answering throughout the year:
What capacities are being built this year?

How will the accomplishments be indicated?
Program Connectivity and Integration:
5) Begin by asking, How is service-learning advancing the district partnership’s important goals?
6) Ask, How is service-learning being strengthened by the district partnership’s other key goals, programs, and so forth?
7) Develop a list of district programs and activities with which 
service-learning is already clearly and strongly associated and a list of programs and activities that are potentially strong complementary associations with service-learning.
BUILDING ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY (Continued)

Program Connectivity and Integration (Continued):
8) For each of these district programs and activities, clarify:
How service-learning enhances and is enhanced by aligning with the goals and activities of the other program(s)?
How the programs (may) share resources?
How connectivity among the programs strengthens the imbedding of service-learning as a teaching methodology of choice (i.e., does this connection bring service-learning opportunities to more students, more curriculum areas, and so forth)?
What challenges may be present in the collaborations?
Will meeting the challenges strengthen or weaken the programs, including service-learning?

9) Clarify who are involved with complementary programs and the nature of their (possible) involvement with the service-learning program. Some clarifying questions include:
Are they also involved with service-learning? 

Are they candidates for participation with the advisory committee, evaluation team, a specific service-learning project, and so forth?

Is it possible to collaborate on complementary funding and resource development?

Do they need more information about service-learning?
10) “Mind-map” these relationships to further clarify the degrees and types of connection and integration. 

Communications:
11) Be consistent in following through with key contacts throughout the year.
12) Involve other program staff with service-learning activities and successes whenever possible.
13) Utilize the “Elements of High-Quality Service-Learning” as reference points for integrating the partnership’s service-learning program’s strengths with other programs.
14) Be flexible and creative when exploring new possibilities for integrating service-learning and other programs, goals, and so forth.
BUILDING ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY (Continued)
Measuring and Methodology:
15) Clarify what the partnership measured as “organizational capacity outcomes” at the beginning of the year.

16) Communicate about these measurement areas with the partnership’s evaluator and evaluation team.
17) Work with the partnership’s evaluator and regional evaluation lead, and with other resource staff within the district, to develop realistic and effective data collection methods that provide meaningful information.
18) Stage the partnership’s evaluation process in this area throughout the year so that growth and change can be documented.

CalServe Local Evaluation (2005-06)

RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT

In order to maintain the continuation of service-learning programs, it is imperative to maintain linkages with school staff, partners, other programs, and educational movements. Having an open mind and being politically aware of how to create these connections will assist in the flourishing of service-learning. It is most important to remember that teaching students, not maintaining the programs, is the reason that these programs are within the school setting. 

The following ‘helpful hints’ are intended to assist coordinators and evaluators in making these linkages and connections. 

General Suggestions:
1) Invite community partners to be members of the partnership’s advisory committees.
2) Survey services, placements, time, scholarships or funding opportunities that might be available to partnerships. 
3) Continue to strengthen established alliances with community partners. 
4) Seek matching funding from local community based foundations. 
5) Develop in-kind funding with community or educational partners.
6) Connect with other school programs and share resources.
7) Blend common activities with such partners as EAST, Mentoring, Workforce Investment. 
8) Use the services of AmeriCorps members and VISTA members.
9) Attend meetings and forums of community activities.
10) Seek new partnerships that align with service-learning.
11) Be aware of new programs that connect service-learning with curriculum or other educational movements, such as character education, civic engagement, and safety.
12) Attend regional, state, and national events to be continually made aware of how service-learning links with other educational movements.
RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT (Continued)
General Suggestions (continued):
13) Develop an “out of the box” mentality when creating partnerships and alliances.

Public Relations/Recognition Activities: 

14) Develop phone, fax, and e-mail lists of local media outlets, including radio, television, newspapers, school bulletins, parent group newsletters.
15) Write press releases when news and/or photo opportunities involving service-learning students and community members take place.
16) Maintain files of press releases and resulting media. 
17) Showcase service-learning projects at local community and school meetings. 
18) Hold service-learning fairs for community partners and students.
19) Place descriptions of service-learning programs on school district and county office of education Web sites.

