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Executive summary

For nearly a decade, after school programs in elementary, middle, and high schools have been Federally funded by the 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st CCLC). The 21st CCLC has afforded youth living in high poverty communities across the nation with opportunities to participate in after school programs. The California Department of Education (CDE) receives funding for the 21st CCLC and also oversees the state funded After School Education and Safety (ASES) program. The high school component of the 21st CCLC program is called the After School Safety and Enrichment for Teens (ASSETs) program. Similar to the ASES program, the ASSETs program creates incentives for establishing locally driven after school enrichment programs that partner with schools and communities to provide academic support and safe, constructive alternatives for high school students outside of the regular school day, and assists students in passing the California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE).

This report on the ASSETs program, as well as the companion report on the 21st CCLC and ASES programs, is submitted as part of the independent statewide evaluation called for in California Education Code (EC) Sections 8428 and 8483.55(c). The following evaluation questions were designed by the Advisory Committee on Before and After School Programs and approved by the State Board of Education (per EC Sections 8421.5, 8428, 8482.4, 8483.55(c), and 8484):

· What are the similarities and differences in program structure and implementation? How and why has implementation varied across programs and schools, and what impact have these variations had on program participation, student achievement, and behavior change?

· What is the nature and impact of organizations involved in local partnerships?

· What is the impact of after school programs on the academic performance of participating students? Does participation in after school programs appear to contribute to improved academic achievement?

· Does participation in after school programs affect other behaviors such as: school day attendance, homework completion, positive behavior, skill development, and healthy youth development?

· What is the level of student, parent, staff, and administration satisfaction concerning the implementation and impact of after school programs?

· What unintended consequences have resulted from the implementation of the after school programs?

Methodology and Procedures

To address the evaluation questions, a multi-method approach combining qualitative and quantitative research methodologies was used. This included longitudinal administrative data collected by the CDE and school districts (secondary data), as well as new data collected by the evaluation team (primary data sources). The secondary data sources were intended to provide student-level information pertaining to after school program participation, demographics, grade progression, mobility, and test score performance. The primary data sources – surveys, focus groups, interviews, and observations – were intended to provide detailed information about the after school program characteristics and operations.
Four study samples were used to address the evaluation questions. Sample I included all schools in the STAR database with an after school program funded through the ASSETs program. The purpose of this sample was to examine statewide after school attendance patterns and estimate effects of participation on academic achievement. Sample II included a sub-sample of 30 districts to examine behavioral outcomes from the district-collected data. Sample III included all agencies and program sites that completed a yearly profile questionnaire. Finally, Sample IV consisted of 20 randomly selected program sites. The purpose of these final two samples was to collect site-level information about program structures and implementations. Due to the longitudinal nature of the evaluation, Samples I and III changed every year depending on the actual after school program participation for the given year.

Key Findings

Currently over 90 grantees and more than 300 schools receive funding through the ASSETs program. Because of this, it was important to examine similarities and differences in program structures and styles of implementation. The following provides the key findings concerning these critical components:

Goal Setting, Activities, and Evaluation

· Most grantees set goals that closely aligned with the ASSETs guidelines concerning academic support, as well as program attendance. Somewhat less emphasized were behavioral goals.

· Site coordinators often aligned activities more closely with the program features they personally emphasized than with the goals set for them by the grantees.
· In alignment with the ASSETs guidelines, sites reported offering both academic and non-academic forms of enrichment. Overall, the most commonly offered activities were academic enrichment, arts/music, homework assistance, physical fitness/sports, recreation, and tutoring.

· While specific knowledge of the principles of youth development (PYD) was limited, staff at many of the Sample IV sites practiced the philosophies of PYD in their interactions with students.
· Grantees utilized a variety of data sources and stakeholders when conducting evaluations for goal setting and the assessing of outcomes. Stakeholders whose feedback was sought normally included program staff, site coordinators, and/or day school administrators. The most common data sources were state achievement data, after school attendance records, site observations, and surveys.

· Stakeholders at most of the Sample IV sites agreed that student and after school staff satisfaction were monitored. In addition, the majority of site coordinators reported that parent and day school staff opinions were sought.
Resources, Support, and Professional Development

· Overall, the Sample IV sites had adequate access to materials and physical space at their host schools. Despite this, the type of physical space provided was not always optimal for implementation of the activities. For example, some of the staff members reported that they had to use small spaces, move locations on some days, or conduct activities off campus.

· Staff turnover was an ongoing and predominant problem. These changes primarily involved site staff, but also involved changes in leadership at about one-quarter of the sites.
· Site coordinators tried to create collaborative work environments and reported using different techniques to recruit and retain their staffs. The most common technique reported for recruitment was salary, while the most common technique for retention was recognition of staff.

· Site coordinators and non-credentialed site staff were given opportunities for professional development. These opportunities normally took the form of trainings, workshops, and/or staff meetings.
· Organizations that commonly serve as grantees, such as districts and county offices of education, were the primary providers of professional development.

· The most common professional development topics – classroom management, behavior management, and student motivation – focused on making sure that staff were prepared to work directly with students.

· The most commonly voiced barriers involved the direct implementation of the activities. For example, participants expressed concern about funding, access to activity specific materials, and the appropriateness of physical space. Difficulty in recruiting well-qualified and efficacious staff members was also of great concern to some stakeholders.

Student Participation

· Each year less than 5% of all site coordinators reported that they could not enroll all interested students. Despite this, about one-fifth of the site coordinators used waiting lists to manage mid-year enrollment.

· Site coordinators utilized teacher referrals and other techniques to actively recruit students who were academically at-risk, English learners, and/or at-risk because of emotional/behavioral issues.

· Site coordinators used flyers and had after school staff do public relations to recruit the general population of students. Because of this it was not surprising that one of the top reasons Sample IV parents enrolled their children was because their children wanted to attend. Having interesting things to do and spending time with friends were the most common reasons offered by the Sample IV students.

· With a population of students who were old enough to make their own decisions and care for themselves after school, it was not surprising to find that student-focused barriers, such as student disinterest or the need to work after school, were more predominant than structural barriers involving lack of resources.

· Correlations revealed that sites with more student-focused or total barriers to recruitment might be less able to fill their programs to capacity.

· While most parents reported that their children attended their after school program at least three days per week, the average parent also indicated that they picked their child up early at least twice per week.
Local Partnerships

· Level of participation at the after school sites varied by the type of partner. Over half of the sites had local education agencies (LEAs) help with higher-level tasks such as program management, data collection for evaluation, and the providing of professional development. In contrast, during most years less than one-third of the parents or other community members filled any specific role. Furthermore, during the final year of data collection, providing goods/supplies was the most common role for parents and other community members.
· Stakeholders at program sites with strong day school partnerships perceived positive impacts on program implementation, academic performance, and academic goals. In contrast, partnerships with other local organizations were perceived as enhancing positive youth development. Sample IV sites seemed to emphasize parent communication. More specifically, both parents and site coordinators reported that parents were kept informed and were able to give feedback about programming. In contrast, only one-fifth of the Sample IV parents reported that they actively participated at their child’s site. When parents did participate, they tended to attend special program events or parent meetings.
Longitudinal analyses revealed that the ASSETs programs had some minor positive and neutral effects. More specifically, when comparing participants to non-participants, small positive effects were found concerning English-language arts assessment scores, while small to neutral effect was found on math assessment scores. Furthermore, small positive to neutral effects were found for English language reclassifications, CAHSEE pass rates in English-language arts and math, and suspension. In addition, students with any after school exposure were less likely to transfer schools or drop out of school. They were also predicted to graduate at a higher rate than non-participants and showed small positive effects for school attendance. When cross-sectional analyses were conducted for participation within a given year, further positive effects were found. Key findings concerning general satisfaction and unintended outcomes are also presented:
Academic Outcomes

· Overall, students who attended ASSETs programs (grades 9-11) performed slightly better than non-participants did on their English-language arts and math assessment scores.
· Regular participants as well as frequent participants performed slightly better than non-participants did on the English-language arts and math parts of the CAHSEE. Furthermore, frequent participants were slightly more likely than were the regular participants to pass the math part of the CAHSEE.

· English learners who were after school participants performed slightly better than non-participants on the CELDT. This was true for both regular and frequent participants.

Behavioral Outcomes

· Program sites that were observed as high in quality features of youth development impacted students’ positive perceptions of academic competence, socio-emotional competence, future aspirations, and life skills.

· When examining physical fitness outcomes, after school participants performed slightly better than non-participants. In regards to most of the measures, the passing rate was largest for frequent participants. Furthermore, significant subgroup results were found for all of the measures except body composition.

· Participation in an ASSETs program had a small positive effect on day school attendance.

· Frequent participants at the after school programs were found to be less likely to be suspended than students who did not participate at all.

Stakeholder Satisfaction

· Sample IV stakeholders generally had high levels of satisfaction concerning their programs impact on student outcomes. More specifically, all stakeholders felt that the programs helped students’ academic attitudes, cognitive competence, socio-emotional competence, and future aspirations. While staff and parents were also satisfied that their programs impacted academic skills, students who completed their survey generally had a neutral opinion about this outcome. The exceptions involved students’ beliefs that their program was helping them to get better grades and do better with homework.
· While stakeholders at all levels expressed general satisfaction with the programs, positive feelings were often highest among after school staff and parents. In both instances, the quality of the relationships students developed with staff and their peers as well as the belief that students’ academic and emotional needs were being met were important factors. Parents also expressed high levels of satisfaction concerning the locations and safety of the programs.
Unintended Consequences

· Some of the program directors and principals felt that after school program enrollment and student accomplishments exceeded their expectations. This suggests that when the after school programs cater to the needs and interests of the students, families, and communities, programs will be more appreciated, well attended, and achieve positive outcomes.

· The building of relationships was repeatedly mentioned by stakeholders as a positive, albeit unintended consequence of their after school programs. Despite this, some stakeholders reported that funding cuts were impacting their ability to maintain staff, therefore creating potential negative effects to relationship building.

· Efficiency in the management of the after school program can either leverage up or down the level of communication and collaboration with the day school. Effective management may result in unintended consequences such as motivation of day and after school staff to jointly promote the positive relationships with students and their families.
Recommendations

In order to improve the operation and effectiveness of after school programs, federal and state policymakers, as well as after school practitioners should consider the following recommendations:

Goals and Evaluation

· When conducting evaluations, programs need to be intentional in the goals they set, the plans they make to meet their goals, and the outcomes they measure. Furthermore, they should make efforts to build understanding and consensus across stakeholders.

· Evaluations of after school effectiveness should take into consideration variations in program quality and contextual differences within the neighborhoods.
· Government agencies and policymakers should encourage the use of research to inform policy and practice. When conducting evaluations, programs need to be intentional in the goals they set, the plans they make to meet their goals, and the outcomes they measure.
· While academic assessments are commonly available, tested and validated instruments for measuring behavioral and socio-emotional outcomes are less common. Since these two areas are commonly set as goals by grantees, the development of standardized measures would greatly benefit ASSETs programs with these focuses. Policymakers should develop common outcome measures in order to measure the quality of functioning across different types of programs and different settings.

· During the independent statewide evaluation, the greatest response rates were obtained through online rather than on-site data collection. Furthermore, the data provided valuable insight into the structures and implementations used across the state. Therefore, the CDE should consider incorporating an online system as part of their annual accountability reporting requirements for the grantees.
Local Partnerships

· Programs should consider inviting school administrators to participate in after school activities in order to improve communication and collaboration. Conducting joint professional development can also provide an opportunity for after school and day school staffs to develop joint strategies on how to enhance student engagement and discipline, align curricula, and share school data.
· Sample IV site coordinators and site staff viewed parents as both assets and obstacles to their programs. The negative consequences most mentioned by staff were a lack of support in working to improve students’ academic and behavioral performance. Perhaps programs can gain buy-in by working with parents to develop consensus regarding expectations, discipline issues, and behavior management. Through building psychological support for their program, staff members may indirectly be able to build active participation (e.g., volunteering, attending events) as well.
· Partnerships with local organizations such as government offices, private corporations, and small businesses generally have positive impacts on youth development. By working together, after school programs and these organizations can work to provide space, activities, supportive relationships, and a sense of belonging for students. In this way, students can be provided with positive norms for behavior including the ability to resist gangs, drugs, and bullying. Therefore, government agencies should consider setting policies to facilitate the creation of these local partnerships.
Program Implementation

· Sample IV students revealed that having interesting things to do and getting to spend time with friends motivated them to participate in their ASSETs program. In order to recruit and retain more students, programs can provide more learning activities that are meaningful to the students and in settings where they can communicate with their peers, and be engaged.

· During the Sample IV site visits, programs were consistently rated low concerning opportunities for cognitive growth. In order to confront this issue, ASSETs programs should provide more stimulating lesson plans where students can have choices and participate in activities that develop their higher order thinking skills.
Staffing and Resources

· Retaining staff is an essential component of quality programs. Loss of staff not only effects relationships, but also creates gaps in the knowledge at the site. In order to confront these issues, policymakers should further explore strategies for recruiting qualified staff and retaining them once they are trained.

· Most of the Sample IV sites had at least one stakeholder who was knowledgeable about the developmental settings described by the positive youth development approach. Despite this, many more of the staff members were using these approaches. Considering the impact of these settings on students’ perceived outcomes, programs can create more intentionality and further the benefits of these approaches by providing professional development opportunities to the frontline staff to get familiar with to the underlying principles and how these inter-relationships affects youth development.
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Chapter I:
Introduction

After school programs offer an important avenue for supplementing educational opportunities (Fashola, 2002). Federal, state, and local educational authorities increasingly see them as spaces to improve attitudes toward school achievement and academic performance (Hollister, 2003), particularly for low-performing, underserved, or academically at-risk
 youth who can benefit greatly from additional academic help (Afterschool Alliance, 2003; Munoz, 2002). For nearly a decade, after school programs in elementary, middle, and high schools have been Federally funded by the 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st CCLC). These programs have afforded youth living in high poverty communities across the nation with opportunities to participate in after school programs. The California Department of Education (CDE) oversees the state funded After School Education and Safety (ASES) program, a program designed to be a local collaborative effort where schools, cities, counties, community-based organizations (CBOs), and business partners come together to provide academic support and a safe environment before and after school for students in kindergarten through ninth grade) and the high school component of the 21st CCLC program is called the After School Safety and Enrichment for Teens (ASSETs) program. Similar to the ASES program, the ASSETs program creates incentives for establishing locally driven after school enrichment programs that partner with schools and communities to provide academic support and safe, constructive alternatives for high school students outside of the regular school day, and assists students in passing the California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE). In 2007, the Federal government and the State of California together funded $680 million to support after school programs in California. Currently there are over 800 grantees and more than 4000 schools being supported.

Purpose of the Study

With the passage of the 2006-2007 State Budget, the provisions of Proposition 49
 became effective. On September 22, 2006, the Senate Bill 638 was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger and the legislation was put into implementation. As a result, total funding for after school programs in the state was greatly increased. One of the stipulations of this funding was that the CDE should contract for an independent statewide evaluation on the effectiveness of programs receiving funding. The National Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST) took on the responsibility of this task, and conducted two statewide evaluations of after school programs: one for programs serving elementary and middle school students (21st CCLC and ASES programs); and the second for programs serving high school students (ASSETs program). As part of these evaluations, CRESST was asked to submit two evaluation reports to the Governor and the Legislature in February 2012. These reports address the independent statewide evaluation requirements of Education Code Sections 8428 and 8483.55(c), and the evaluation questions approved by the State Board of Education at their September 2007 meeting
. Per legislature stipulations, the reports provide data that include:

· Data collected pursuant to Sections 8484, 8427;

· Data adopted through subdivision (b) of Section 8421.5 and subdivision (g) of Section 8482.4;

· Number and type of sites and schools participating in the program;

· Student program attendance as reported semi-annually and student school day attendance as reported annually;

· Student program participation rates;

· Quality of program drawing on research of the Academy of Sciences on critical features of programs that support healthy youth development;

· The participation rate of local educational agencies (LEAs) including: county offices of education, school districts, and independent charter schools;

· Local partnerships;

· The academic performance of participating students in English language arts and mathematics as measured by the results of the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program established pursuant to Section 60640.

The six evaluation questions (per Education Code Sections 8421.5, 8428, 8482.4, 8483.55©, and 8484) provided to the evaluation team are:

1. What are the similarities and differences in program structure and implementation? How and why has implementation varied across programs and schools, and what impact these variations have had on program participation, student achievement, and behavior change?

2. What is the nature and impact of organizations involved in local partnerships?

3. What is the impact of after school programs on the academic performance of participating students? Does participation in after school programs appear to contribute to improved academic achievement?

4. Does participation in after school programs affect other behaviors such as: school day attendance, homework completion, positive behavior, skill development, and healthy youth development?

5. What is the level of student, parent, staff, and administration satisfaction concerning the implementation and impact of after school programs?

6. What unintended consequences have resulted from the implementation of the after school programs?

This report focuses on the findings of the ASSETs programs. Since it is essential that the evaluation of after school programming be rooted in and guided by recent research on effective, high-quality program provisions, an extensive literature review was conducted and the theoretical model was designed. The theoretical framework that guided this study is presented in Chapter II. Chapters III through V describe the study design, analysis approach, and demographics of the study samples. Findings concerning program structure and implementation, local partnerships, and stakeholder satisfaction are presented in Chapters VI through IX. Analyses concerning student outcomes and unintended outcomes are presented in Chapters X through XI. Lastly, a discussion of the findings and implications of the study are presented in Chapters XII and Chapter XIV.

Chapter II:
Theoretical Basis of the Study
The transition to high school can be difficult for many young people. In ninth grade, attendance rates plummet and students begin to drop out of school in high numbers (Balfanz & Legters, 2006). Frequent absences make high school students more likely to experience academic failure, to drop out of school, to begin using drugs and alcohol, and to become caught up in the juvenile justice system (Catalano, Haggerty, Oesterle, Fleming, & Hawkins, 2004). Recently, California's first true count of high school dropouts showed that one in four students (127,292) quit school in 2008 (Asimov, 2008), which is far more than state educators estimated before they began using the new student-tracking system.

Meanwhile, research shows that participation in high quality after school programs can boost school attendance and graduation rates, improve academic performance, build self-esteem, and prevent high-risk behaviors (Little, Wimer & Weiss, 2007; Russell, Mielke, Miller, & Johnson, 2007). As youth move into high school, they face a different set of developmental challenges and need a different set of supports to engage them successfully in after school programs. By high school, students are independent enough to choose where they spend their time after school; and many high school students have adult-like responsibilities, such as a part-time job or caring for younger siblings. Thus, effective high school programs must consider these factors when structuring and implementing their programs.
According to the researchers (Deschenes et al., 2010) of a study on after school programs for older youths in six cities, the following characteristics are highly effective in retaining older youth:
1. Offering multiple leadership opportunities to youths in the program

2. Staff using many techniques to keep informed about youth participants’ lives

3. Being community-based rather than in school

4. Enrolling a larger number of youth (100 or more per year)
5. Holding regular staff meetings to discuss program related issues

Additionally, high school programs should also provide flexibility with program structures that allow high school students to participate at different levels and on their own schedules, so that they can balance social time and structured activities. High school students should also be given opportunities to discuss issues confronting them, such as college and career paths, drugs, violence, and so forth with a trusted person.
Moreover, as mentioned above, programs designed for high school students are most successful when they involve the broader community. Strong connections to family, school, and community provide opportunities to develop employable skills and job experience. Connecting youth to local businesses and community leaders can help high school students navigate the options before them, teaching them relevant skills and connecting them to internships and apprenticeships. These are the experiences that older youth enjoy and promote healthy development.
Features of Effective After School Programs

In addition to being age-appropriate, it is essential that evaluations of after school programs be rooted in the research on effective, high-quality program provisions. Literature indicates that effective after school programs provide students with safety, opportunities for positive social development, and academic enrichment (Miller, 1995; Posner & Vandell, 1994; Snyder & Sickmund, 1995; U.S. Department of Education & U.S. Department of Justice, 2000). Features of effective after school programs generally include three critical components: (a) program structure, (b) program implementation, and (b) youth development. The following sections will provide descriptions of these three areas, as described by the literature.
Program Structure

Research on quality after school programs cite strong program structure as a crucial element for effective programs (Alexander, 1986; Beckett, Hawken, & Jacknowitz, 2001; C. S. Mott Foundation Committee on After-School Research and Practice, 2005; Eccles & Gootman, 2002; Fashola, 1998; Harvard Family Research Project, 2008; McElvain & Caplan, 2001; Philadelphia Youth Network, 2003; Schwendiman & Fager, 1999). It would involve setting up a goal-oriented program with a continuous improvement approach, a strong management, and connections with families and communities.
Goal Oriented Programs
In 2005, the C. S. Mott Foundation Committee on After-School Research and Practice suggested a “theory of change” framework for after school programs that explicitly links program organization and participant outcomes to program effectiveness and quality. Through a meta-analysis of the literature, Beckett and colleagues (2001) found that the setting of clear goals and desired outcomes is essential for program success. In Durlak, Weissberg, and Pachan’s (2010) meta-analysis of ASPs with at least one goal directed at increasing children’s personal or social skills found that ASPs with such goals demonstrated significant increases in comparison to control groups without such goals. In a paper commissioned by Boston’s After School for All Partnership, Noam, Biancarosa, and Dechausay (2002) recommend that goal setting should occur on different levels, including the setting of broader programmatic goals as well as goals for individual learners.

Program Management

At the same time, it is also important to have program leadership who can articulate a shared mission statement and program vision that motivates staff, provides a positive organizational climate that validates staff commitment to these goals, as well as open the communication channels between after school, day school, parent, and community (American Youth Policy Forum, 2006; Grossman, Campbell, & Raley, 2007; Wright, Deich, & Szekely, 2006).

Program Resources

To demonstrate academic effects, it is also important for students in the program to have sufficient access to learning tools and qualified staff – to ensure each student is given sufficient materials and attention, according to her or his individual needs. Thus, having adequate staff-to-student ratios is an important indicator of quality for after school programs (Yohalem, Pittman & Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2004).

Data-Based Continuous Improvement
It is also noted by the U.S. Department of Education and U.S. Department of Justice (2000) that effective after school programs use continuous evaluations to determine whether they are meeting their program goals. These evaluations generally involve gathering data from students, teachers, school administrators, staff, and volunteers to monitor instructional adherence to and effectiveness of program goals continuously, to provide feedback to all stakeholders for program improvement, and to identify the need for additional resources such as increased collaboration, staff, or materials.
Program Implementation

Alignment of Activities and Goals

Noam and colleagues (2002) believe that program quality can be bolstered by the following strategies: alignment of activities to goals, the collaborations between schools and after school programs, the use of after school academic and social learning opportunities to enrich student work in regular school, community and parent involvement, staff education, and the use of research-based practices. The tailoring of teaching strategies and curricular content to the program goals and specific needs of the students may be associated with positive student outcomes (Bodily & Beckett, 2005). Employing a variety of research-proven teaching and learning strategies can also help staff members to increase engagement among students with different learning styles (Birmingham, Pechman, Russell, & Mielke, 2005). Contrarily, a failure to design activities that meet the needs and interests of students may result in reduced program attendance. For example, Sepannen and colleagues (1993) suggested that reduced after school enrollment for students in upper elementary and above may be the result of a lack of age appropriate activities for older students.

Partnerships
Moreover, research on after school programs consistently associates family and community involvement with program quality (Bennett, 2004; Harvard Family Research Project, 2008; Owens & Vallercamp, 2003; Tolman, Pittman, Yohalem, Thomases, & Trammel, 2002). After school programs can promote family involvement by setting defined plans to involve parents and family members, while staff regularly take the initiative to provide a clear channel of communication that keeps parents informed of their children’s progress in the program (American Youth Policy Forum, 2006; Wright et al., 2006). Beyond students’ families, the local community is another valuable resource for after school programs (Arbreton, Sheldon, & Herrera, 2005). Research shows that high quality programs are consistently engaged with local community members, leaders, and organizations that can form important partnerships in program planning and funding (Birmingham et al., 2005; Harvard Family Research Project, 2005; Owens & Vallercamp, 2003; Wright, 2005). Through these partnerships, students can further develop knowledge of community resources, services, and histories. In turn, students may be encouraged to participate in community service projects that can reflect a sense of empowerment and pride in their respective communities.
Professional Development

To enhance staff efficacy, the staff must have the appropriate experience and training in working with after school students (Alexander, 1986; de Kanter, 2001; ERIC Development Team, 1998; Fashola, 1998; Harvard Family Research Project, 2005; Huang, 2001; Schwartz, 1996). For example, each staff member should be competent in core academic areas for the respective age groups that they work with. Beyond academic competency, the staff should also be culturally competent, knowledgeable of the diverse cultures and social influences that can impact the lives of the students in the program (Huang, 2001; Schwartz, 1996). When the demographics of program staff reflect the diversity of the community in which the program is located, these staff members can better serve as mentors and role models to the student participants (Vandell & Shumow, 1999; Huang, 2001). To ensure high quality instruction, staff members should be consistently provided with opportunities for professional development (Wright, 2005).

Collective Staff Efficacy

Building upon Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive theory, collective staff efficacy refers to staff perception of the group’s ability to have a positive effect on student development. It is found that there is a positive relationship between collective staff efficacy and student achievement. In 2002, Hoy, Sweetland, and Smith found that collective efficacy was more important than socio-economic status in explaining student achievement. In 2007, Brinson and Steiner added that a school’s strong sense of collective efficacy can also have a positive impact on parent-teacher relationships. Collective staff efficacy is a group level attribute, the product of the interactive dynamics of all group members in an after school setting. Staff members analyze what they perceive as successful teaching, what barriers need to be overcome, and what resources are available to them to be successful. This includes the staff perceptions of the ability and motivation of students, the physical facilities at the school sites, and the kinds of resources to which they have access, as well as staff members’ instructional skills, training, and the degree of alignment with the program’s mission and visions.
Support for Positive Youth Development

Positive youth development is both a philosophy and an approach to policies and programs that serve young people, focusing on the development of assets and competencies in all youth. This approach suggests that helping young people to achieve their full potential is the best way to prevent them from engaging in risky behaviors (Larson, 1994). After school programs that promote positive youth development give youth the opportunity to exercise leadership, build skills, and get involved (Larson, 2000). They also promote self-perceptions and bonding to school, lead to positive social behaviors, increase academic achievement, and reduce behavioral problems (Durlak et al., 2010). Conversely, there are negative developmental consequences for unsupervised care (Mahoney & Parente, 2009). As Miller (2003) noted, early adolescence is a fragile time period in which physical and emotional growth, in conjunction with changing levels of freedom, can send children down “difficult paths” without adequate support.

Karen Pittman (1991), Executive Director of the Forum for Youth Investment identified the following eight key features essential for the healthy development of young people
· Physical and psychological safety
· Appropriate structure
· Supportive relationships
· Opportunities to belong
· Positive social norms

· Support of efficacy and mattering
· Opportunity for skill building
· Integration of family, school, and community efforts
At the same time, researchers and policymakers are placing increasing emphasis on the inclusion of youth development principles within after school settings (Birmingham et al., 2005; Durlak, Mahoney, Bohnert, & Parente, 2010; Kahne et al., 2001). As schools are increasingly emphasizing cognitive outcomes on core academics, after school programs have the opportunity to fill an important gap. These programs can provide students with additional opportunities to develop skills, knowledge, resiliency, and self-esteem that will help them to succeed in life (Beckett et al., 2001; Harvard Family Research Project, 2008; Huang, 2001; Wright et al., 2006). Therefore, the instructional features of after school programs should emphasize the quality and variety of activities, as well as principles of youth development. This includes giving students opportunities to develop personal responsibility, a sense of self-direction, and leadership skills (American Youth Policy Forum, 2006; C. S. Mott Foundation, 2005; Harvard Family Research Project, 2004, 2005, 2006).

Setting Features
The program environment focuses on how the structure of the after school program creates an atmosphere conducive to positive academic achievement and self-esteem for positive youth development (Kahne et al., 2001). First and foremost, the most important feature of the program environment is safety and security within the indoor and outdoor space (Chung, 2000; National Institute on Out-of-School Time, 2002; New Jersey School-Age Care Coalition, 2002; North Carolina Center for Afterschool Programs, n.d.; Philadelphia Youth Network, 2003; St. Clair, 2004; Wright et al., 2006); no potential harm should be placed upon the health and physical/ emotional well-being of students (Safe and Sound, 1999). The main aim is to make sure that students are in a safe, supervised environment that provides ample resources for mental and physical growth. The establishment of this physically and emotionally safe environment thus helps the development of positive relationships within the program environment.

Positive Social Norms

The emotional climate of an effective program environment is characterized by warm, supportive relationships between the staff members and students, among the students themselves, and between staff members. These three types of relationships within the program setting signify positive, influential connections for the students (Beckett et al., 2001; Birmingham et al., 2005; Huang, 2001). A supportive relationship is characterized by warmth, closeness, connectedness, good communication, caring, support, guidance, secure attachment, and responsiveness (Eccles & Gootman, 2002).

First, the interaction between the staff members and students is vital for demonstrating affirmative adult-student relationships, aside from primary-based interactions within the home (Beckett et al., 2001; Birmingham et al., 2005; Bodily & Beckett, 2005; Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1994; Grossman et al., 2007; Harvard Family Research Project, 2004; New Jersey School-Age Care Coalition, 2002). Staff members should be emotionally invested in the lives of their students. Quality-based programs foster this relationship by enforcing a small staff-student ratio that provides a “family-like” atmosphere, and contributes to positive social development for students (Beckett et al., 2001; Bodily & Beckett, 2005; Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, 1994; Chung 1997, 2000; National Association of Elementary School Principals, 1999). Staff members are able to form more personable, one-on-one relationships with students through daily conversations and engagement (St. Clair, 2004). Consequently, this initiates a sense of community and belonging for the students because they are personally bonded to staff members (Wright et al., 2006).

Second, positive peer relationships and friendships are a key ingredient in shaping students’ social-emotional development (Halpern, 2004; Harvard Family Research Project, 2004; Huang, 2001; Pechman & Marzke, 2003; Safe and Sound, 1999; Yohalem et al., 2004; Yohalem, Wilson-Ahlstrom, & Yu, 2005). Students need to interact with each other, building strong “partnerships” based on trust and respect with their peers (Yohalem et al., 2004). Healthy interaction with other students of various ages, and being involved in age appropriate activities helps students to demonstrate appropriate problem solving strategies, especially during times of conflict (Wright et al., 2006).

Finally, the adult relationships between staff members are also important in constructing an emotional climate within the program environment. Students observe positive adult interactions through effective communication and cooperation of the staff in working together to meet the needs of students and the program (Yohalem et al., 2005). This relationship is an appropriate way in which the staff can model positive behavior to students. Staff members, for that reason, need to embrace assessment-based improvement plans as “relevant, contextual, and potentially helpful” (Weisberg & McLaughin, 2004). Staff members must see the relevance of quality-based standards in shaping positive developmental outcomes for students.
Expectation for Student Achievement and Success
An important process that influences students’ motivation and engagement involves the expectations that significant people in their lives, such as teachers, after school staff, parents, hold for their learning and performance. In schools, these expectations are generally transformed into behaviors that impact students’ perception of their learning environment and expectations for success (Jussim & Harber, 2005). Studies by Rosenthal (1974) indicated that teachers provided differential socio-emotional climate, verbal input, verbal output, and feedback to their students depending on the teachers’ expectation of the students. In other words, a teacher’s expectations influence the ways that they interact with their students, which then influences achievement by student aspirations (Jussim & Eccles, 1992). Moreover, the more opportunities teachers have to interact with the students, the more the students adjust their performance in line of their teachers’ expectations (Merton, 1948).
In 1997, Schlecty demonstrated that classrooms with high expectations and a challenging curriculum foster student achievement. Thus, it is important for after school staff to assume that all students can learn and convey that expectation to them; provide positive and constructive feedback to the students; provide students with the tools they need to achieve the expectation; and do not accept lame excuses for poor performances (Pintrich & Schunk, 1996).
In summary, efficient organization, environment, and instructional features are crucial for maintaining high quality after school programs. Having a strong team of program staff who are qualified, experienced, committed, and open to professional development opportunities is also critical for a successful organization and an overall high quality program. Beyond program staff, involvement of children’s families and communities can enhance the after school program experience, foster program growth, and increase program sustainability. In order to gauge program success, consistent and systematic methods of evaluation are important to ensure students, families, and communities involved in the program are being effectively served, and for the program to continuously self-improve. Figure 1 displays the theoretical model for the study. This model guides the study design and instrument development for Study Sample III and Study Sample IV.
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Figure 1. Theoretical model.

Chapter III:
Study Design

This chapter provides the study design including sampling structure, data sources, and data collection procedures. This study was designed to utilize administrative data collected by the CDE and school districts (secondary data sources), as well as new data collected by the evaluation team (primary data sources). The secondary data sources were intended to provide student-level information pertaining to after school program participation, demographics, grade progression, mobility, and test score performance. The primary data sources were intended to provide detailed information about after school program characteristics and operations. To address the six evaluation questions thoroughly, the study design included four study samples.

Sampling Structure
The study samples were each designed to address specific evaluation questions. Due to the longitudinal nature of the evaluation, Study Sample I and Study Sample III changed every year depending on the actual after school program participation for the given year. Study Samples II and IV were selected based on 2007-08 after school program participation. This section describes each study sample and the procedures the evaluation team employed in their design. Overviews of the study samples and their data collection years are presented in Tables 1 and 2. Chapter IV will explain the analysis approaches for the four study samples.
Table 1

Overview of Study Samples

	Sample
	Purpose
	Sampling Universe
	Selection Criteria

	Sample I
	Examine statewide after school attendance patterns and estimate effects of after school participation on academic achievement
	All schools in the STAR database with an after school program
	After school participants attending a school (based on STAR 2007-08) with at least 25 after school participants or at least 25% of all students participating in an ASSETs after school program

	Sample II
	Examine behavioral outcomes from district-collected data (e.g., school day attendance and suspensions)
	School districts with at least one school participating in an after school program (as defined by Sample I)
	Sample of 30 ASSETs districts based on probability-proportional-to-size sampling, where size is defined by number of students in the district’s STAR records

	Sample III
	Examine characteristics of after school agencies and program sites
	All agencies receiving after school funding and each of their program sites
	After school agencies and program sites that returned the After School Profile Questionnaire 

	Sample IV
	In-depth examination of after school program operations and participation
	All schools in Sample II districts with an after school program (as defined by Sample I)
	Random selection of 20 ASSETs schools (based on 2007-08 participation)


Table 2

Years of Data Collection
	Sample
	Baseline
(2006-07)
	Year 1
(2007-08)
	Year 2
(2008-09)
	Year 3
(2009-10)
	Year 4
(2010-11)

	Sample I
	X
	X
	X
	X
	

	Sample II
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	Sample III
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	Sample IV
	
	
	
	X
	X


These four study samples were constructed to better address each of the six evaluation questions. The following explains the purpose of this sampling frame.

Sample I

Study Sample I was intended to include all after school sites that participated in an ASSETs after school program and were included in the STAR database. The primary purpose of this sample was to examine statewide after school attendance patterns and estimate effects of participation on academic achievement.
First, identification of all after school sites required a working definition of after school participants (based on the available data). The after school attendance data included information on the number of hours each student attended an after school program, which school the student attended, and the after school grantee type. To define after school program participants, the evaluation team elected an inclusive definition whereby any student with at least one hour of after school attendance was defined as a participant.