CalServe Local Evaluation (2005-06)

UTILIZING THE EVALUATION PROCESS AND PRODUCT

Evaluating service-learning case-studies and programs provides valuable information in all areas of service-learning activities and outcomes. These areas include students, teachers, school site, school district, community partners, and local government. Because the evaluation process is comprehensive, it can be effectively used to communicate and strengthen the partnership’s activities, their value in the lives of students and teachers who participate in service-learning, and their value in the community.
The following tips are intended to assist the partnerships in using the local evaluation process, report to strengthen service-learning, and maximize benefits in all areas.
Normalizing the Evaluation Process:
1) Become familiar with the evaluation guidelines and use the guidelines as a resource for defining and determining success.
2) Shift the context for the evaluation process from “something done because the grant requires it” to “something done for long-term success with utilizing service-learning as a teaching methodology.”
3) Share key parts of the evaluation process with service-learning teachers and administrators and elicit their involvement and ideas on how to facilitate ease of assessment instrumentation and data collection, for example.
4) Develop a collaborative approach with the case-study teachers to make the evaluation process as user-friendly as possible.
5) Simplify the process as much as possible by breaking down the evaluation components and working with the partnership’s evaluator to address the components throughout the year.
6) Utilize the resources of the partnership’s regional evaluation lead throughout the year to get ongoing assistance in all areas of the evaluation process and reporting.
7) Utilize the evaluation report as a living, working document that naturally flows into the partnership’s plans for the following year’s service-learning program.
8) Use Form E as a reference point for benefits and outcomes throughout the year as the partnership moves through the evaluation process. This brings life to the “End Outcome Indicators” (benefits to the community) of the Form E, making the evaluation more meaningful and useful. 

UTILIZING THE EVALUATION PROCESS AND PRODUCT (Continued)
Outcomes and Progress:
9) Be clear about how the district measures “proficiency” and use the evaluation process to reinforce and refine methods for measuring. 
10) Reflect on the areas of the evaluation guidelines as a way of asking throughout the year: How does the partnership define success? How will the partnership know when it reaches success? 
Perspective and Audience:

11) Ensure as stated in the local evaluation guidelines, that the key audience for the final local evaluation report is the local school board and other key local constituencies as they play a central role in determining the future of 
service-learning in the district.

Maximizing Service-Learning Successes:
12) Clarify the partnership’s “key local constituencies.” (Who are they? What are their short-term and long-term interests in service-learning? What do they need to know to stay engaged or expand their involvement?) 
13) Ask the same questions regarding the school board and district administrators. (Who are they? What are their short-term and long-term interests in service-learning? What do they need to know to stay engaged or expand their involvement?)
14) Determine any other “audience” that is specific to the partnership’s program, perhaps a benefactor, parent group, local volunteer organization, for example, that would be interested in knowing more about the outcomes of the partnership.
15) Work with the partnership’s evaluator throughout the year to make sure that the information in the evaluation report addresses the concerns and needs of the “key audience” as defined in the above tips.
Promoting and Documenting:
16) Document the “Good News” of “benefits and outcomes” throughout the year by gathering anecdotal data, such as quotes and stories by participants about their experiences. 
17) Keep press releases, photos, and other documentation of activities in an 
easy-access system for continuing use. 
UTILIZING THE EVALUATION PROCESS AND PRODUCT (Continued)
Sustainability and Funding:
18) Become familiar with district and community needs and resources that are a “perfect match” for service-learning involvement. Refer to the “key audience” in the first tips section above. 
19) See the service-learning successes as demonstrations of “capacity” and strong experience in program design and implementation. 
20) Use these strengths and successes in grant applications when writing grants for: 
· Classroom-based service-learning activities

· Collaborations with community partners that involve service-learning

· Other district programs (e.g., TUPE, Safe and Drug-Free Schools) that can involve a service-learning component

21) Utilize specific data from the partnership’s evaluation report in grant proposals. 
CalServe Local Evaluation (2005-06)

CASE-STUDY

The following are intended to assist partnerships in the successful selection and use of case-studies for the local evaluation process and report:
1)
Begin with a list of potential classrooms that would be excellent candidates for a case-study. Excellent classroom candidates are those that operate high-quality service-learning of substantial length and intensity (as measured through some formal methods, such as the Dipstick) and has a willing and cooperative teacher who will provide access and information. 
2)
Select case-studies for which the partnership is able to establish a clear description of the context/demographics of the school(s) represented by each case-study. One should be able to visualize the high-quality service, be able to articulate the learning objectives of the service-learning activities, and be able to see the connection and integration of these learning objectives to the classroom standards and the regular curriculum.