The next step was to develop a working definition of the schools participating in an after school program. While the after school attendance data includes a field for each participant’s school, our review of the data suggested inconsistencies in how the CDS code was reported in the attendance data. For example, the field occasionally included too few or too many digits to be a complete CDS code, included school name instead of a code, or was missing entirely. Additionally, it was unclear whether the field consistently reflected the location of the student’s day school or after school program. As a result, schools with after school programs were identified based on each participant’s CDS code as reported in the STAR data. After matching the after school attendance data to the STAR data, participating schools were defined as schools in the STAR data with at least 25 program participants or at least 25% of the school’s students participating in an after school program. Since the ASSETs funding focuses on high schools, Sample I is restricted to students in grades 9-11. Using 2007-08 data as a demonstration example, Table 3 presents the sample size changes following the above procedure.
Table 3
Breakdown of ASSETs Participant Records by Selection Process and Grade (2007-2008)

	Participants
	In After School Attendance Records
	Matched with
2007-08 STAR
	Include in Sample I
	Included in P-Score Model

	All Participants
	86,454
	59,169
	56,181
	47,878

	
Grades 5-8
	1,968
	1,756
	†‡
	†‡

	
Grades 9-11
	66,409
	57,413
	56,181
	47,878

	
Grade 12
	17,970
	†
	†
	†

	
Grade level
missing
	107
	0
	†‡
	†‡


†Not part of STAR data collection. ‡ Not part of Sample I definition

As shown in Table 3, the 2007-08 after school attendance data included over 80,000 students and nearly 60,0000 had an SSID that matched the STAR database. Using the two inclusion criteria resulted in 56,181 after school participants for Sample I (or about 95% of participants found in the STAR data). The students included in Sample I covered 152 schools, 42 districts, and 14 of the 58 counties in California.
Data collection procedures for Sample I. Student-level academic assessment results and demographic data were provided to the evaluation team annually by the CDE, datasets collected include the Standardized Testing and Reporting Program (STAR), the California English Language Development Test (CELDT), and the California Physical Fitness Test.
By May 2011, the evaluation team received the after school attendance and all the above statewide CDE data for the baseline (2006-07) and first three years of the study (2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009 -10). The evaluation team also received the CSIS (California School Information Services) data from the CDE for three years (2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10). The CSIS data allowed the evaluation team to examine the program participation on student mobility. The last column of Table 3 reports the number of students included in the 2007-08 propensity score matching process which is discussed in Chapter IV.
Please note that the specific schools and districts included for Sample I were subject to change every year depending on the actual student participation in the after school program and whether the after school participation data were submitted to the CDE.

Sample II

One of the evaluation questions has to do with the effect of after school participation on student behavior-related outcomes. Since student-level behavior-related outcomes are not collected by the state, the evaluation team drew a probability sample of California districts to gather district-maintained student behavior data. The primary behavior data collected from Sample II districts include school attendance, suspensions, and student classroom behavior marks (e.g., citizenship and work habits). The study team drew a sample of 30 districts for the ASSETs study.

Since students are Sample I’s primary unit of analysis, probability-proportional-to-size sampling
 was employed to select the Sample II districts from the 42 districts with Sample I after school participation. Thirty districts were randomly selected without replacement from the Sample I district population with probability of selection proportional to district size. For sampling, the study team used district size based on the number of students in grades 9-11 in the 2007-08 STAR testing file.
Data collection procedures for Sample II. The CDE assisted the evaluation team by requesting and gathering the Sample II data. Data collection from 30 Sample II districts began in January 2010. In a group e-mail, the CDE consultants sent a data request to superintendents and regional leads. Included in the email was information about the evaluation as well as a guide to assist districts in completing the request. District staff uploaded files to the exFiles File Transfer System created by the CDE, and the CDE then provided the evaluation team with the data to process, clean, and analyze.
Of the 30 districts, the majority submitted the attendance and suspension data, and less than half of the districts submitted the classroom course behavior data. For example, 26 Sample II districts (87%) provided 2008-2009 attendance data that came from 151 participating schools across 13 counties and 2008-2009 suspension data from 145 schools across 13 counties. Of the districts that provided the 2008-2009 data, 12 districts provided course mark data (106 schools across eight counties). Barriers to data collection, as cited by districts in the drawn sample, included inconsistent reporting by school sites to the district, a lack of electronic record keeping by districts, and a lack of appropriately trained staff to compile the data requested.
It should be noted that although Sample II consists of the original 30 school districts selected for all study years, not all of the sampled districts submitted all required data every year. Thus, the representativeness of the Sample II districts may have varied as the response rate changed. The representativeness of Sample II will be further discussed in Chapter IV.
Sample III

The first evaluation question has to do with describing similarities and differences in the structure and implementation of the after school programs and then connecting these practices to student outcomes. This information was obtained by collecting data from the ASSETs grantees and their after school sites. In order to accomplish this, a request was sent to the grantees and their sites to complete the “After School Profiling Questionnaire” designed by the evaluation team.

Designing the After School Profiling Questionnaire. It is essential that an evaluation of after school programming be rooted in and guided by the research on effective, high-quality program provisions. Prior to the first round of data collection, the evaluation team conducted reviews of the available annual after school accountability reports from the CDE, thoroughly examined the existing Profile and Performance Information Collection System (PPICs) from Learning Point Associates (LPA), and conducted an extensive literature review on out-of-school time. The synthesis of literature provided evidence that several critical components (i.e., goal-oriented programs, program orientation, and program environment) contribute to the effectiveness and success of after school programs.

These critical components informed the design of the After School Profiling Questionnaire. In order to gather more in-depth information about the grantees and their after school sites, the questionnaire was divided into two sections. Part A of the questionnaire was directed to the program directors and focused on the grantee perspective. In contrast, Part B of the questionnaire was directed to the site coordinators (or equivalent) in order to gain the site perspective.

The after school profile questionnaire included questions covering the following eight themes: (a) funding sources, (b) fee scale and enrollment strategies at sites, (c) student recruitment and retention, (d) goals and outcomes, (e) programming and activities, (f) staffing, (g) professional development, and (h) community partnerships. Figure 2 illustrates the alignment of these themes to the critical components extracted from the synthesis of literature. In addition, the letters in the parentheses indicate whether the theme was included in Part A and/or Part B of the questionnaire.
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Figure 2. Organization of the After School Profile Questionnaire.
Sample III was composed of the after school sites that completed the After School Profiling Questionnaire. As such, each year the composition of this sample changed depending upon the grantees and sites funded and their participation in the study. Table 4 provides the representativeness each study year.
Table 4
Sample III Sites by Data Collection Year
	
	Sample III
	
	Sample I Criteria

	Data collection
	After school sites
	After school sites
	After school participants
	Districts
	Counties

	2008-09
	88
	64
	26,176
	24
	9

	2009-10
	131
	65
	22,562
	20
	9

	2010-11
	213
	148
	76,986
	57
	20


Data collection procedures for Sample III. In order to obtain an optimal level of response, several dissemination strategies were researched by the evaluation team. After careful testing and consideration, a web-based data collection system was selected. To further promote the response rate and to ensure that the web links to the questionnaires reached the intended participants at both the grantee and site levels, the evaluation team conducted a thorough review of the contact list provided by the CDE. This review was done by calling and/or emailing the contacts of record for the grants and asking them to verify or update the program director and site information. Contact was also made with the regional leads in order to update the program director information.

Throughout the three study years, program directors were asked to complete Part A of the After School Profiling Questionnaire and their site coordinators were asked to complete Part B annually. During each year, the evaluation team communicated with grantees and regional leads to update and verify the contact information for the program directors and site coordinators. The evaluation team also regularly monitored the completion of questionnaires, sending reminder notices to the program directors and site coordinators. In order to meet the evaluation report deadlines, data collection for Sample III was conducted in the spring during 2008-09 and 2009-10 and in the late winter/early spring during 2010-11. Table 5 provides the participation rate during each year of the study.
Table 5

Sample III Participants by Role, High School (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	
	Part A
	
	Part B

	Year
	n
	N
	%
	
	n
	N
	%

	2008-09
	53
	72
	73.6%
	
	88
	316
	27.9%

	2009-10
	76
	93
	81.7%
	
	131
	351
	37.3%

	2010-11
	85
	92
	92.4%
	
	213
	345
	61.7%


Sample IV

Qualitative and quantitative research methodologies were employed at 20 after school sites funded through the ASSETs program. These high school sites were selected using stratified random sampling procedures in order to ensure their representativeness and the generalizability of the findings to the entire population of ASSETs after school sites in California. The research instruments were designed or adapted by the evaluation team with input from the CDE and after school community.
Instruments and data collection process. The research instruments were designed or adapted by the evaluation team with input from the CDE and the after school community. These instruments were developed to triangulate with the Sample III data and to provide more in-depth information concerning the structures and processes in the theoretical model (see Figure 1). Separate protocols were developed for use with the students, parents, site staff, site coordinators, program directors, and principals. Each of the instruments was tailored to the knowledge of the participant. For example, the parent survey had greater emphasis on external connections while the site coordinator instrument had greater emphasis on program goals and alignment. The first cycle of data collection, with 17 sites, took place from the winter to the summer of 2010. The second cycle of data collection, which included all 20 sites, took place from fall 2010 to the spring of 2011,

Adult surveys. Site coordinators, site staff, and parents were each surveyed once during the school year. The evaluation team mailed or hand-delivered the surveys to the sites along with the information sheets. The instruments were completed at the convenience of the participants and were mailed back or picked up by the evaluation team at the time of the site visits. Site coordinator and site staff surveys each asked questions about program satisfaction, program process, and community partnerships. Site coordinator surveys also asked questions about program goals. Parent surveys also asked questions about program satisfaction and process, as well as participation in the program. Adult surveys were designed to take approximately 30 minutes to complete.

Student surveys. The evaluation team sent parent permission forms to the site coordinators for distribution to the parents of students who participated in their program. The high school sites were given the option to have students complete their assent form (or consent form if age 18 or older) and surveys independently or have the evaluation team conduct the administration.
The student survey was adapted from the California Healthy Kids After School Program Survey Exit Survey (California Department of Education, 2005). The instrument measures student perceptions of program environment and positive youth development. More specifically, students were asked questions about program satisfaction, program process, their participation in the program, and the impact of the program on their learning and development. Student surveys were designed to take approximately 30 minutes to complete.

Principal, project director, and site coordinator interviews. Three different protocols were developed to elicit comments from the program directors, site coordinators, and principals. All protocols measured academic outcomes, positive youth development, program environment, program orientation, satisfaction, and unintended outcomes. The consent forms were hand delivered or sent electronically to the principals, project directors, and site coordinators. Once the consent forms were signed and returned, their interviews were conducted by telephone or in person. Each of these interviews lasted 30-60 minutes and were audio taped. All interviews were audio recorded and transcribed for later analysis.

Staff focus groups. Protocols were developed for use with the after school site staff. These protocols included questions on program satisfaction, program process, and community partnership. These focus groups were conducted at the time of the site visit. Site staff were asked to sign a consent form prior to the start of the focus group, which generally lasted 30 to 60 minutes. All focus groups were audio recorded and transcribed for later analysis.

Student focus groups. Protocols were developed for use with the student participants. The evaluation team sent parent permission forms to the coordinators at these sites for distribution. The evaluation team distributed the student assent forms (or consent forms) and conducted the focus groups at the time of their site visits. One or two focus groups were conducted per site, each consisting of about four to six students. These focus groups lasted about 30 to 60 minutes each and included questions about program satisfaction, program process, their participation in the program, and the impact of the program on their learning and development. All focus groups were audio recorded and transcribed for later analysis.

Observations. The After-School Activity Observation Instrument (AOI) developed by Vandell and colleagues (2004) was adapted with written permission from the authors. The instrument consists of a checklist of indicators observed, a ratings sheet, and questions to guide the taking of field notes. The instrument measures instructional features, positive youth development, program environment, and program orientation. After coordinating with the site coordinators, the evaluation team observed two to four activities at each site with the goal of seeing the major programmatic features. In addition, the evaluation team took field notes and completed rating sheets concerning the quality of the program structures and implementations.

Recruitment of participants. Sample IV sites included 20 high schools, representing 7 districts and 5 counties. All recruitment of sites was conducted by the evaluation staff, and permission was obtained from the districts and school principals to conduct surveys, focus groups, interviews, and observations. The after school programs assisted the evaluation staff to distribute and collect the site coordinator surveys, site staff surveys, parent surveys, and parent permission forms. Table 6 shows the specific number of participants who participated in the surveys, interviews, and focus groups.

Table 6

Sample IV Study Participants by Role
	Participants
	Surveys
	Interviews and focus groups

	Site staff
	
	

	Program directors
	--
	20

	Site coordinators
	18
	20

	Site staff
	124
	52

	Other Stakeholders
	
	

	Principals
	--
	19

	Students
	553
	111

	Parents
	477
	--


Note. In some instances individuals filled more than one role, such as site coordinator and program director, at a Sample IV site.
Sample Overlap and Representativeness in 2007-08
It should be noted that the four study samples are not mutually exclusive. Samples II, III, and IV are all subsamples of Sample I. Since data collection efforts differ across the samples, the amount of overlap in the samples allows the evaluation team to determine the extent to which the different data sources can be merged together to enhance subsequent analyses. Figure 3 depicts the extent to which the number of after school participants in each sample overlaps with the other samples. Approximately 97% of all Sample I participants are also in Sample II, while Sample III includes about 47% of all Sample I participants. About two-in-five Sample I participants are included in both Sample II and Sample III. For these students the evaluation team received student-level data from state and district sources, as well as, site-level data on program practices. About 5% of the Sample I participants are included in all the samples.
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Figure 3. Venn Diagram of After School Evaluation Study Samples (ASSETs/21st CCLC Participants). Area of each rectangle estimates the proportion of after school participants in each sample.
Table 7
Table Accompanying Figure 3

[image: image4.emf]Sample Category N % N %

Sample I Total 56,181 100% 152 100%

A. Sample I Exclusive 140 0% 4 3%

Sample II Total 54,770 97% 137 90%

B. Sample II Exclusive 24,127 43% 69 45%

D. Overlap II+III, minus F 21,957 39% 48 32%

E. Overlap II+IV 5,738 10% 15 10%

F. Overlap II+III+IV 2,948 5% 5 3%

Sample III Total 26,176 47% 64 42%

C. Sample III Exclusive 1,271 2% 11 7%

D. Overlap II+III, minus F 21,957 39% 48 32%

F. Overlap II+III+IV 2,948 5% 5 3%

Sample IV Total 8,686 15% 20 13%

E. Overlap II+IV, minus F 5,738 10% 15 10%

F. Overlap II+III+IV 2,948 5% 5 3%

Participants Schools


Note. More details on the data sources for the evaluation is summarized in Appendix A.

Human Subjects Approval

Upon completion of contract agreements with the CDE, the evaluation team took all necessary steps to obtain and maintain approval from the University of California, Los Angeles Office of Human Research Protection Program (UCLA OHRPP)
 concerning the appropriateness of the study procedures. Initial approval was obtained for Samples I through III on July 17, 2008. Approval of the study procedures for the pilot and the Sample IV data collection were initially obtained on October 6, 2009 and February 10, 2010, respectively.

Throughout the study years, the research staff maintained communication with UCLA OHRPP, staying up-to-date on all new and revised procedures concerning research with human subjects. This included having all existing and new research staff members complete the nationally recognized CITI (Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative) Training adopted by UCLA on March 31, 2009. The evaluation team also submitted yearly renewals and obtained approval for all changes in study procedures. The most recent renewals were obtained on December 14, 2011 for Sample IV and June 15, 2011 for Samples I through III. Furthermore, the human subjects approval for the Sample IV pilot was closed on September 29, 2010.
Chapter IV:
Analysis Approach

Different methodologies and data sources were employed to analyze the effect of after school participation and to answer the evaluation questions. The following describes the strategies and procedures used to clean the data sets, the analyses used to measure student achievement and behavioral outcomes, and the analyses used to describe the program structures and implementations. The same approach was used to analyze both Sample I and II, thus these two study samples are discussed together.
Sample I and Sample II Analysis

Different methodologies were employed to analyze the after school participation effect depending on the research questions, availability of data at a given time point, and types of outcome measures to be analyzed. There are two main sets of methodologies, one set used for the cross-sectional analysis, and one set used for the longitudinal analysis. Separate cross-sectional analyses were conducted for after school program participants who participated in 2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10. The analyses were designed to examine the after school participation effect on participants’ year-end academic and behavior outcomes within a given year of participation. All the Sample I and II results reported in the previous Annual Reports are based on the cross-sectional analysis, with the current final report including a chapter on the cross-sectional analysis results for the 2009-10 after school participants, along with the 2007-08 and 2008-09 after school participant cohorts (see Chapter X).

In this final report, with all three years of data available, we also conducted longitudinal analyses to examine the effect of after school participation on participants’ academic and behavior outcomes over the study’s three-year period (2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10). The longitudinal analyses focused on how after school participation over the three years altered a student’s outcome trajectory during the same three-year period. The detailed description of the methodologies for the cross-sectional analysis and longitudinal analysis is presented below.

Methods for Cross-Sectional Analysis
To examine the effect of after school participation on measurable outcomes, such as CST performance or attendance, it is necessary to know not only how participants fare on these outcomes, but also how they would have fared if they had not participated in an after school program (Holland, 1986; Morgan & Winship, 2007; Rubin, 2005; Schneider, Carnoy, Kilpatrick, Schmidt, & Shavelson, 2007). The first piece of information is discernable from available data. The second piece of information, however, is considered a counterfactual outcome that one cannot observe, but can estimate from data collected on non-participants. The extent to which non-participants provide an unbiased estimate of the counterfactual outcome for participants depends, in part, on similarities between participants and non-participants. The description of after school participants presented in the previous section suggests that participants and non-participants differ, on average, along some important characteristics (e.g., CST performance).

Using propensity score matching to create the comparison group. One increasingly popular method for estimating the counterfactual outcome from a pool of non-participants is to construct a comparison group based on each student’s predicted probability of selecting the treatment condition of interest (which in this case is after school participation). This approach, commonly called propensity score matching, has been shown to produce unbiased estimates of program effects when one can accurately estimate the selection process (Morgan & Winship, 2007; Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983). For this study the evaluation team employed propensity score matching techniques to construct a comparison group for Sample I participants. A two level hierarchical logistic regression model was constructed (Kim & Seltzer, 2007), including five school-level characteristics at level 2, and thirteen student-level characteristics at level 1. Interaction terms were also included at each level. A more detailed discussion of the model and the process used for identifying the comparison group for 2007-08 after school participants is included in the Year 1 annual report.
Once compatibility between the after school participants and comparison group students was established, the evaluation team employed regression analysis procedures to examine the effect of after school participation on participants’ year-long academic and behavior outcomes. Regression analysis was selected as the analysis procedure to estimate the effect of interest while adjusting for control variables. For the outcome measures that are continuous variables(CST, CAHSEE, and CELDT scale scores, school day attendance rate, and classroom behavior marks- we used ordinary-least square (OLS) multiple regression models. For binary, or dichotomous, outcome variables(being suspended or not and passing or failing each of the six physical fitness benchmarks(we used logistic regression models. Logistic regression is a special form of multiple regression that can be used to describe the relationship of several independent variables to a dichotomous dependent variable. The model is designed to predict the probability of an event occurring, which will always be some number between 0 and 1, given factors included in the model.
Additionally, regardless whether it was multiple regression or logistic regression, students’ prior year achievement was always controlled in the estimation model to account for any residual difference between participants and non-participants that were not adjusted for in the propensity score matching. Table 8 details the specific regression procedure used and what measures from prior years were included in the estimation for each outcome.
Table 8

Cross-Sectional Analysis: Type of Regression Analysis and Control Variables Used

	Outcome
	Type of regression
	Control variables

	ELA CST
	OLS Regression
	Prior year ELA CST scale score

	Math CST
	OLS Regression
	Prior year Math CST scale score

	ELA CAHSEE Scale Score
	OLS Regression
	Prior year ELA CST scale score

	Math CAHSEE Scale Score
	OLS Regression
	Prior year Math CST scale score

	ELA CAHSEE Passing/Fail Indicator
	Logistic Regression
	Prior year ELA CST scale score

	Math CAHSEE Passing/Fail Indicator
	Logistic Regression
	Prior year Math CST scale score

	CELDT
	OLS Regression
	Prior year overall CELDT scale score

	Physical Fitness
	Logistic Regression
	Prior year ELA CST scale score

	School Attendance
	OLS Regression
	Prior year ELA CST scale score and attendance rate

	School Suspension
	Logistic Regression
	Prior year ELA CST scale score and suspension indicator

	Classroom Behavior
	OLS Regression
	Prior year ELA CST scale score and classroom behavior marks


The cross-sectional analysis was applied to the 2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10 data estimating the effect of after school participation on students’ academic and behavior outcomes for overall participants and for frequent participants. The overall participants are those students who participated in after school program at least one day in a given year. Frequent participation for ASSETs programs was very difficult to define because of both the low attendance rates and the lack of a targeted number of participation days. Based on attendance patterns and our knowledge of high school programming (i.e., the prevalence of workshops and test prep), three weeks of programming, or 15 total days of attendance, was chosen as the cut-off to define frequent participants. Additionally, the cross-sectional analysis was also conducted for each of the subgroups (school location, gender, ethnicity, English proficiency levels, prior year CST performance levels, etc.).

Methods for Longitudinal Analysis

In addition to conducting the annual cross-sectional analyses, the evaluation team also examined the effect of after school participation (ASP) over the study’s three-year period (2007-08 to 2009-10). This section describes the methodological challenges the evaluation team encountered during the longitudinal analysis, the definition of the working sample analyzed, and the specific methodologies employed to analyze each of the outcome measures.

Defining the working sample. Estimating the effect of program participation over time called for a number of methodological decisions. The first question is in determination of the program effects of interest. Should the focus be on the participants who were in an after school program for all three years, for two years, or in any given year? Since we are ultimately interested in all combinations of program participation across the three years, the longitudinal analysis focused on how participation in ASSETs programs over the three years altered a student’s outcome trajectory during that three-year period.

Given an interest in participation effects that can change over the three-year period, the second decision was how to define program participation over a three-year period when students can enter or exit from an after school program each year. In other words, program participation status can vary across time. Furthermore, a student’s decision to enter or exit an after school program can be influenced by changes in program at the student’s school, the student’s prior experience with after school programs, and the student’s academic and behavior outcomes from the previous year. For example, after school participants in 2007-08 at a school whom discontinue their after school participation in 2008-09 are much less likely to attend a program in 2008-09. Similarly, students who transition from a middle school with an after school program in 2008-09 to a high school without an after school program in 2009-10, are much less likely to attend an after school program. Additionally, a student who attends an after school program in 2007-08 to raise mathematics achievement, may not attend the program in subsequent years if the student’s achievement is raised to a satisfactory level.

If time-varying program selection issues like those above are not addressed in the analysis, results may be biased. The specific methods we employed for the longitudinal analysis were tailored to address these potential biases and to meet the data availability and specifics of each outcome. For all outcomes, the analysis was restricted to schools that were part of Sample I in all three years. This ensures that changes in participation over time are not simply due to schools changing program availability, and that each student at the school has a non-zero probability of attending the after school program.

Additionally, for most outcomes we focused the analysis on students who were ninth graders in the 2007-08 STAR data. Following the 2007-08 ninth grade cohort through 2009-10, when they are eleventh graders, allows us to study the longitudinal effects of ASP for high school students. By restricting the analysis to students who remained in the same school during the three year period, our analysis focused on students who had the opportunity to either participate or not participate in an after school program each year.

Establishing the comparison group with propensity methods. After defining the working sample of students, the inverse-probability-of-treatment weighting (IPTW) and hierarchical modeling (HM) were utilized, and the example laid out by Hong & Raudenbush (2008) was followed to estimate the effects of time-varying instructional treatments for most of the outcome variables. The IPTW, or marginal structural model, method (Robins, Hernan & Brumback, 2000) weights students by the inverse of their predicted probability of selecting the treatment they actually received in a given year (i.e., participate in an after school program or not). By combining these weights over the three-year period, the evaluation team is able to adjust for differences in student’s propensity for program participation across the three years.

Similar to the propensity score matching method employed in the cross-sectional analyses for this study, the IPTW method uses an estimated propensity score as the predicted probability-of-treatment. Both methods are designed to control for the observed preexisting differences between participants and non-participants. The IPTW method, however, can effectively handle longitudinal situations where program participation can vary over time. To estimate the propensity score for the IPTW method, the evaluation team used a separate logistic regression HM for each outcome and year of interest. For a given year and outcome, the propensity for after school participation was estimated based on the following factors: outcomes in the prior year(s), prior year after school participation (if after the first year), gender, ethnicity, student with disability indicator, English language proficiency indicators, GATE status, and national school lunch program status. Additionally, the model intercept is allowed to vary across schools to account for school-level variation.

Based on the overall IPTW and HM strategy above, we tailored the longitudinal analysis for each outcome. The type of analysis for a given outcome was designed to address three main characteristics of each outcome analysis:

1. Whether the outcome is measured in each of the three study years (e.g., students take the CST each year);

2. Whether measurement of the outcome for a given student depends on the previous year’s outcome (e.g., students who score well on CELDT and get reclassified will not take CELDT in subsequent years); and

3. Whether a student’s program participation and having outcome measure information in the subsequent year depends on whether the student remains in the same school (e.g., students who transfer from school A with an after school program will not have the opportunity to participate in School A’s after school program in subsequent years).

Table 9 categorizes each outcome of interest based on these three analytic factors. Guided by these distinctions, the longitudinal analysis plan for each outcome is described below.

Table 9
Main factors dictating longitudinal analysis strategy for each outcome

	Outcome
	Factor 1
	Factor 2
	Factor 3

	CST
	Yes
	No
	No

	CELDT
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	CAHSEE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	School Attendance
	Yes
	No
	No

	School Suspension
	Yes
	No
	No

	Classroom Behavior
	Yes
	No
	No

	School Mobility
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Dropout
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Graduation
	No
	Yes
	Yes


Note: Physical fitness outcomes are not analyzed longitudinally as high school students are only tested in ninth grade.
It is important to keep in mind that regardless of the analytic methods employed, inferences about the causal effects of after school participation are limited by the fact that students and schools were not randomly assigned to after school programs or a comparison group. Without random assignment, our analytic adjustments for preexisting differences between participants and non-participants are limited to the available data. Our inability to capture potentially important factors such as student motivation and parental engagement could bias findings.

Analysis for outcomes measured every year: CST, school attendance, school suspension, and classroom behavior. Most of the outcomes we examined were measured every year. For Sample I, these outcomes include the ELA and mathematics CST. For Sample II, these outcomes include school day attendance, school suspension, and classroom behavior. The analysis of these outcomes focused on the ninth grade cohort in 2007-08 and followed them for three years. The analysis was restricted to students who remained in the same school during the three-year period to ensure that students had outcome measures for all three study years, plus outcomes for the baseline year (eighth grade), and had the opportunity to participate in the after school program each year.

Following Hong & Raudenbush (2008), this study used the estimated propensity scores to construct weights and ran weighted hierarchical growth models to estimate the effects of after school participation on each student’s outcome trajectory from baseline (ninth grade) through year three (eleventh grade). To facilitate both interpretation and computational feasibility of the hierarchical growth modeling approach, two main technical decisions were made.

First, examining program participation over a three year period means there are eight different combinations of after school participation patterns to study and even more types of effects if one considers the possibility of lagged effects over time. Analyzing all these effects is daunting from both a computational perspective and an interpretational perspective. Therefore, to facilitate the analysis we focused on five types of program effects:

· Three main effects (Year 1 participation on Year 1 outcomes, Year 2 participation on Year 2 outcomes, and Year 3 participation on Year 3 outcomes);

· The additional effect of participating in two consecutive years (Year 1 & Year 2 participation on Year 2 outcomes, or Year 2 & Year 3 participation on Year 3 outcomes); and

· The additional effect of participating in all three years (Year 1, Year 2 & Year 3 participation on Year 3 outcomes).

This approach allows us to estimate different main effects for each year. For simplicity, the evaluation team assume the two-consecutive-year effect is the same regardless of whether the effect is on Year 2 or Year 3 outcomes. Additionally, it is assumed that participation in a given year does not have an independent effect on outcomes in subsequent years. In other words, there is no lagged effect of participation. For example, this assumption means participation in Year 1 does not directly influence outcomes in Year 2 or Year 3. Note, however, that the growth modeling does account for Year 1 participation indirectly influencing Year 2 and Year 3 outcomes by influencing Year 1 outcomes. In other words, the growth model captures the indirect effect of Year 1 participation on later years. To help communicate the formulation of effects over the three-year period, the hypothesized relationships between after school participation and a given outcome are presented in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Path diagram for hypothesized relationships between ASP and outcomes over the three-year study period. Black arrows represent estimated ASP effects and grey arrows represent controls built into the IPTW and HM method. Dashed light-grey arrows represent possible lagged effects that are not included in the effect estimation models.

Second, a three-level hierarchical linear model was used to address the fact that outcome measures taken over time are nested within students and students are nested within schools. This allows the study to account for differences in student-level achievement at baseline and differences in trajectories during the three-year period. Additionally, the HM allows the study to account for differences in average baseline levels and trajectories across schools. Furthermore, the HM was specified to allow the treatment effect estimates to vary across schools. As a result, the effect estimates can be interpreted as the degree to which after school participation changes a student’s outcome trajectory within a given school compared to a similar student in the same school who did not have the same pattern of after school participation.

In the report, the discussion of findings for the longitudinal analysis focuses on the following four groups of students by their after school participation (ASP) status in the three-year period:

· No ASP during the three years;

· ASP in Year 1 only;

· ASP in Year 1 and Year 2 only; and

· ASP in all three years.

Analysis for outcomes measured every year but determine results in subsequent years: CELDT, CAHSEE, student mobility, and dropout. The outcomes examined in this section were measured every year and are a perfect determinant of outcomes and/or ASP in subsequent years. These outcomes include CELDT, ELA and mathematics CAHSEE, student mobility and dropout. The analysis of CELDT and mobility focused on the ninth grade cohort in 2007-08 and followed them for the last two years of the study
; the analysis of CAHSEE focused on the tenth grade cohort in 2007-08 and followed them for the last two years of the study
; the analysis of dropout focused on the tenth grade cohort in 2007-08 and followed them for the last two years of the study.
 This study restricted the analysis to students who remained in the same school during the three-year period to ensure that students had outcome measures for all three study years, plus outcomes for the baseline year (eighth or ninth grade respectively), and had the opportunity to participate in the after school program each year.

Longitudinal analyses of CELDT, CAHSEE, student mobility, and dropout measures are complicated because of the data structure. In the case of CELDT, which only tests English learners (EL) each year, a high enough CELDT score results in the EL’s reclassification. In subsequent years, the student is no longer considered an EL, and will not take the CELDT. Therefore, the analysis should not be limited to only those students who took the CELDT for three consecutive years. Such a decision would restrict the study to only those English learners who did not score high enough to be reclassified after the first or second year. This would provide biased estimates of after school participation (if ASP helps some English learners become reclassified). To account for this complication, the longitudinal analysis for English learners examines whether a student is reclassified or not over time, not on their CELDT scale scores as in the cross-sectional analysis.

Similarly for CAHSEE, once a student scores high enough in the CAHSEE tests (ELA and math) and passes the tests, the student will no longer need to take the CAHSEE tests again. Therefore, in the longitudinal analysis, we focus on estimating students’ passing rates in ELA and math CAHSEE tests.

The nature of student mobility and dropout as outcomes is similarly complicated. Let us consider school mobility complication for two students at school A. Student A attends school A as of October 1, 2007, and moves during the first year of the study (2007-08). This is akin to an EL gaining reclassification during the study’s first year. Thereafter, student A leaving school A will not be observed again. After student A moved away, there is no chance for him/her to participate in school A’s after school program and for the study to observe his/her subsequent mobility outcomes related to after school participation at School A.
 Also, student A cannot subsequently participate in school A’s after school program. In contrast, our student B stays with school A and does not change schools for our three year study period. In this case, student B has all relevant after school participation data. However, a proper analysis of student mobility must consider both students A and B. Thus, like with the analysis for CELDT, the analysis of student mobility should not be restricted to those students for whom the study has three consecutive years of data. The same description could be applied to explain the complexity of student dropout. If a student dropped out of school A, then there is not chance for him/her to participate in School A’s after school program in the subsequent years. The only difference is that for student dropout measure,
One analytical approach to such data structures is to study whether the event in question occurs by some arbitrary time (e.g., in our case, we could select the end of Year 3). However, such an approach is problematic. First, it discards information about the variation in time to event occurrence. For instance, such an approach precludes us from investigating a potentially interesting question like, “When do ELs receive reclassification?” Also, all interpretations of analysis results take on the awkward qualification, “given that the event occurred by the end of Year 3.”
To account for the complexity of CELDT, CAHSEE, student mobility, and dropout, outcome data, discrete-time survival analysis (Singer & Willett, 1993) were employed. This method accounts for the differences among students in time to event occurrence (i.e., CELDT reclassification and student departure).
With survival analysis, the probability of an event occurring in a given time period is modeled. For instance, the probability that an EL will be reclassified in a given year is modeled. The probabilities are necessarily conditional, since the probability of, for instance, reclassification is conditional on the event (i.e., reclassification) not having occurred in previous years. Regarding the form of the model, the probabilities are related to covariates, like after school participation, through a logit link function. In other words, our survival analysis is essentially a logistic regression model with specially structured data.

The survival analysis employed also allows great flexibility in modeling. An intercept can be included for each year of the study, since event occurrence may vary across years (e.g., perhaps more students leave their schools in one grade than in the other grades). Also, the model allows for time-varying covariates, like after school participation, as well as time-varying effects. Finally, since the survival analysis is functionally like logistic regression, it can account for the nested data via hierarchical modeling. For these reasons, discrete time hierarchical survival analysis is selected as an appropriate model for CELDT and student mobility.

To estimate the effect of after school participation on English proficiency reclassification over the three year period, our analysis is based on students who were classified as EL in the 2007-08 STAR file. Given that CELDT is administered at the beginning of the school year, the study estimate the effect of after school participation in a given year on the probability of reclassification in subsequent years. Reclassification is based on a student’s English proficiency designation as “Reclassified Fluent English Proficient” (RFEP) in the 2008-09 and 2009-10 STAR files. This allows the study to estimate three types of after school participation effects:

· Two main effects: Year 1 participation on reclassification in Year 2, and Year 2 participation on reclassification in Year 3.

· The additional effect of participating in two consecutive years (Year 1 & Year 2 participation on Year 3 outcomes).

To estimate the effect of after school participation on student mobility and dropout over the three year period, the students were followed based on their designated school in the 2007-08 STAR file. Data on student mobility and dropout come from CSIS exit/completion data.
 Given that students can transfer schools or dropout at any given time during a school year, this study estimate the effect of after school participation in a given year on the probability of student mobility/dropout in subsequent years. Using the CSIS data, students who transferred and dropped from their 2007-08 schools during the 2008-09 or 2009-10 school year were identified (where school years are defined as July 1st thru June 30th). This allows the study to estimate three types of ASP effects, parallel to those for CELDT:

· Two main effects: Year 1 participation on student mobility/dropout in Year 2, and Year 2 participation on student mobility/dropout in Year 3.

· The additional effect of participating in two consecutive years (Year 1 & Year 2 participation on Year 3 outcomes).

To estimate the effect of after school participation on students’ ELA and math CAHSEE passing rates over the three year period, the analysis is based on students who were enrolled as tenth graders in the 2007-08 STAR file. Given that the tenth graders can only take the CAHSEE in the February or March administration, the effect of after school participation in a given year is estimated on the probability of student passing CAHSEE in the same year. Specifically, this study estimate the following five types of after school participation effects:

· Three main effects (Year 1 participation on Year 1 outcome, Year 2 participation on Year 2 outcome, and Year 3 participation on Year 3 outcome);

· The additional effect of participating in two consecutive years (Year 1 & Year 2 participation on Year 2 outcome, or Year 2 & Year 3 participation on Year 3 outcome); and

· The additional effect of participating in all three years (Year 1, Year 2 & Year 3 participation on Year 3 outcome).