3)
Select case-studies based on a FORMAL assessment of the quality of the service-learning experience, using a quality measure such as the Dipstick, essential elements of service-learning rubric, or some other measure. The regional lead and regional evaluation lead in the district can assist with ways of assessing the quality of the service-learning experiences.

4)
Be sure to make note of the criteria the partnership has used to select them when selecting the case-studies (Why did the partnership select one classroom or service-learning experience over another?) Report these criteria in the partnership’s evaluation report.

5)
Develop a chart template to help document the steps and elements of the case-study process. A picture paints a thousand words, and the chart can help the partnership stay on track with the case-studies. Below is an example of a simple chart template that can assist in organizing the case-studies for evaluation purposes:
	
	SERVICE COMPONENTS
	ACADEMIC STANDARDS
	INTEGRATIVE COMPONENTS

	Case-Study 1
	
	
	

	Case-Study 2
	
	
	

	Case-Study 3
	
	
	


6)
Separate the SERVICE components, ACADEMIC STANDARDS, and CONNECTING ACTIVITIES in each case-study. This will facilitate the evaluation of the various components of the case-study. 

CASE-STUDY (continued)
7)
Focus on depth and detail rather than breadth and coverage. Focus the evaluation on measuring only ONE or TWO primary outcomes of the classroom/project or the outcomes that are most closely aligned with the service activities.

8)
Have a clear definition for student “proficiency” before beginning to measure outcomes. The definition of proficiency used in the evaluation report to measure student outcomes should be aligned with the district’s definition of proficiency. State the definition of proficiency clearly and utilize it as part of the measurement process.

9)
Remember S-P-I-N-S while documenting and reporting the percentages of service-learning students who achieve proficiency on the academic standards.
(S)
State the academic STANDARD that is being measured.

(P)
Define what PROFICIENCY on that standard is (should be) for the student population of the case-study. 
(I) Describe the INSTRUMENT(S) or the means that was used to measure students’ level of proficiency on the standards.
(N)
List the NUMBER of students in the classroom or service-learning experience. 

(S)
State the STUDENT PERCENTAGE of proficiency for the case-study.

10)
Pick those that are most likely to manifest from the service-learning experience and those that seem easier to measure when selecting civic-related outcomes to measure. While one might want to include more complicated civic-related outcomes for personal reference, such measures are not required for the evaluation report. 

11)
Pick the case-studies as early as possible so that the full service-learning experience can be described and documented. 
12)
Give the case-study teachers some relief time to meet with the evaluator and, hopefully, the regional evaluation leader, to plan how and when to document activities for the case-study. Consider offering stipends to 
case-study teachers to show appreciation for their time and for the access they are providing to their classrooms, students, and service-learning experiences. 
CalServe Local Evaluation (2005-06)

TRAINING AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

The following “helpful hints” are intended to facilitate the implementation of successful training and professional development activities for CalServe District Partnerships.
Planning:
1) Ensure that the objectives for each professional development session are based on and tied to the partnership’s overall outcomes for professional development listed on Form E.

2) Communicate clearly to the potential participants the rationale, goals, and objectives of each professional development session.

3) Inform all participants of the agenda and meeting time well in advance to maximize attendance and participation.

4) Use a variety of ways (e.g., flyers, personal contacts, e-mail messages) to inform participants of upcoming professional development sessions. 

5) Ensure that there is a clear mechanism to get participants’ to reserve space for professional development events.
6) Have a clear idea about the number of participants who will be attending professional development events.