For EL reclassification, student mobility, and dropout analysis, the possible pre-existing differences in after school participation and non-participating students are accounted for by using the IPTW method described above. Then, survival analysis is used to estimate time-specific effects. The discussion of findings for the discrete-time survival analysis HM of CELDT reclassification, student mobility, and dropout focuses on the following four groups of students according to their after school exposure:

· No participation during the two years;

· Participation in Year 1 only;
· Participation in Year 2 only; and
· Participation in Year 1 and Year 2.
The discussion of findings for the discrete-time survival analysis HM of CAHSEE passing rates focuses on the following four groups of students according to their after school exposure:

· No participation during the three years;

· Participation in Year 1 only;
· Participation in Years 1 and 2 only; and
· Participation in all three years.
Analysis for outcomes not measured every year: Graduation. Graduation is the outcome that was not measured every year while being influenced by a student’s previous year’s outcomes and previous year’s after school participation status. This study estimate the effect of after school participation on student graduation in twelfth grade in 2009-10 by basing the analysis on students who were enrolled as tenth graders in the 2007-08 STAR file. The following five types of after school participation effects are estimated:

· Three main effects (Year 1 participation on Year 3 outcome, Year 2 participation on Year 3 outcome, and Year 3 participation on Year 3 outcome);

· The additional effect of participating in two consecutive years (Year 1 & Year 2 participation on Year 3 outcome, or Year 2 & Year 3 participation on Year 3 outcome); and

· The additional effect of participating in all three years (Year 1, Year 2 & Year 3 participation on Year 3 outcome).

For graduation analysis, the possible pre-existing differences in after school participation and non-participating students are accounted for by using the IPTW method described above. Then, survival analysis are used to estimate time-specific effects. The discussion of findings for the discrete-time survival analysis HM of CELDT reclassification and student graduation focuses on the following four groups of students according to their participation pattern:

· No ASP during the three years;

· ASP in Year 1 only;

· ASP in Year 1 and Year 2 only; and

· ASP in all three years.

Sample III Analysis

Each year, following the formal closure of the online questionnaires, the evaluation team cleaned and prepared the data sets for analysis. Issues handled by the evaluation team included inconsistencies (or missing responses) concerning the grantee names, site names, and/or CDS codes. Open-ended responses were also coded and subgroup variables assigned.
Sample III sites were classified by three subgroups. First, they were classified by their geographic location (urbanicity) with a city, suburb, or town/rural area. Second, they were classified by the type of grantee through whom they were funded. These included school districts, county offices of education (COE), community-based organizations/nonprofits (CBO), and other types of grantees (e.g., college or university, charter school or agency, city or county agency). Third, they were classified by the CDE region in which they were located. Once this process was completed, each year the responses were entered into individual grantee profiles. At the end of the 2010-11 school year, these programs were sorted by their program characteristics in order to allow for further in-depth analyses.

Descriptive Analysis

Descriptive analyses were conducted in order to present the frequencies of the different program structures and implementations. Overall frequencies as well as subgroup frequencies were calculated for the four subgroups. Correlation analyses between some of the structure and implementation variables were also conducted. Preliminary descriptive analyses of the Sample III data can be found in the annual and descriptive reports.

Linking of the Sample I and Sample III Data Sets

In order to investigate the effect of the program structures and implementations on student achievement outcomes, the evaluation team merged the Sample III and Sample I data sets for 2009-10. Student-level data included, but was not limited to, school participation status and school achievement outcome data. As with the primary analyses of the Sample I and II data, propensity score matching was used to identify compatible comparison groups.

More specifically, given the hierarchical structure of the data (students are nested within schools), a two-level hierarchical linear model (HLM) was employed to further estimate the treatment effect of 2009-10 Sample III after school participation for two main reasons. First, the use of HLM solves potential problems of misleading small standard errors for treatment effect estimates and failing to detect between-site heterogeneity in program effects (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002; Seltzer, 2004; Snijders & Bosker, 1999). Secondly, the study also seeks to determine how school characteristics may explain variation in the effectiveness of its after school programs. Group effects can be important because students with the same characteristics may derive discrepant benefits from different after school programs. Thus, in these analyses after school program characteristics extracted from the After School Profile Questionnaires were considered in the HLM model; the school-level group effects of after school program participants and non-participants were examined separately.

Similar to the annual cross-sectional analyses, these analyses estimated the effect of after school participation for each outcome variable by adjusting for students’ prior year’s test scores. For Math and English-language arts (ELA) CST, the corresponding 2008-09 score was included as the control variable at the student-level, as well as a variable to indicate whether a student in the cohort was an after school participant or a non-participant (comparison). The coefficient of interest in this section is the interaction between school level characteristics and after school participation on the outcome (e.g. performance on CST ELA or CST Math). The methodological process was conducted in two primary phases.

Phase I Analysis

School-level group effects were examined with a focus on existing group differences between participants and non-participants; this was predetermined by the prior year outcome measure (2008-09). For example, when modeling 2009-10 Math CST outcomes, school level indicators of Math CST performance from 2008-09 were examined. Each model included two school-level indicators as follows:

· the school mean score of the outcome variable from the prior year, across both participants and non-participants;

· the group difference between participants and non-participants in the outcome measure from the prior year;

Similar to the cross sectional and longitudinal analyses, the propensity score method is used. It is noted here again that though propensity matching is one of the most important innovations in producing valid matches in the absence of random assignment and has been applied widely in various research studies (e.g. Dehejia & Wahba, 2002; Smith & Todd, 2005; Trujillo, Portillo, & Vernon, 2005), this method has drawbacks as well. For example, although inclusion of propensity scores can reduce large biases, significant biases may still remain since it cannot match subjects on un-measureable contextual variables, such as motivation, parent and family characteristics (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).

In this study, there are two major limitations with the propensity methodology. This chapter aimed to indirectly address these limitations with the analytical approach that takes the after school program characteristics into consideration. As alluded to the above, one limitation is that this study lacks information regarding activities the non-participants may have engaged in during the after school hours. An additional complication is the likelihood that these alternative activities for non-participants may vary substantially across different school sites. Secondly, as pointed out in Shadish et al. (2002), there may be other important contextual differences between non-participants and participants that are not reflected in the available data. While one cannot directly measure un-available data or alternative activities for non-participants, one can examine if program sites that were located in schools with substantial existing differences between participants and non-participants, impact academic performance differently than sites where participants and non-participants were more similar. If these differences exist, it is likely that the after school participation effect is influenced by some unknown contextual differences within the student populations, rather than the quality of implementation of the Sample III program sites. Thus, in this section, the analyses control for existing group differences between participants and non-participants to explore the interaction effects on after school program participation and academic achievement.

Phase II Analysis

During this phase, all the after school program characteristics gathered during the Sample III data collection were examined. Each possible interaction variable was tested, one at a time, to determine if the interaction between school characteristics and after school participation had a statistically significant effect on the outcome of interest. Additionally, this phase also tested whether additional school differences, beyond those found in Phase I, existed for urbanicity, region, or grantee type (see Chapter V for descriptions of these subgroups). Two full sets of analyses are presented, one for all after school participants and one for frequent participants.

More specifically, the school characteristics explored in Phase II included survey counts from program structure and implementation topics (see Chapters VI through VIII for more details) encompassing: Recruitment techniques, populations targeted, student recruitment and retention issues, academic activities, non-academic activities, staff recruitment, staff retention, four professional development (PD) focuses, three community involvement focuses, and goals met or progressed from 2008 to 2010. The sub-areas within professional development included items related to who was offered PD, who provided the PD, as well as the types and topics of PD that were offered. Community involvement survey counts were explored separately based on the role played by Local Education Agencies, parents, and other community members. The relative emphasis that the program sites placed on academic achievement, homework assistance, and tutoring as compared to non-academic enrichment were also examined. Finally, a few important teacher and staff indicators were tested, including the presence of any credentialed teachers, the ratio of credentialed site staff to non-credentialed site staff (paraprofessionals or instructional aides) and the turnover rate of all site staff. All non-binary indicators were standardized for conformity and ease in interpreting results. Binary (zero or one) indicators, which include the targeting of students at-risk due to emotional/behavioral issues, the presence of any credentialed site staff, and the offering of the specific academic activity for the outcome variable being modeled (i.e., math or language arts), remained un-standardized.

Sample IV Analysis

Qualitative and quantitative analyses were conducted on the Sample IV data.
Qualitative Analysis

Interviews and focus groups were taped using digital video recorders, assigned an ID code, transcribed, and analyzed using Atlas.ti qualitative data analysis software.
 Based on the grounded theory approach (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), data were analyzed on three different levels (Miles & Huberman, 1994).
 At the first level of analysis, data were categorized according to the constructs identified in the literature (see Figure 1 for the theoretical model). Members of the evaluation team developed codes independently, after which they met to develop the final list of codes and their definitions. Based on the established codes and definitions, members of the evaluation team coded transcripts until reliability was achieved ( = .88). At the second level of analyses, emergent themes across stakeholders were examined for each after school site. Finally, at the third level of analysis, emergent themes by group (i.e., all high school sites) were identified. This involved the use of constant comparison methods (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) in an iterative process.

Descriptive Analysis

Survey responses were assigned IDs and scanned by the evaluation team using Remark as they were collected. Open-ended responses were analyzed using the coding system developed for the qualitative data analysis. Close-ended survey items, as well as the observation checklists and ratings were analyzed using descriptive statistics, means, and correlations. Preliminary analyses of the Sample IV data can be found in the 2009-10 and 2010-11 annual reports.

Sample IV student survey responses were also analyzed for key features of positive youth development that existed at the sites and possible student outcomes associated with these features. To examine the association between these variables, four constructs (i.e., academic benefits, socio-emotional competence, life skills and knowledge, and future aspirations) were created using a composite score comprised of the means of items included in each construct.
 These constructs were then averaged across students by school and separated into three categories: Lesser (1 – 2.499), Moderate (2.5 – 3.499), and Strong (3.5 – 4). Overall program ratings from the activity observations, which ranged from one to seven, were then separated into two categories: Lower (3 – 4) and Higher (5 – 6). Kendall’s Tau-C
 was then employed to explore the associations between program ratings and youth outcomes at the observed programs. These analysis procedures were designed to measure program quality indicators and students’ perceived outcomes.

The demographics of the four study samples are presented in the next chapter.

Chapter V:
Sample Demographics
Since ASSETs programs target lower-income students, participants are more likely to be underrepresented minorities and to have fewer financial resources at home. This chapter provides a descriptive overview of student characteristics by data sample. Demographics for two student cohorts across the first three years of the study are presented for Samples I and II. In contrast, results across stakeholders for the final year of the study are presented for Samples III and IV.
Sample I

In selecting a sample for the three-year longitudinal study, the evaluation team followed two cohorts of students – students who were in ninth grade or tenth grade in 2007-08. Participants and non-participants of the ASSETs after school programs were matched based on grade level, gender, race/ethnicity, English classification, parent education, and other socioeconomic indicators, such as Title I and National School Lunch Program (NSLP). The longitudinal methodology section in Chapter IV of this report explains the matching process in detail. A comparison of student characteristics between after school participants and non-participants for the ninth grade and tenth grade cohorts by sample across the 2007-08 through 2009-10 school years are reflected in Tables 10 and 11.
Within Sample I, the number of participants in the ninth grade cohort increased across the three years. While less than one-third (32%) participated during 2007-08, about half participated during 2008-09 (51%), and more than half (58%) participated in the ASSETs program during 2009-10. Despite these changes in sample size, the composition of the ninth grade cohort after school participants and their matched counterparts did not differ substantively across the three years.

Table 10

Profile of Ninth grade Cohort Across Years by Participation (Student Characteristics) in Sample I

	
	Year 1 (2007-08)
	
	Year 2 (2008-09)
	
	Year 3 (2009-10)

	Student Characteristics
	Non-Part.
	Part.
	Non-Part.
	Part.
	Non-Part.
	Part.

	Number of students
	19,449
	9,120
	14,505
	14,064
	12,127
	16,442

	Female
	50%
	50%
	49%
	51%
	49%
	51%

	Race/Ethnicity 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	African American/Black
	7%
	8%
	7%
	8%
	6%
	9%

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	11%
	8%
	11%
	10%
	11%
	10%

	Hispanic/Latino
	72%
	75%
	73%
	73%
	74%
	72%

	White
	8%
	8%
	8%
	8%
	8%
	8%

	Other
	2%
	2%
	2%
	2%
	2%
	2%

	English lang. classification
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English only
	28%
	27%
	26%
	29%
	25%
	30%

	I-FEP
	9%
	9%
	8%
	10%
	8%
	10%

	R-FEP
	43%
	42%
	44%
	42%
	44%
	42%

	English learner
	20%
	22%
	22%
	19%
	23%
	19%

	Parent Education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College degree
	12%
	10%
	12%
	11%
	11%
	12%

	Some college
	13%
	13%
	13%
	13%
	13%
	13%

	High school grad
	21%
	22%
	21%
	22%
	21%
	21%

	Less than high school grad
	26%
	30%
	28%
	27%
	28%
	27%

	No response
	27%
	26%
	27%
	26%
	27%
	27%

	Title I
	81%
	88%
	84%
	83%
	84%
	83%

	NSLP
	76%
	80%
	76%
	78%
	76%
	78%

	Student w/ Disabilities
	5%
	5%
	6%
	5%
	6%
	5%

	GATE
	16%
	18%
	16%
	17%
	16%
	17%


In examining CAHSEE achievement, student persistence, and graduation, ASSETs participants in tenth grade were matched with their non-participating counterparts based on student characteristics in the initial year of the study (2007-08) for survival analysis (see Chapter IV for details).
For the Sample I tenth grade cohort, about a third (33%) of the students were participants in the ASSETs program. Participants and non-participants did not differ substantively in race/ethnicity, English Language classification, or parent education. After school participants were more likely to receive Title I funding (84% vs 78%) and be eligible for NSLP (73% vs 68%).
Table 11

Profile of Tenth grade Cohort by Participation (Student Characteristics) in Sample I

	 
	Year 1 (2007-08)

	 
	Non-Part.
	Part

	Number of students
	28,482
	14,306

	Female
	49%
	51%

	Race/Ethnicity 
	
	

	African American/Black
	10%
	11%

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	11%
	9%

	Hispanic/Latino
	68%
	70%

	White
	9%
	9%

	Other
	1%
	1%

	English lang. classification
	
	

	English only
	34%
	34%

	I-FEP
	9%
	9%

	R-FEP
	36%
	36%

	English learner
	21%
	21%

	Parent Education
	
	

	College degree
	10%
	9%

	Some college
	13%
	13%

	High school grad
	19%
	20%

	Less than high school grad
	24%
	27%

	No response
	34%
	31%

	Title I
	78%
	84%

	NSLP
	68%
	73%

	Student w/ Disabilities
	8%
	7%

	GATE
	12%
	13%


Sample II

Sample II was conducted on a subset of Sample I data collected from 30 representative districts based on selection criteria discussed in Chapter III. Table 12 presents a comparison of student characteristics between after school participants and non-participants for the ninth grade cohort in Sample II across the three years of the study.

Table 12

Profile of Ninth grade Cohort Across Years by Participation (Student Characteristics) in Sample II

	
	Year 1 (2007-08)
	Year 2 (2008-09)
	Year 3 (2009-10)

	Student Characteristics
	Non-Part.
	Part.
	Non-Part.
	Part.
	Non-Part.
	Part.

	Number of students
	4,398
	2,686
	3,165
	3,919
	2,599
	4,485

	Female
	50%
	51%
	50%
	51%
	49%
	51%

	Race/Ethnicity 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	African American/Black
	9%
	11%
	9%
	11%
	8%
	11%

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	21%
	15%
	20%
	18%
	21%
	17%

	Hispanic/Latino
	57%
	61%
	61%
	57%
	60%
	58%

	White
	10%
	12%
	9%
	12%
	9%
	11%

	Other
	3%
	2%
	3%
	3%
	3%
	3%

	English lang. classification
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English only
	38%
	38%
	35%
	41%
	35%
	40%

	I-FEP
	11%
	11%
	10%
	12%
	10%
	11%

	R-FEP
	33%
	31%
	34%
	30%
	34%
	31%

	English learner
	19%
	20%
	22%
	17%
	21%
	18%

	Parent Education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College degree
	13%
	12%
	12%
	13%
	12%
	13%

	Some college
	16%
	16%
	15%
	17%
	16%
	16%

	High school grad
	24%
	24%
	24%
	23%
	25%
	23%

	Less than high school grad
	25%
	26%
	26%
	25%
	27%
	25%

	No response
	22%
	23%
	23%
	22%
	20%
	23%

	Title I
	67%
	83%
	71%
	75%
	65%
	78%

	NSLP
	74%
	79%
	77%
	75%
	76%
	76%

	Student w/ Disabilities
	5%
	6%
	6%
	5%
	6%
	5%

	GATE
	25%
	25%
	23%
	26%
	24%
	25%


As with Sample I, there was an increase in the number of ASSETs participants across the three years. In 2007-08, a little more than a third (38%) of the cohort participated in ASSETs. In contrast, during 2008-09 almost half (45%) of the students were participants and in 2009-10 nearly two-thirds of the sample (63%) were participants in the ASSETs program. Within this sample, the composition of the ninth grade cohort after school participants and their matched counterparts were generally the same across the three study years. Participants and non-participants do not differ substantively in race/ethnicity, English Language classification, or parents education. However, participants were more likely to receive Title I funding (67% vs 83% in 2007-08, 71% vs 75% in 2008-09, and 65% vs 78% in 2009-10).
Sample III

For Sample III, basic program structures including funding sources and subgroups are presented. Since this sample was largest in 2010-11, tables and figures represent this school year unless otherwise specified. For more detailed yearly results, please refer to the Annual Reports and The Profiling Descriptive Reports.

Funding Sources
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Across the three years, funding sources for the programs were consistent (see Figure 5). During each year, over half of the grantees received both ASSETs and K-9 funding (ASES and/or 21st CCLC). In addition, approximately 40% were funded solely by the ASSETs program.
Figure 5. Overall funding of grantees during 2008-09 (n = 72), 2009-10 (n = 93), and 2010-11 (n = 92).

In perspective to the funding streams, the distribution of the questionnaires was similar (see Table 13). For example, except for the 2008-09 school year, the percentage of grantees funded solely by the ASSETs program was approximately one-third. Distributions were even more similar for the after school sites, with results differing by less than 2% across the three school years.