7) Ensure that the facilitators for professional development sessions are qualified, experienced, and knowledgeable. 

8) Include facilitators who use high-quality service-learning in the classroom.

9) Select facilitators who are informed about district culture and priorities.
Implementation:
10) Ensure that the goals and the learning objectives of the professional development session are posted for the participants to see.

11) Make the professional development session a learning experience and not just a presentation.
12) Include opportunities for participants to engage in hands-on, practical activities that will help them get started on their service-learning projects.

TRAINING AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT (Continued)
Implementation (Continued):
13) Provide useful handouts and/or tools for session participants to take away with them and use for their programs. 

14) Provide materials that give examples of high-quality service-learning.

15) Offer a continuum of professional development activities in a way that allows CalServe District Partnership members to see the various professional development opportunities that will be offered over the course of the year. 

16) The credits or financial benefits participants will or will not receive by attending the professional development session are made clear.

17) Ensure that each professional development session includes an evaluation form that allows the participants to offer feedback on the session as well as informs the professional development facilitator(s) and organizers about which activities the participants found to be most and least useful, helpful, and informative. 

18) Compile the session evaluation data, review the results, and use the data to plan future workshops.
CalServe Local Evaluation (2005-06)

ADVISORY COMMITTEES AND COMMITTEES

The following “helpful hints” are designed to facilitate the successful development and maintenance of an active and informed advisory committee for the evaluation process. 

Advisory committee Development: 
1) Make a list of all groups that are affected by your program.
2) List the types of groups and ensure there is a broad representation that includes teachers, students, administrators, school board members, and community partners. 
3) Identify the resources and assets that each group can offer to enhance the partnership’s success. 
4) Make members as geographically and ethnically representative of the population as possible. 
5) Send personalized written invitations to participants reminding them of the importance and value of their role in giving input to the program’s activities. 

Scheduling and Maximizing Participation: 
6) Keep meetings consistent in terms of schedule (e.g., meet at the same time of day, week of the month, and site. 
7) Schedule as many dates as possible in advance). 
8) Remind by fax or phone two to three days in advance. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES AND COMMITTEES (Continued)
Functioning/Maintenance: 
9) Set a small number of goals to be achieved.
10) Ensure that all members are clear about their role.
11) Make sure the members’ roles and goals are meaningful and help in program advancement. For example, members’ roles and goals might be to:
•
Increase participation of schools, teachers, and community organizations in academic service-learning in specific content areas or grade levels.
•
Sustain and institutionalize service-learning by incorporating it into school policy and assist with getting resources and funding to the program. 

•
Determine program direction.
•
Explore funding possibilities.
•
Link students and teachers with opportunities in the community.
•
Comment on draft progress reports.
12) Have a written agenda for meetings, with the invitation for member to include additional items.
13) Ensure the meeting is well-organized and efficient, keeps to the time limits, and focuses on the agenda items.
14) Make certain there is time for everyone to be able to share ideas and concerns.
15) Provide refreshments whenever possible. 
16) Begin the meeting with brief introductions where people can showcase their agencies.
17) Circulate a directory of the advisory committee members’ names and contact information for networking. 
18) Acknowledge the advisory committee members’ participation with letters of thanks from students, calendars, small token items, and so forth, whenever possible. 

Evaluation: 
19) Develop some mechanism, written or verbal, for the advisory committee members to give input to the process. 

CalServe Local Evaluation (2005-06)

LOCAL EVALUATION PROCESS: Evaluation Team Dynamics 

The following “helpful hints” are intended to facilitate the successful development and maintenance of active, informed memberships for local evaluation teams.