Table 13
Sample III Results for Participation by Type of Funding (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	Year
	n
	ASSETs only
	ASSETs & K-9

	Grantee level
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	53
	43.4%
	56.6%

	
2009-10
	76
	32.9%
	67.1%

	
2010-11
	85
	36.5%
	63.5%

	Site level
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	88
	97.7%
	2.3%

	
2009-10
	131
	97.7%
	2.3%

	
2010-11
	213
	95.8%
	4.2%


Sample IV

Sample IV students, parents, site staff, and site coordinators were surveyed about their demographic information during the 2010-11 school year.
Student Demographics

During 2010-11, female and male students were almost equally represented (see Table 14). The majority of students were in eleventh or twelfth grade, with smaller percentages of tenth and ninth graders also participating. The ages of the students was fairly evenly distributed between those who were under 16 to those who were 17 (under 16 = 26.3%, 16 = 29.9%, 17 = 32.3%). In addition, a small percentage of students were 18 or older (11.5%). More than half of participants were Hispanic/Latino, with the remaining students identifying themselves as Asian/Pacific Islander, African American/Black, White, Native American/Alaskan Native, or Other. Almost all of the students spoke some English and over half spoke Spanish. Small percentages of students also spoke Tagalog, Chinese, Vietnamese, or Other languages.
Table 14

Sample IV Student Survey Participant Demographics (2010-11)

	
	n
	High school students

	Gender
	
	

	Female
	546
	46.3%

	Male
	546
	53.7%

	Grade level
	
	

	Ninth
	548
	14.1%

	Tenth
	548
	22.1%

	Eleventh
	548
	34.1%

	Twelfth
	548
	29.7%

	Race/ethnicity (alone or in combination)
	
	

	African American/Black
	550
	15.3%

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	550
	15.8%

	Hispanic/Latino
	550
	64.7%

	White
	550
	6.7%

	Native American/Alaskan Native
	550
	2.0%

	Other
	550
	5.3%

	Language (alone or in combination)
	
	

	Chinese
	551
	1.5%

	English
	551
	93.6%

	Spanish
	551
	58.3%

	Tagalog
	551
	2.9%

	Vietnamese
	551
	1.1%

	Other
	551
	12.9%


Most of the students stated that they attended school regularly and more than half of the students attended the after school program four or five days per week. Almost all attended the same school and approximately half attended the same after school program they were in during the prior year. Only one-quarter attended a different after school program during the prior year (see Table 15).

Table 15

Sample IV Student Survey Reports Concerning School and After School Program Attendance During the Prior School Year (2010-11)

	Attendance history
	n
	High school students

	Attended the same school 
	552
	80.1%

	Attended the same after school program 
	550
	51.8%

	Attended another after school program 
	549
	27.0%


Over half of the respondents stated that they earned mostly As or Bs or better (see Table 16). Furthermore, only about 10% indicated that they received mostly Cs or worse. Considering these students were recruited from low-performing schools, this student population appeared to be performing better than expected.
Table 16

Sample IV Student Survey Reports Concerning Grades Received (2010-11)

	Reported grades
	High School (n = 541)

	Mostly As
	14.4%

	Mostly As or Bs
	37.7%

	Mostly Bs
	11.5%

	Mostly Bs or Cs
	26.1%

	Mostly Cs
	5.7%

	Mostly Cs or Ds
	3.5%

	Mostly Ds or Fs
	1.1%


Parent Demographics
During 2010-11, 477 parents or guardians participated in the Sample IV parent survey. Most of the parents who responded (n = 453) were mothers (75.9%), followed by fathers (19.2%). The remaining respondents were grandparents, guardians, or other (4.9%). About two-thirds of the participants (n = 473) were Hispanic/Latino (67.4%), while the remaining parents identified themselves as Black (17.5%), Asian/Pacific Islander (9.7%), White (5.5%), Other (3.0%), and Native American/Alaskan Native (.6%). Of the parents who stated their language (n = 476), most spoke Spanish (63.9%) or English (56.5%). Additional languages spoken included Tagalog (1.7%), Vietnamese (1.1%), Chinese (.2%) and Other (8.2%). According to the parents who responded (n = 453), 83.2% of their children who attended the program received free or reduced lunch. Their children (n = 473) were in ninth grade (18.4%), tenth grade (24.3%), eleventh grade (37.4%), and twelfth grade (29.8%).

Site Coordinator Characteristics

During the 2010-11 school year, 18 site coordinators participated in the survey. There were more female (61.1%) than male (38.9%) staff members. More than half of the site coordinators who reported their age (n = 17) were between 26 and 45 years of age (64.7%). Site coordinators identified themselves as Hispanic/Latino (38.9%), White (27.8%), Black (16.7%)%), and Other (16.7%). The majority spoke English (83.3%), while half spoke Spanish (50.0%),
Site Staff Characteristics

During the 2010-11 school year, 124 site staff members participated in the survey. Similar percentages of site staff (n = 122) were male (52.5%) and female (47.5%). About half of staff members (49.1%) were between 22 and 35 years of age. Less than half of the respondents who reported their ethnicity (n = 123) were Hispanic/Latino (45.5%), while the remaining staff identified themselves as White (33.3%), Black (10.6%), Asian/Pacific Islander (12.2%), Native American/Alaskan Native (6.5%), and Other (5.7%). These site staff members (n = 123) spoke English (94.3%), Spanish (48.8%), Tagalog (2.4%), Vietnamese (1.6%), Chinese (.8%) and Other (10.6%).

Sample III and Sample IV Subgroups and Distributions
Definitions

Subgroup analyses were conducted on the Sample III and Sample IV data sets to determine if there were differential program structures or implementations. The three subgroups examined included the following:
Region. The After School Programs Office at the CDE established the Regional After School Technical Assistance System to support the ASES and 21st CCLC grantees and after school sites in California. This support system is composed of the 11 service regions of the California County Superintendents Educational Services Association (CCSESA).
 Each regional office serves between one and ten counties depending upon population density. Results by region will only be presented when they played a significant role in the findings.

Grantee type. The grantee classifications were derived from the system developed for the Profile and Performance Information Collection System (PPICS) to profile the 21st CCLC grants across the United States. The four types used in the analyses include school districts, county offices of education (COE), community-based organizations and other nonprofits (CBO), and other grantee types. Other types included colleges or universities, charter schools or agencies, and city or county agencies. As with the region subgroups, results by grantee type will only be presented when they played a significant role in the findings.

Urbanicity. Urbanicity is a variable to classify after school sites by their geographic location within a city, suburb, or town/rural area. The classification system used was derived from a system developed by the U.S. Department of Education Institute of Education Sciences (see http://nces_ed.gov/ccd/rural_locales.asp for more information).

Distribution of the Sample III and IV Sites

Distribution of the Sample III sites across the subgroups varied (see Table 17). One of the biggest differences was found for the grantee types with most sites being funded through a school district. Only about one-fifth of the participating sites were funded through a COE or CBO and only 3.3% were funded though other types of grantees. In regards to urbanicity, moderately more sites were located in cities than in suburbs or town/rural areas. Likewise, moderately more sites were located in region 11 than in any other region.

Table 17
Sample III Site Level Participation by Subgroup (2010-11)

	Subgroups
	n
	School district
(n = 16)
	COE
(n = 39)
	CBO
(n = 51)
	Other
(n = 7)
	Total
(n = 213)

	CDE regions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Region 1
	1
	0.9%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.5%

	
Region 2
	9
	6.0%
	5.1%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	4.2%

	
Region 3
	6
	4.3%
	2.6%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	2.8%

	
Region 4
	34
	25.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	71.4%
	16.0%

	
Region 5
	10
	4.3%
	0.0%
	9.8%
	0.0%
	4.7%

	
Region 6
	8
	3.4%
	10.3%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	3.8%

	
Region 7
	22
	7.8%
	30.8%
	0.0%
	14.3%
	10.3%

	
Region 8
	1
	0.9%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.5%

	
Region 9
	39
	6.9%
	51.3%
	21.6%
	0.0%
	18.3%

	
Region 10
	8
	6.0%
	0.0%
	2.0%
	0.0%
	3.8%

	
Region 11
	75
	34.5%
	0.0%
	66.7%
	14.3%
	35.2%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	118
	58.6%
	25.6%
	70.6%
	57.1%
	55.4%

	
Suburb
	57
	25.0%
	28.2%
	29.4%
	28.6%
	26.8%

	
Town/rural
	38
	16.4%
	46.2%
	0.0%
	14.3%
	17.8%

	Total
	213
	54.5%
	18.3%
	23.9%
	3.3%
	100.0%


Greater variation was found when looking at the distribution of the Sample IV sites (see Table 18). While Region 11 had 10 sites randomly selected for participation, the majority of the regions did not have any sites selected. The same was true for grantee type, with three-quarters of the sites being funded through a school district and none being funded through the other grantee type. In contrast, all urbanicity areas were represented with most being located in the cities and only one being located in a town/rural area.

Table 18
Sample IV Participation by Subgroup (2010-11)

	Subgroups
	n
	School district
(n = 15)
	COE
(n = 3)
	CBO
(n = 2)
	Total
(n = 20)

	CDE regions
	
	
	
	
	

	
Region 3
	1
	6.7%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	5.0%

	
Region 4
	4
	26.7%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	20.0%

	
Region 7
	3
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	15.0%

	
Region 9
	2
	6.7%
	0.0%
	50.0%
	10.0%

	
Region 11
	10
	60.0%
	0.0%
	50.0%
	50.0%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	17
	93.3%
	33.3%
	100.0%
	85.0%

	
Suburb
	2
	6.7%
	33.3%
	0.0%
	10.0%

	
Town/rural
	1
	0.0%
	33.3%
	0.0%
	5.0%

	Total
	20
	75.0%
	15.0%
	10.0%
	100.0%


Grantee Size

Size was calculated for all grantees who were funded during 2010-11, as well as for the grantees who had sites participate in Sample III. Overall grantee size varied during the final year of the study (see Figure 6). Over half of the grantees were funded to serve one or two sites. Furthermore, just over one-quarter of the sites served 3 to 19 sites. In contrast, only 11.58% of the grantees served 20 or more sites. The distribution of the Sample III sites showed differences. For example, moderately more grantees had one site participate in Sample III. Furthermore, a small decrease was found in the percentage of grantees that had 20 or more sites in Sample III.
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Figure 6. Number of After School Sites per Grantee (2010-11).
The sizes of the grantees varied by region and type (see Table 19). Grantees in Regions 9 and 11 had higher averages for funded sites and for Sample III sites. In contrast, the regions with the fewest grantees (Regions 1 and 8) had the highest average funded sites, but the lowest average number of Sample III sites. Grantees that were school districts also had a higher average number of funded sites, but a lower average number of Sample III sites. Furthermore, five of the regions and the school district grantee type had at least one grantee with 50 funded sites.

Table 19
Number of After School Sites per Grantee by Subgroup (2010-11)

	
	All High School Sites
	
	Sample III High School Sites

	Subgroup
	Grantees
	M (SD)
	Min
	Max
	
	Grantees
	M (SD)
	Min
	Max

	CDE region
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Region 1
	2
	25.50 (34.65)
	1
	50
	1
	1.00 (0.00)
	1
	1

	
Region 2
	3
	2.67 (1.16)
	2
	4
	3
	3.00 (1.73)
	2
	5

	
Region 3
	7
	2.57 (2.23)
	1
	7
	4
	1.50 (0.58)
	1
	2

	
Region 4
	22
	3.00 (3.84)
	1
	16
	14
	2.43 (3.11)
	1
	13

	
Region 5
	5
	2.60 (1.34)
	1
	4
	5
	2.00 (1.41)
	1
	4

	
Region 6
	4
	2.75 (1.50)
	1
	4
	4
	2.00 (1.41)
	1
	4

	
Region 7
	14
	9.57 (17.34)
	1
	50
	8
	2.75 (3.15)
	1
	10

	
Region 8
	1
	50.00 (0.00)
	50
	50
	1
	1.00 (0.00)
	1
	1

	
Region 9
	11
	10.18 (16.24)
	1
	50
	10
	4.00 (6.06)
	1
	21

	
Region 10
	7
	2.14 (1.46)
	1
	5
	5
	1.40 (0.55)
	1
	2

	
Region 11
	19
	16.11 (21.18)
	1
	50
	14
	5.36 (7.24)
	1
	27

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
School district
	58
	11.02 (18.17)
	1
	50
	40
	2.80 (4.41)
	1
	27

	
COE
	9
	6.89 (10.30)
	1
	33
	7
	5.71 (7.48)
	1
	21

	
CBO
	19
	3.47 (4.09)
	1
	18
	15
	3.47 (3.66)
	1
	15

	
Other
	9
	1.89 (1.05)
	1
	3
	7
	1.29 (0.49)
	1
	2

	Total
	95
	8.25 (15.03)
	1
	50
	69
	3.09 (4.47)
	1
	27


Note: Only grantees that had at least one site complete a Part B questionnaire were included in the Sample III calculations.

It is also interesting to note that the other grantee type had the smallest average number of funded sites and Sample III sites. The inclusion of charter schools or agencies in the other grantee type may be the reason for this result. As can be seen in Figure 7, charter schools or agencies represent approximately 6% of all grantees and Sample III grantees.
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Figure 7. Percentage of Grantees that are Charter Schools (Organizations)

The next two chapters present the descriptive findings on the implementation and structure of the ASES programs. These analyses will address evaluation question 1.

Chapter VI:
Findings on Program Structure and Implementation

In 2007, the Federal government and the State of California together funded $680 million to support after school programs in California. Currently there are over 90 grantees and more than 300 high schools being supported by the ASSETs program. Because of this, it is important to examine similarities and differences across grantees and sites and the impact of these variations on student outcomes.
The data analyzed for this chapter was collected from Study Samples III and IV. Sample III consisted of a two-part questionnaire, which was designed to collect both grantee- and site-level information from program directors and site coordinators during three consecutive years. Sample IV data presented consists of site observations, principal, project director and site coordinator interviews, staff and student focus groups, and parent, student and staff surveys from 20 sites. For simplicity, we will use the term participants. When there are differences among participants, it will be clarified in that section. Furthermore, unless otherwise noted, all results presented were collected during the final year of the evaluation (2010-11).

This chapter’s findings address evaluation question:
Examine the similarities and differences in program structure and implementation. Describe how and why implementation has varied across programs and schools, and what impact these variations have had on program participation, student achievement, and behavior change.
· Have programs specified their goals and aligned activities to meet those goals? How are programs evaluating progress in meeting goals?
· What resources, support, and professional development activities are after school staff and administration receiving to support program implementation?

This chapter is structured around the first two sub-evaluation questions, as well as the theoretical framework (see Figure 1). More specifically, this chapter presents the findings concerning goals, activity alignment, and evaluation followed by findings concerning resources, management, staff efficacy, and professional development.
Section I: Goal Setting and Evaluation System

The specification of goals is a hallmark of quality after school programs (Chung, 2000; Latham & Yukl, 1975). Goals provide direction to programs, mediate performance, and regulate actions (Patton, 1997).
Goals Set by the Grantees

Sample III program directors were asked to report on the types of goals that were set for their high school sites during each year of the study (see Table 20). Since ASSETs guidelines require that their grantees have an academic component, it was not surprising that academic improvement was reportedly set as a goal by most of the grantees during each year of the study. Improved program attendance was also set as a goal by over four-fifths of the grantees. The least frequently set goals were positive behavior change and increased skill development.
Table 20
Sample III Grantee Level Results for Goals Set (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	Goals
	2008-09
(n = 50)
	2009-10
(n = 73)
	2010-11
(n = 81)

	Academic improvement 
	96.0%
	95.9%
	95.1%

	Improved day school attendance
	72.0%
	76.7%
	67.9%

	Improved homework completion
	72.0%
	72.6%
	74.1%

	Positive behavior change 
	66.0%
	67.1%
	64.2%

	Improved program attendance 
	84.0%
	80.8%
	86.4%

	Increased skill development 
	66.0%
	65.8%
	55.6%


Results for goal setting were also analyzed at the site level in order to allow for examination of the 2010-11 subgroups. This was done by linking the grantee level responses to each of their sites that completed a Part B questionnaire. When examining the overall results at the site level, academic improvement and improved program attendance were still the most common goals set during most years of the study (see Table 21).
Site level results concerning goals were also analyzed by subgroup. Most likely because of the sample sizes, medium to large differences were found for most of the goals. For example, town/rural sites were moderately less likely than were sites in cities or suburbs to have most of the goals set for them during 2010-11. The exceptions involved academic improvement and positive behavior change, which were set least for the city sites. Similarly, with the exception of academic improvement, sites funded through a county office of education were the least likely to have each of the goals set for them. Furthermore, among the regions with larger sample sizes, sites in Region 9 were the least likely to have each of the goals other than academic improvement set for them (see Appendix Table B1).
Table 21
Sample III Grantee Level Results for Goals Set for Sites (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Academic improvement
	Improved day school attendance
	Improved homework completion
	Positive behavior change
	Improved program attendance
	Increased skill development

	Study year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	82
	96.3%
	91.5%
	91.5%
	92.7%
	93.9%
	54.9%

	
2009-10
	129
	93.0%
	86.8%
	62.0%
	60.5%
	59.7%
	44.2%

	
2010-11
	206
	85.9%
	76.2%
	58.7%
	56.3%
	85.4%
	50.0%

	Urbanicity 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	117
	78.6%
	82.9%
	59.0%
	55.6%
	89.7%
	54.7%

	
Suburb
	52
	94.2%
	69.2%
	69.2%
	57.7%
	82.7%
	50.0%

	
Town/rural
	37
	97.3%
	64.9%
	43.2%
	56.8%
	75.7%
	35.1%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	112
	74.1%
	83.9%
	65.2%
	50.9%
	92.0%
	47.2%

	
COE
	38
	100.0%
	34.2%
	10.5%
	42.1%
	47.4%
	2.6%

	
CBO
	50
	100.0%
	92.0%
	80.0%
	80.0%
	100.0%
	92.0%

	
Other
	6
	100.0%
	66.7%
	66.7%
	50.0%
	83.3%
	50.0%


Goal Orientation of the Sites

According to the literature, once program goals are determined, a strategic plan of action that incorporates intentional learning activities to contribute to the attainment of programmatic goals should be designed (Brophy & Alleman, 1991; Shelton, 2007). In order to accomplish this, site level staff need to have a clear understanding of the goals and align their program accordingly.
Program focus. Sample III site coordinators were asked to rate the level of emphasis they placed on six different programmatic features (see Table 22). Across the three years of the study, only small to very small differences were found. As with the goals set by the grantees, during each year almost all of the sites emphasized academic enrichment a great deal. In addition, homework completion and tutoring were emphasized a great deal at over three-fourths of the sites.
Differences by urbanicity were generally small to very small. The exception involved school attendance, which was emphasized moderately more at town/rural sites than at city or suburban sites. Differences tended to be larger when examining the results by grantee type and region. For example, sites funded through community-based organizations were moderately more likely to emphasize non-academic activities and program attendance. Likewise, sites located in Region 4 were moderately more likely than sites in some of the other large regions to place a great deal of emphasis on these two programmatic features (see Appendix Table B2).