Coordinators:
1) Make evaluation a constructive process by focusing on local evaluation as an evolving and growing process for continuous program improvement. 
2) Select evaluators by finding persons close to but not directly involved in the partnership. 
3) Introduce the evaluator to all partners involved in the partnership, including teachers, administrators, board members, and community members. 
4) Involve the evaluator in the selection of case-studies.
5) Keep in close contact with the evaluator, keeping them informed of the activities and developments of the partnership.  
6) Develop check sheets of activities, needs, and expectations that the partnership has of the evaluator at the beginning of the year. Review these as to the accomplishments at the end of the year.
7) Share the goals and objectives and give any written material that the partnership has developed to the evaluator in a timely manner.
8) Meet, in person or by conference call, at least four times a year with the evaluator to keep the evaluation process on track.
9) Assist the evaluator in scheduling meetings with teachers and partners that are part of the partnership. 
10) Encourage the evaluator to attend regional and national state meetings. 
11) Strive to improve the partnership, using evaluation data for feedback and input. 
12) Think of the evaluator as positive additions to the partnership. 
LOCAL EVALUATION PROCESS: Evaluation Team Dynamics (Continued)

Coordinators (Continued):
13) Assist the evaluator in data collection and analysis. 
14) Invite the evaluator to sit in on the partnership’s advisory committee meetings. 

Evaluator:
15) Know the goals, objectives, and outcome indicators of the partnership (Form E) and assist the partnership in accomplishing these goals. 
16) Participate in service-learning events. 
17) Be constructive in evaluation and communicate back to all stakeholders.

18) Be available for presentations and overviews of the accomplishments of the partnerships. 
19) Assist in the end-of-year program presentations of accomplishments, including strengths and challenges. 
20) Coordinate with partnership coordinators to be a part of the activities that affect the evaluation results. 
21) Provide input to coordinators on the program development for the year. 

Evaluation Teams Should:
22) Be part of the partnership’s advisory committee. 
23) Assist in recommendations for data collection analysis. 
24) Guide program development and improvement, assuring that partnership activities further the outcomes listed in Form E. 

Appendix D-2
Checklists
CALSERVE LOCAL EVALUATION (2005-06) 

TRAINING AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT (Section 3)

PARTNERSHIP: ___________________________________________________________________________________

COMPLETED BY: _____________________________________________________          DATE: __________________

	
	Done
	In Progress
	NEED TO DO
	Don’t Know

	1. A list of training and professional development goals and outcomes has been articulated.
	
	
	
	

	2. A clear connection has been made between the training and professional development goals and the partnership’s overarching service-learning goals.
	
	
	
	

	3. The purpose, intent, and/or focus of each training and professional development goal and outcome have been articulated.
	
	
	
	

	4. A schedule for the completing the training and professional development tasks is available.
	
	
	
	

	5. A set of instruments or protocols to measure the success of the training and professional development tasks has been identified.
	
	
	
	

	6. A procedure (e.g., process, timeline) for collecting data on the success of the training and professional developments tasks has been articulated.
	
	
	
	

	7. A procedure for analyzing the data collected about the training and professional development tasks has been articulated.
	
	
	
	


Comments or Notes (if any):

CALSERVE LOCAL EVALUATION (2005-06) 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES AND COMMITTEES (Section 4, Part A)

PARTNERSHIP: ___________________________________________________________________________________

COMPLETED BY: _____________________________________________________          DATE: __________________

	
	Done
	In Progress
	NEED TO DO
	Don’t Know

	1. A service-learning advisory committee has been formed.
	
	
	
	

	2. A list of the advisory committee members (e.g., name, organization, and contributions) has been compiled.
	
	
	
	

	3. The goals and outcomes for the advisory committee are established and articulated.
	
	
	
	

	4. A schedule for the advisory committee’s work (e.g., meetings, activities) is available.
	
	
	
	

	5. The advisory committee members are clear on the expectations for the committee’s work.
	
	
	
	

	6. A set of instruments or protocols to measure the success of the advisory committee’s work has been identified.
	
	
	
	

	7. A procedure (e.g., process, timeline) for collecting data on the success of the advisory committee’s work has been articulated.
	
	
	
	

	8. A procedure for analyzing the data collected about the advisory committee’s work has been articulated.
	
	
	
	


Comments or Notes (if any):

CALSERVE LOCAL EVALUATION (2005-06)
ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY (Section 4, Part B)

PARTNERSHIP: ___________________________________________________________________________________

COMPLETED BY: _____________________________________________________          DATE: __________________

	
	Done
	In Progress
	NEED TO DO
	Don’t Know

	1. A list of the ways in which service-learning is connected to other important district goals, initiatives, and/or reform efforts has been developed.
	
	
	
	

	2. An explanation (e.g., purpose, goals, intent) of how each item on the list in number one advances service-learning and district goals has been articulated.
	
	
	
	

	3. There is a list of the organizational capacity outcomes to be achieved during the year.
	
	
	
	

	4. A set of tasks for achieving the organizational capacity goals has been articulated.  
	
	
	
	

	5. A schedule for the completing the organizational capacity tasks is available.
	
	
	
	

	6. A set of instruments or protocols to measure the success of the organizational capacity tasks has been identified.
	
	
	
	

	7. A procedure (e.g., process, timeline) for collecting data on the success of the organizational capacity tasks has been articulated.
	
	
	
	

	8. A procedure for analyzing the data collected about the organizational capacity tasks has been articulated.
	
	
	
	


Comments or Notes (if any):

CALSERVE LOCAL EVALUATION (2005-06)

RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT (Section 5)

PARTNERSHIP: ___________________________________________________________________________________

COMPLETED BY: _____________________________________________________          DATE: __________________

	
	Done
	In Progress
	NEED TO DO
	Don’t Know

	1. A list of resource development goals and outcomes has been articulated.
	
	
	
	

	2. A clear connection between the resource development goals and the overarching service-learning goals of the partnership has been made.
	
	
	
	

	3. The purpose, intent, and/or focus of each resource development goal and outcome have been articulated.
	
	
	
	

	4. A schedule for the completing the resource development tasks is available.
	
	
	
	

	5. A set of instruments or protocols to measure the success of the resource development tasks has been identified.
	
	
	
	

	6. A procedure (e.g., process, timeline) for collecting data on the success of the resource development tasks has been articulated.
	
	
	
	

	7. A procedure for analyzing the data collected about the resource development tasks has been articulated.
	
	
	
	


Comments or Notes (if any):

CALSERVE LOCAL EVALUATION (2005-06) 

CASE-STUDY QUALITY CHECKLIST

PARTNERSHIP: ___________________________________________________________________________________

COMPLETED BY: _____________________________________________________          DATE: __________________

	
	Done
	In Progress
	NEED TO DO
	Don’t Know

	1. The project has been rated highly on a quality indicator tool, such as the “Service-Learning Dipstick.”
	
	
	
	

	2. The project’s lesson plan clearly articulates academic content standards and other student outcomes.
	
	
	
	

	3. Student assessment methods are clearly defined and linked to identify outcomes/standards.
	
	
	
	

	4. If present, the district has proficiency levels for the academic standards related to this project, and are these clearly defined.
	
	
	
	

	5. The project’s lesson plan clearly identifies civic-related outcomes/standards and student assessments.
	
	
	
	

	6. The project’s focus is aligned with district priorities (e.g., smaller learning communities).
	
	
	
	

	7. The teacher is available to share their experiences, including lesson planning, assessment techniques, and student work with the evaluator and others involved in the case-study.
	
	
	
	


Comments or Notes: 

CALSERVE LOCAL EVALUATION (2005-06)

Local Evaluation Process: Quality, Guidelines, and Timelines

PARTNERSHIP: ___________________________________________________________________________________

COMPLETED BY: _____________________________________________________          DATE: __________________

	
	Done
	In Progress
	NEED TO DO
	Don’t Know

	1. The partnership coordinator, evaluator, and evaluation team reviewed their 2004-05 evaluation experience and outcomes and made specific plans for improvements.
	
	
	
	

	2. The partnership coordinator, evaluator, and evaluation team have reviewed the 2005-06 evaluation guidelines.
	
	
	
	

	3. The partnership coordinator, evaluator, and evaluation team have clarified the questions about the guidelines and needs for technical assistance. 
	
	
	
	

	4. The program coordinator has identified technical assistance resources for making improvements in the evaluation process and outcomes.
	