Table 22
Sample III Site Level Results for Features Emphasized a Great Deal (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	Subgroups
	n
	Academic enrich.
	Homework
	Non-academic
	Program attendance
	Day school attendance
	Tutoring

	Study Year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	86
	89.5%
	88.4%
	77.9%
	64.0%
	54.7%
	83.7%

	
2009-10
	129
	87.6%
	79.8%
	68.2%
	74.4%
	59.7%
	78.3%

	
2010-11
	212
	89.2%
	81.6%
	70.3%
	67.5%
	58.0%
	78.8%

	Urbanicity 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	118
	89.8%
	81.4%
	68.6%
	68.6%
	55.9%
	79.7%

	
Suburb
	57
	89.5%
	80.7%
	73.7%
	70.2%
	54.4%
	77.2%

	
Town/rural
	37
	86.5%
	83.8%
	70.3%
	59.5%
	70.3%
	78.4%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	116
	87.1%
	82.8%
	70.7%
	64.7%
	56.0%
	74.1%

	
COE
	38
	89.5%
	76.3%
	65.8%
	60.5%
	60.5%
	86.8%

	
CBO
	51
	92.2%
	80.4%
	76.5%
	78.4%
	62.7%
	82.4%

	
Other
	7
	100.0%
	100.0%
	42.9%
	71.4%
	42.9%
	85.7%


Alignment between program focus and goals set. In order to determine whether sites emphasized the goals set for them, program focus at the site level was further examined. Correlations were calculated in order to determine whether a relationship existed between the sites that had goals set by their grantees and site coordinator reports that they emphasized a feature a great deal (see Table 23).
Among the Sample III sites during 2010-11, some significant positive relationships were found. For example, sites that emphasized program attendance a great deal were somewhat more likely to have a program attendance goal. Less intuitive were the remaining significant results. For instance, site coordinators who emphasized homework a great deal were somewhat more likely to work at a site with a day school attendance, program attendance, and/or positive behavior goal. No significant relationship was found between having a homework goal and emphasizing this feature a great deal. Furthermore, site coordinators who placed a great deal of emphasis on non-academic enrichment, were somewhat more likely to have an academic improvement, positive behavior, and/or skill development goal set by their grantee.
Table 23
Sample III Site Level Correlation Results for Goals Set and Features Emphasized a Great Deal (2010-11)
	Goals
	n
	Academic enrich.
	Homework
	Non-academic
	Program attendance
	Day school attendance
	Tutoring

	Academic improvement
	205
	.08
	-.02
	.20**
	.02
	.00
	.06

	Day school attendance
	205
	.13
	.17*
	.09
	.01
	.09
	.03

	Homework completion
	205
	.08
	-.00
	.12
	.10
	.04
	-.06

	Positive behavior
	205
	.12
	.15*
	.22**
	.04
	.10
	.13

	Program attendance
	205
	.07
	.15*
	.09
	.16*
	.13
	.01

	Skill development
	205
	.08
	.06
	.20**
	-.00
	.02
	-.01


Note. Effect sizes were interpreted using Cohen’s rule: small, r ≤ 0.23; medium, r = 0.24 – 0.36; large, r ≥ 0.37.
*p <.05. ** p < .01.

Site level awareness of goals. In order to triangulate the findings across samples, Sample IV site coordinators were asked about the goal-orientation of their sites (see Table 24). Questions concerning this topic were asked using a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). During 2010-11, the average site coordinator strongly agreed with each of the statements concerning the goal-orientation of their site. This result was consistent for the city site coordinators. In contrast, site coordinators from the smaller urbanicity areas were slightly less positive about their staff members awareness and adherence to the goals.
Table 24
Sample IV Site Coordinator Results Regarding Program Goals (2010-11)
	Subgroups
	n
	Clear goals for students 
	Clear mission statement
	Align activities to our goals
	Most staff aware of goals
	Most staff adhere to goals

	Urbanicity 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	15
	3.60 (.51)
	3.60 (.51)
	3.73 (.46)
	3.53 (.64)
	3.67 (.49)

	
Suburb
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	4.00 (.00)
	4.00 (.00)
	3.00 (.00)
	3.00 (.00)

	
Town/rural 
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)

	Total
	18
	3.56 (.51)
	3.61 (.50)
	3.72 (.46)
	3.44 (.62)
	3.56 (.51)


Sample IV program directors, site coordinators, and principals were asked about the goals set for their after school programs during the current school year. The most mentioned was academic improvement, with at least one stakeholder at seventeen of the sites mentioning this as one of their goals. However, only one-quarter of the programs had all three stakeholders mention this type of goal. Even after excluding the principals, only seven programs had both the site coordinator and principal state that academic improvement was a program goal. Improved program attendance was mentioned as a goal by at least one stakeholder at fourteen of the programs, and aligning with day school activities was mentioned by stakeholders at six of the programs. However, it should be noted that none of these goals were mentioned by all three stakeholders at any of the sites.
Overall, the interview data revealed generally low-alignment concerning goals across the ASSETs sites. However, the results could well reflect the nature of open-ended questions, which are prone to draw scattered responses, interview data alone should not be considered sufficient to conclude that alignment across stakeholders did not exist. Future investigation on this topic may be warranted. The following provide examples of the responses provided by one site coordinator and one project director:
In order for our program to be successful, we need to tie it into what the need is in the day school. Graduating is a need. There’s no way that we can be doing anything of what we’re doing without continuously encouraging and letting these kids know, “Hey, you can't be doing all this fun stuff without working toward it.” That should be the end result. We’re constantly letting them know that grades are important, “You guys have to keep your grades up.” Obviously making them aware of what comes after a high school. We’re hoping that they continue at their higher education. I think everything that we do is tied in to what our goals are or else we wouldn’t have a direction to go.

Ok, well there’s specific goals for academic development. I’ve provided academic enrichment and individualize academic mentoring. Not only to support the young people of [school name] in their social emotional development by emphasizing connections to their peers and instigating from the environment and interact with their peers in a positive manner, and by promoting their adult/youth honor ship so they get to know their after school leaders and mentors and honors. And supporting young people in pursuing other interests in the expanded learning opportunities, so we determine with them…we identify early with them in the year, what are their interests in expanding and we provide all kinds of opportunities. We call this enrichment, the enrichment program…And last but not least, is promoting school leadership and connection to the larger communities.

Site Level Alignment of the Goals, Programmatic Features, and Activities

In order to obtain goals, it is important for sites to align their programmatic features accordingly. The following sub-section examines the academic and non-academic activities offered and examines their alignment with the applicable program goals and programmatic features.
Academic activities offered. Academic activities offered at the Sample III sites appeared to support the goals (see Table 25). For example, tutoring, homework assistance, academic enrichment, math, and CAHSEE prep were offered at almost all sites across the three years. Furthermore, college prep, language arts/literacy, mentoring, expanded library services, and science were offered at over half the sites.
Table 25
Sample III Site Level Results for Academic Activities Offered (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	Subgroups
	2008-09
(n = 86)
	2009-10
(n = 129)
	2010-11
(n = 212)

	Academic enrichment
	95.3%
	90.7%
	88.7%

	CAHSEE prep
	75.6%
	85.3%
	82.1%

	Career technical education
	41.9%
	52.7%
	45.8%

	College prep
	70.9%
	82.2%
	74.1%

	Computer programming/IT
	38.4%
	34.1%
	38.2%

	Entrepreneurship
	23.3%
	25.6%
	26.4%

	Expanded library services
	54.7%
	48.8%
	52.4%

	History/social science
	52.3%
	50.4%
	48.6%

	Homework assistance
	97.7%
	95.3%
	92.5%

	Language arts/literacy
	76.7%
	71.3%
	63.7%

	Math 
	77.9%
	87.6%
	84.4%

	Mentoring opportunities
	57.0%
	60.5%
	56.1%

	Nutrition
	47.7%
	49.6%
	44.3%

	Remedial education
	44.2%
	40.3%
	38.2%

	Science
	48.8%
	55.0%
	51.4%

	Tutoring
	87.2%
	91.5%
	92.9%


During 2010-11, subgroup differences for the common academic activities varied depending upon the type of subgroup (see Table 26 and Appendix Table B3). Differences by urbanicity were small with the exception of college prep activities, which were offered moderately less at town/rural sites than in cities or suburbs. In contrast, differences by grantee type were generally moderate. More specifically, sites funded through other types of grantees were the least likely to offer academic enrichment, language arts, and tutoring and were the most likely to offer college prep, homework assistance, and math. Furthermore, larger regional differences were found for academic enrichment, CAHSEE prep, college prep, and language arts. Subgroup results for the less commonly offered academic activities are presented in Appendix Tables B4.

Table 26
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Common Academic Activities Offered (2010-11)

	Subgroups
	n
	Academic enrich.
	CAHSEE prep
	College prep
	Homework assistance
	Language arts
	Math
	Tutoring

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	118
	89.8%
	78.8%
	78.8%
	92.4%
	66.9%
	84.7%
	89.8%

	
Suburb
	57
	91.2%
	87.7%
	77.2%
	94.7%
	61.4%
	86.0%
	98.2%

	
Town/rural 
	37
	81.1%
	83.8%
	54.1%
	89.2%
	56.8%
	81.1%
	94.6%

	Grantee type 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	116
	87.9%
	81.0%
	74.1%
	94.0%
	58.6%
	82.8%
	92.2%

	
COE
	38
	94.7%
	84.2%
	63.2%
	86.8%
	73.7%
	86.8%
	94.7%

	
CBO
	51
	88.2%
	82.4%
	80.4%
	92.2%
	68.6%
	84.3%
	96.1%

	
Other
	7
	71.4%
	85.7%
	85.7%
	100.0%
	57.1%
	100.0%
	71.4%


Non-academic activities offered. Since over two-thirds of the Sample III site coordinators reported that they placed a great deal of emphasis on non-academic enrichment, it was not surprising to find that some non-academic activities were offered at most of the sites (see Table 27). More specifically, almost all of the site coordinators reported that they offered physical fitness/sports, arts/music, and/or recreational activities. Furthermore, during each year of the study a majority of the sites offered community service, leadership/entrepreneurial skills, and/or youth development activities. Counseling and character education activities, which align with positive behavior change goals, were also offered at over one-third of the sites.
Table 27
Sample III Site Level Results for Non-Academic Activities Offered (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	Subgroups
	2008-09
( n = 87)
	2009-10
(n = 129)
	2010-11
(n = 212)

	Arts/music
	92.0%
	91.5%
	89.6%

	Career development
	44.8%
	51.2%
	45.8%

	Community service
	73.6%
	72.9%
	70.8%

	Computer/Internet skills
	54.0%
	53.5%
	52.8%

	Coordinated school health services
	4.6%
	20.2%
	13.2%

	Counseling/character education
	37.9%
	46.5%
	38.7%

	Leadership/entrepreneurial skills
	67.8%
	66.7%
	67.9%

	Mentoring opportunities
	54.0%
	50.4%
	48.1%

	Physical fitness/sports
	96.6%
	92.2%
	94.3%

	Recreational activities
	87.4%
	86.8%
	86.8%

	School safety 
	20.7%
	28.7%
	19.3%

	Service-learning
	43.7%
	42.6%
	46.7%

	Tutoring younger pupils
	34.5%
	39.5%
	43.9%

	Youth development
	60.9%
	62.0%
	65.6%


During 2010-11, moderate to large subgroup differences were found for most of the common non-academic enrichment activities (see Table 28). For example, site coordinators in cities were moderately more likely than those in town/rural areas to offer community service, leadership/entrepreneurial skills, and youth development. Similarly, among the larger regions, sites in Region 4 were the most likely and sites in Region 7 were the least likely to offer these three activities. Larger differences were also found for youth development when examining grantee type, with sites funded through other types of grantees being the least likely to offer this activity. Subgroup results for the less commonly offered non-academic activities are presented in Appendix Table B5.

Table 28
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Common Non-Academic Activities Offered (2010-11)

	Subgroups
	n
	Arts/music 
	Community service
	Leadership/ entrepreneur.
	Physical fitness/sports
	Recreation activities
	Youth development

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	118
	92.4%
	75.4%
	75.4%
	94.1%
	87.3%
	72.0%

	
Suburb
	57
	86.0%
	66.7%
	64.9%
	93.0%
	89.5%
	68.4%

	
Town/rural 
	37
	86.5%
	62.2%
	48.6%
	97.3%
	81.1%
	40.5%

	Grantee type 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	116
	92.2%
	72.4%
	69.8%
	94.0%
	85.3%
	67.2%

	
COE
	38
	86.8%
	63.2%
	52.6%
	94.7%
	89.5%
	63.2%

	
CBO
	51
	90.2%
	72.5%
	76.5%
	96.1%
	86.3%
	68.6%

	
Other
	7
	57.1%
	71.4%
	57.1%
	85.7%
	100.0%
	28.6%

	CDE Region
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Region 1
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	
Region 2
	9
	88.9%
	66.7%
	77.8%
	100.0%
	88.9%
	77.8%

	
Region 3
	6
	83.3%
	66.7%
	66.7%
	100.0%
	83.3%
	66.7%

	
Region 4
	34
	88.2%
	82.4%
	85.3%
	91.2%
	91.2%
	82.4%

	
Region 5
	10
	90.0%
	60.0%
	40.0%
	90.0%
	80.0%
	60.0%

	
Region 6
	8
	100.0%
	87.5%
	62.5%
	100.0%
	87.5%
	100.0%

	
Region 7
	21
	90.5%
	66.7%
	57.1%
	100.0%
	85.7%
	52.4%

	
Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%

	
Region 9
	39
	87.2%
	76.9%
	61.5%
	89.7%
	89.7%
	64.1%

	
Region 10
	8
	100.0%
	50.0%
	37.5%
	100.0%
	87.5%
	37.5%

	
Region 11
	75
	89.3%
	68.0%
	72.0%
	94.7%
	84.0%
	61.3%


Alignment between goals, program focus, and academic activities. Since site coordinators did not always align their program focus with the grantee specified goals, both were further examined. Correlations were calculated in order to determine whether a relationship existed between the offering of the common academic activities and the academically-oriented goals and programmatic features (see Table 29).
Among the Sample III sites, almost all of the significant positive relationships were found for the programmatic features and not for the goals. For example, small relationships were found between placing a great deal of emphasis on homework assistance and offering college prep, homework assistance, language arts, and math activities. In addition, a medium relationship was between this programmatic feature and the offering of tutoring. In contrast, no significant relationships were found between the common academic activities and the setting of a homework completion goal. Medium relationships were also found between placing a great deal of emphasis on tutoring and the offering of language arts, math, and tutoring activities. It is also interesting to note that small relationships were found between having an academic goal or focus and the offering of language arts activities.
Table 29
Sample III Site Level Correlation Results for Alignment between Goals, Programmatic Features, and Common Academic Activities (2010-11)

	
	Goal (n = 205)
	
	Program focus (n = 212)

	Activity
	Academic improve.
	Homework completion
	Skill development
	Academic enrichment
	Homework assistance
	Tutoring

	Academic enrichment
	-.01
	-.07
	-.10
	.07
	-.09
	.03

	CAHSEE prep
	.17*
	.09
	.09
	.04
	-.03
	-.00

	College prep
	.11
	.10
	.06
	.11
	.14*
	.06

	Homework assistance
	-.01
	-.02
	-.00
	.13
	.19**
	.20**

	Language arts/literacy
	.16*
	-.04
	.11
	.21**
	.17*
	.26**

	Math
	.10
	-.04
	.03
	.19**
	.17**
	.35**

	Tutoring
	.10
	-.01
	.06
	.08
	.25**
	.26**


Note. Effect sizes were interpreted using Cohen’s rule: small, r ≤ 0.23; medium, r = 0.24 – 0.36; large, r ≥ 0.37.
*p <.05. ** p < .01.

Alignment between goals, program focus and non-academic activities. Program focus and grantee specified goals that were not academically-oriented were also examined further. Correlations were calculated between the common non-academic activities and these goals and features (see Table 30). Similar to the results for academic activities, only one significant relationship was found for the setting of a goal and a common non-academic activity. This involved program attendance and the offering of a leadership or entrepreneurism activity. In contrast, multiple positive relationships were found for placing a great deal of emphasis on non-academic enrichment or program attendance. More specifically, sites emphasizing program attendance were somewhat more likely to offer leadership/entrepreneurism, physical fitness/sports, and/or youth development. Similarly, sites emphasizing non-academic enrichment were somewhat more likely to offer arts/music or youth development, and were moderately more likely to offer leadership/entrepreneurism.
Table 30
Sample III Site Level Correlation Results for Alignment between Goals, Programmatic Features, and Common Non-Academic Activities (2010-11)
	
	Goal (n = 205)
	
	Program focus (n = 212)

	Activity
	Positive behavior
	Program attendance
	Day school attendance 
	
	Non-academic enrichment
	Program attendance
	Day school attendance

	Arts/music skills
	.04
	.08
	.10
	
	.15*
	.06
	-.07

	Community service
	.05
	.04
	-.03
	
	.01
	.11
	.06

	Leadership/ entrepreneurism
	.12
	.16*
	.13
	
	.33**
	.17*
	.07

	Physical fitness/ sports 
	-.02
	.03
	-.02
	
	.11
	.14*
	.12

	Recreation activities
	-.08
	.00
	-.05
	
	.05
	-.00
	.12

	Youth development
	.09
	.07
	.04
	
	.18**
	.15*
	.07


Note. Effect sizes were interpreted using Cohen’s rule: small, r ≤ 0.23; medium, r = 0.24 – 0.36; large, r ≥ 0.37.
*p <.05. ** p < .01.