	
	
	

	5. The evaluation team has a plan for utilizing technical assistance in specific evaluation improvement areas.
	
	
	
	

	6. The partnership is utilizing its Local Evaluation Plan (Form E), together with the evaluation guidelines, to plan and implement the evaluation process.
	
	
	
	

	7. The program coordinator and evaluation team review the evaluation process throughout the year, integrating the guidelines and Form E into their reviews.
	
	
	
	

	8. The evaluation process is scheduled on an effective step-by-step timeline which takes place throughout the year.
	
	
	
	

	9. The evaluation timeline is regularly monitored and updated and communicated to the entire team.
	
	
	
	


Local Evaluation Process: Quality, Guidelines, and Timelines (Continued)
	
	Done
	In Progress
	NEED TO DO
	Don’t Know

	10. The evaluation timeline addresses each area of the evaluation guidelines.
	
	
	
	

	11. The evaluation team utilizes specific criteria for selection of high quality service-learning case-studies.
	
	
	
	

	12. The evaluation team is aware of and utilizes the district’s measures of student proficiency as a basis for assessing case-study competency outcomes.
	
	
	
	

	13. The program coordinator and evaluator carefully monitor the quality and quantity of evaluation instruments used in the case-studies.
	
	
	
	

	14. The program coordinator and evaluator seek technical assistance when needed regarding evaluation instruments, data compilation, and other reporting issues. 
	
	
	
	

	15. The evaluation process identifies areas that need clarification and special attention early in the year, in plenty of time for them to be fully addressed.
	
	
	
	


Comments or Notes (if any):

� The California Department of Education’s CalServe Initiative directly supports regional service-learning networks and districtwide school-community service-learning partnerships. Learn and Serve America provides grades kindergarten through higher education grants to promote service-learning instructional strategies. This work is funded by the Corporation for National and Community Service in Washington, D.C., and was authorized by the National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993.


� Service-learning partnerships were funded through local educational agencies, which consisted of either a school district or a county office of education.





� The Learn and Serve America program defines service-learning as having five core components: meets a real community needs; integrates into the curriculum; coordinates with school and community; helps foster civic responsibility; and provides time for reflection.


� Integrated learning; high-quality service, collaboration, student voice, civic responsibility, reflection, and evaluation.


� The Service-Learning Dipstick, Palo Alto: Service-Learning 2000, Youth Service California.


� Reports from three partnerships were submitted after the completion of this report.


� Because some partnerships used more than one measure, the total is larger than the number of partnerships.


� Civic Development Survey, developed by Bernadette Chi of the East Bay Conservation Corps Charter School in Oakland, California.


� California Civic Responsibility Survey, developed by Joseph Kahne of Mills College in Oakland, California.


� Numbers of students are approximate. Five partnership districts, Beverly Hills, Millville, Mariposa, Orange County, and Wheatland, did not report the number of students participating in each of their �case-studies.


� Six hundred and seventy-seven participating senior high school students attend LAUSD, Local Districts one through eight.


� Totals do not equal the number of classrooms/ projects because multiple methods of assessment were used in many classrooms/projects.


� Totals do not equal the number of classrooms/projects because multiple methods of assessment were used in many classrooms/projects.


� We the People: Project Citizen is a curricular program for middle grade students that promote competent and responsible participation in local and state government. The program helps young people learn how to monitor and influence public policy. In the process, they develop support for democratic values and principles, tolerance, and feelings of political efficacy.





Entire classes of students or members of youth organizations work cooperatively to identify a public policy problem in their community. They then research the problem, evaluate alternative solutions, develop their own solution in the form of a public policy, and create a political action plan to enlist local or state authorities to adopt their proposed policy. Participants develop a portfolio of their work and present their project in a hearing showcase before a panel of civic-minded community members.


� Classrooms/projects used more than one assessment method.


� Classrooms/projects used more than one assessment method.


� Classrooms/projects used more than one assessment method.


� One project did not report number of students.


� One project did not report results.


� The Los Angeles Unified School District has a single advisory committee for all of its subdistricts. Since three subdistricts were listed as service-learning partnerships, the advisory committee has been counted three times, once for each partnership, in this report.
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