Grantee Evaluation Systems

In order to set appropriate goals and determine outcomes, it is important for grantees to develop systematic evaluation systems. The following sub-section explores the stakeholders who participate in evaluations and the data sources used.
Stakeholders who participated in evaluations. Sample III program directors reported on the stakeholders from whom they solicited feedback when setting goals or determining outcomes (see Table 31). During all three years of the study, almost all participants indicated that they solicited feedback from at least one type of stakeholder. Over four-fifths of these participants solicited feedback concerning goals and outcomes from program staff, site coordinators, and day school administrators. Program directors were least likely to report that they solicited feedback from community members.
Table 31
Sample III Grantee Level Results for Stakeholders from whom Feedback is Solicited When Setting Goals and Determining Outcomes (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	
	2008-09 (n = 53)
	2009-10 (n = 73)
	2010-11 (n = 85)

	
	Goals
	Outcomes
	Goals
	Outcomes
	Goals
	Outcomes

	None
	1.9%
	1.9%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	1.2%
	1.2%

	Program level staff 
	92.5%
	84.9%
	94.5%
	91.8%
	84.7%
	81.2%

	Site coordinators
	86.8%
	86.8%
	90.4%
	95.9%
	88.2%
	90.6%

	Credentialed site staff
	69.8%
	73.6%
	74.0%
	76.7%
	70.6%
	70.6%

	Non-credentialed site staff
	56.6%
	52.8%
	56.2%
	58.9%
	45.9%
	47.1%

	Day school administrators 
	88.7%
	90.6%
	93.2%
	93.2%
	87.1%
	85.9%

	Day school staff
	49.1%
	50.9%
	49.3%
	49.3%
	54.1%
	57.6%

	Parents
	62.3%
	60.4%
	69.9%
	67.1%
	58.8%
	56.5%

	Student participants
	71.7%
	62.3%
	82.2%
	79.5%
	74.1%
	68.2%

	Community members
	43.4%
	43.4%
	58.9%
	47.9%
	45.9%
	42.4%


Data sources used for evaluations. Most of the Sample III program directors also reported that they used one or more data sources when setting goals or determining outcomes (see Table 32). State achievement scores and after school program attendance records were the most commonly reported sources with over four-fifths of the program directors reporting there use during each year of the study. Other existing data sources used by the majority of program directors included day school attendance records and other student achievement scores. Data collection was also conducted by a majority of the grantees. More specifically, over three-quarters of the program directors reported that they administered surveys and/or conducted site observations.

Table 32
Sample III Grantee Level Results for Data Sources Used When Setting Goals and Determining Outcomes (2009-09 through 2010-11)

	
	2008-09 (n = 53)
	2009-10 (n = 74)
	2010-11 (n = 85)

	
	Goals
	Outcomes
	Goals
	Outcomes
	Goals
	Outcomes

	None
	1.9%
	1.9%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	2.4%
	1.2%

	State achievement scores
	83.0%
	84.9%
	86.5%
	89.2%
	84.7%
	88.2%

	Other student achievement scores
	43.4%
	52.8%
	51.4%
	55.4%
	61.2%
	62.4%

	Student after school program attendance
	86.8%
	84.9%
	87.8%
	90.5%
	84.7%
	85.9%

	Student day school attendance
	75.5%
	77.4%
	68.9%
	71.6%
	61.2%
	62.4%

	Student behavior ratings
	41.5%
	43.4%
	37.8%
	37.8%
	37.6%
	31.8%

	Student grades
	54.7%
	58.5%
	51.4%
	51.4%
	48.2%
	45.9%

	Surveys and/or questionnaires
	84.9%
	81.1%
	75.7%
	78.4%
	71.8%
	75.3%

	Site observations
	81.1%
	81.1%
	78.4%
	82.4%
	78.8%
	78.8%

	Formal interviews and/or focus groups
	54.7%
	49.1%
	37.8%
	35.1%
	37.6%
	34.1%

	Informal interviews
	58.5%
	54.7%
	51.4%
	52.7%
	60.0%
	61.2%


Goal Attainment

Sample III program directors were asked to report on the progress that their sites made towards the goals that were set for them (see Table 33). As with the goals set, these results were analyzed at both the grantee and site levels. Across the three years, over half of the respondents reported that their program had met or progressed towards meeting their respective goals. Furthermore, improved program attendance was normally the most likely goal to be met or progressed towards. It should also be noted that the decrease in the percentage of sites that met or progressed towards their academic improvement goals was likely due to the timing of data collection, which ended earlier in the final year of the study (see Chapter III for details). In addition, concerning all of the goal types, few of the program directors who stated these goals were set indicated that their programs failed to progress toward them.

Table 33
Sample III Grantee Level Results for Progress Sites made Towards Set Goals (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	Goals
	n
	2008-09
	
	n
	2009-10
	
	n
	2010-11

	Grantees
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Academic improvement 
	48
	56.3%
	
	70
	68.6%
	
	77
	59.7%

	Improved day school attendance
	36
	58.3%
	
	56
	66.1%
	
	55
	63.6%

	Improved homework completion
	33
	57.6%
	
	53
	69.8%
	
	60
	68.3%

	Positive behavior change 
	42
	78.6%
	
	49
	73.5%
	
	52
	65.4%

	Improved program attendance 
	36
	61.1%
	
	59
	79.7%
	
	70
	68.6%

	Increased skill development 
	33
	60.6%
	
	48
	70.8%
	
	45
	64.4%

	Sites
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Academic improvement 
	79
	81.0%
	
	120
	73.3%
	
	177
	53.7%

	Improved day school attendance
	75
	73.3%
	
	112
	75.0%
	
	157
	75.2%

	Improved homework completion
	75
	77.3%
	
	80
	63.8%
	
	121
	76.0%

	Positive behavior change 
	76
	72.4%
	
	78
	80.8%
	
	116
	79.3%

	Improved program attendance 
	77
	89.6%
	
	77
	87.0%
	
	176
	79.5%

	Increased skill development 
	45
	73.3%
	
	57
	75.4%
	
	103
	74.8%


Site level results concerning goal attainment were also analyzed by subgroup (see Table 34 and Appendix Table B6). Large differences were found by urbanicity, with sites in the suburbs being the least likely and sites in the cities being the most likely to meet or progress towards each of the respective goals. Similarly, moderate to large differences were found for the other subgroups. For example, sites funded through a district were the most likely to meet or progress towards each of the different goals except positive behavior change. Among larger regions, sites in Region 11 were the least likely to meet or progress towards their academic improvement goals, but were the most likely to meet or progress towards their improved homework completion goals. The opposite results were found for the sites from Region 7.
The next section of this chapter explores the structures that support program implementation.

Table 34
Sample III Grantee Level Subgroup Results for Sites that Met or Progressed Towards their Set Goals (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Academic improvement
	n
	Improved day school attendance
	n
	Improved homework completion
	
	Positive behavior change
	
	Improved program attendance
	
	Increased skill development

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	92
	63.0%
	97
	87.6%
	69
	91.3%
	65
	95.4%
	105
	89.5%
	64
	92.2%

	
Suburb
	49
	30.6%
	36
	44.4%
	36
	50.0%
	30
	43.3%
	43
	55.8%
	26
	42.3%

	
Town/rural 
	36
	61.1%
	24
	70.8%
	16
	68.8%
	21
	81.0%
	28
	78.6%
	13
	53.8%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	83
	72.3%
	94
	84.0%
	73
	82.2%
	57
	75.4%
	103
	84.5%
	53
	83.0%

	
COE
	38
	36.8%
	13
	76.9%
	4
	25.0%
	16
	93.8%
	18
	83.3%
	1
	0.0%

	
CBO
	50
	34.0%
	46
	56.5%
	40
	77.5%
	40
	77.5%
	50
	70.0%
	46
	67.4%

	
Other
	6
	66.7%
	4
	75.0%
	4
	0.0%
	3
	100.0%
	5
	60.0%
	2
	66.7%


Section II: Structures that Support Program Implementation

In order for after school sites to effectively implement their programs, they need to have sufficient access to materials, space, and qualified staff.
Physical Resources

After school sites funded by the ASSETs program provided a variety of activities focusing on different academic and non-academic subjects. As such, it was important for staff members to have access to the materials and the space necessary for conducting their lessons (see Table 35). In general, Sample IV staff tended to rate their sites’ access to basic materials (e.g., books, paper, pens, etc.) the same or slightly higher than their access to space for students to work. The exception involved suburban site staff who had a higher mean level of agreement for physical space than for materials. Differences were also present when looking separately at the subgroup results. For example, site staff in the cities had the lowest means for both materials and space.

Table 35
Mean Sample IV Staff Results for Adequate Physical Resources (2010-11)

	
	Site Coordinator
	
	Site Staff

	Subgroup
	n
	Materials
	Physical space
	
	n
	Materials
	Physical space

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	15
	3.40 (.63)
	3.27 (.96)
	
	97
	3.06 (.79)
	3.05 (.82)

	
Suburb
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	4.00 (.00)
	
	14
	3.43 (.85)
	3.57 (.51)

	
Town/rural 
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	
	13
	3.69 (.48)
	3.38 (.65)

	Total 
	18
	3.44 (.62)
	3.33 (.91)
	
	124
	3.17 (.79)
	3.15 (.79)


Additional support concerning the adequacy of physical resources emerged from the qualitative data. While conducting the site visits, all of the independent observers noted that there was adequate space to conduct the activities at the Sample IV sites (see Table 36). Furthermore, almost all of the observers indicated that there were enough materials. Little difference was found for adequate materials when examining the activity observations by urbanicity.
Table 36
Sample IV Observation Results for Adequate Physical Resources (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Materials
	
	n
	Space

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	51
	96.1%
	
	53
	100.0%

	
Suburb
	5
	100.0%
	
	6
	100.0%

	
Town/rural 
	3
	100.0%
	
	3
	100.0%

	Total 
	59
	96.6%
	
	62
	100.0%


Adult participants in the interviews and focus groups talked extensively about physical resources. In most cases, sites were noted to use classrooms at their host schools, as well as a large indoor space and/or a fitness area. Despite this, participants at approximately half of the sites noted issues such as having to move locations some days, having spaces they deemed too small, or with having to conduct some activities at off campus locations. When providing examples of materials, participants tended to discuss specialized forms rather than the general ones listed on the surveys. For example, participants at over two-thirds of the sites talked about having technology and participants at over one-third of the sites talked about having materials for the visual and/or performing arts. Interestingly, many of the sites where participants noted issues with materials – such as budget issues or taking too long to receive them – were sites where issues were mentioned concerning space.

Human Resources

Strong programs recruit and maintain competent, well-qualified staff members who effectively implement the program goals (Beckett, Hawken & Jacknowitz, 2001; Davis & Allensworth, 1994; Zhang & Byrd, 2005).
Staff recruitment and retention techniques. Site coordinators in Sample III were asked about the techniques they used to recruit and retain their staff members (see Table 37 and Appendix Table B7). During all three years, greater percentages of site coordinators reported using most of the techniques listed on the Part B questionnaire for retention than for recruitment. The exceptions involved salary during the 2008-09 and 2009-10 school years, as well as benefits and support for educational goals during 2008-09. Despite this, salary and recognition of staff were the two most commonly reported techniques for recruitment and retention and benefits was the least reported.
Table 37
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Staff Recruitment and Retention (2010-11)

	
	
	Recruitment
	
	Retention

	Subgroup
	n
	Benefits
	Ops. for promotion
	Recognition of staff
	Salary
	Support education goals
	
	Benefits
	Ops. for promotion
	Recognition of staff
	Salary
	Support education goals

	Study Year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	66
	13.6%
	37.9%
	54.5%
	81.8%
	43.9%
	
	33.3%
	50.0%
	77.3%
	62.1%
	42.4%

	
2009-10
	131
	20.6%
	22.9%
	36.6%
	51.9%
	34.4%
	
	23.7%
	31.3%
	59.5%
	47.3%
	38.2%

	
2010-11
	213
	20.2%
	23.0%
	32.4%
	48.4%
	29.1%
	
	21.1%
	35.7%
	66.2%
	49.3%
	37.6%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	118
	19.5%
	28.0%
	38.1%
	44.9%
	28.8%
	
	22.0%
	37.3%
	73.7%
	46.6%
	40.7%

	
Suburb
	57
	14.0%
	19.3%
	24.6%
	43.9%
	31.6%
	
	17.5%
	40.4%
	61.4%
	45.6%
	36.8%

	
Town/rural 
	38
	31.6%
	13.2%
	26.3%
	65.8%
	26.3%
	
	23.7%
	23.7%
	50.0%
	63.2%
	28.9%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	116
	19.0%
	19.8%
	34.5%
	50.0%
	25.9%
	
	17.2%
	32.8%
	64.7%
	54.3%
	35.3%

	
COE
	39
	12.8%
	10.3%
	28.2%
	53.8%
	23.1%
	
	15.4%
	17.9%
	51.3%
	46.2%
	28.2%

	
CBO
	51
	31.4%
	43.1%
	35.3%
	41.2%
	41.2%
	
	35.3%
	54.9%
	82.4%
	37.3%
	49.0%

	
Other
	7
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	42.9%
	28.6%
	
	14.3%
	42.9%
	57.1%
	71.4%
	42.9%


During 2010-11, results by subgroup showed similar trends to the overall results. Most of the subgroups used the different techniques equally or more for retention than for recruitment. The exceptions were primarily for benefits and salary. For example, town/rural and Region 5 sites utilized these two techniques more for recruitment. Site coordinators from town/rural areas were also more likely than were their colleagues from other areas to use these techniques in general. It is also interesting to note that site coordinators from Region 2 and those who worked at sites funded through a CBO tended to utilize the techniques more than many of their colleagues.
Staff turnover at the sites. Despite the potential benefits students are provided through the development of positive relationships with adult role models, programs often face challenges in the hiring and retention of qualified staff members (Raley, Grossman & Walker, 2005). Sample III site coordinators were also asked to report on staff turnover. Overall, the majority of respondents each year reported that they had replaced at least one non-credentialed site staff member. In contrast, less than one-third reported that the site coordinator at their site had changed. Interestingly, while turnover of site staff went up slightly, turnover of site coordinators appeared to decline. The reason for this result is unclear, although one site coordinator did note in her interview that her site had less staff because of a reduction in student participation (see Table 38 and Appendix Table B8).
Table 38
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Staff Turnover (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Site coordinator
	Credentialed site staff
	Non-credentialed site staff

	Study Year
	
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	74
	29.7%
	39.2%
	58.1%

	
2009-10
	120
	31.7%
	42.5%
	59.2%

	
2010-11
	204
	27.0%
	43.1%
	65.2%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	

	
City
	112
	25.9%
	46.4%
	66.1%

	
Suburb
	56
	32.1%
	35.7%
	67.9%

	
Town/rural 
	36
	22.2%
	44.4%
	58.3%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	

	
District
	112
	26.8%
	42.9%
	63.4%

	
COE
	37
	18.9%
	51.4%
	54.1%

	
CBO
	49
	28.6%
	36.7%
	75.5%

	
Other
	6
	66.7%
	50.0%
	83.3%


Small to large differences were found for many of the subgroups. Sites located in town rural areas were somewhat less likely than were those in the cities and suburbs to report that they lost a site coordinator or non-credentialed site staff member during 2010-11. In contrast, sites in the suburbs were the least likely to lose a credentialed site staff member. Similarly, sites funded through a COE were the least likely to lose a site coordinator or non-credentialed site staff member, while sites funded through a CBO were the least likely to lose a credentialed site staff member. When looking at regional differences, sites located in Regions 3, 5, 6 and 7 had higher than average turnover for all three types of staff. Interestingly, despite its larger sample size, sites in Region 9 were among the least likely to have turnover. Region 2 also had lower than normal turnover with no sites losing a site coordinator or a credentialed site staff member during 2010-11.

Adequate level of staffing. ASSETs after school programs are funded based on the average number of students they are projected to serve per day. Furthermore, all funded sites are required to maintain staff-to-pupil ratios of no more than 1:20. Both site coordinators and their staff members were asked to rate whether their site had enough personnel, and whether staff members had enough time to prepare and to work with students (see Table 39). While all respondents tended to agree that time and personnel were adequate, the overall results were higher for site coordinators than for site staff. This finding was consistent for respondents from the cities, which is the only urbanicity area having adequate sample size for both types of staff.
Table 39
Mean Sample IV Staff Results for Adequate Time and Staff (2010-11)

	
	Site Coordinator
	
	Site Staff

	Subgroup
	n
	Time for students
	Prep time
	Staff/ personnel
	
	n
	Time for students
	Prep time
	Staff/ personnel

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	15
	3.27 (.88)
	3.33 (.90)
	3.27 (.80)
	
	97
	3.00 (.74)
	2.84 (.73)
	2.89 (.87)

	
Suburb
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	3.00 (1.41)
	3.50 (.71)
	
	14
	3.43 (.94)
	3.50 (.94)
	3.77 (.44)

	
Town/rural 
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	
	13
	3.15 (.80)
	3.15 (.69)
	3.00 (.91)

	Total 
	18
	3.33 (.84)
	3.28 (.90)
	3.28 (.75)
	
	124
	3.07 (.78)
	2.94 (.78)
	2.99 (.87)


The level of agreement concerning having adequate staff was generally supported by the Sample IV observation data (see Table 40). Observers recorded the number of staff, volunteers, other adults, and students who were present at each activity. During the vast majority of these activities, the ratio of staff to students met the ASSETs guidelines. When looking at urbanicity, observers were less likely to observe a 1:20 ratio or better at the sites in the suburbs or cities. Interestingly, when including all adults present except parents, 1.7% of the activities observed still failed to meet guidelines. It is also interesting to note that all of the mean staff-to-pupil ratios were lower than the guidelines.

Table 40
Sample IV Observation Results for Staff-to-Pupil Ratio (2010-11)
	
	Site staff-to-pupil
	
	Adult-to-pupil

	Subgroup
	n
	M
	Percent at 1:20 ratio
	
	n
	M
	Percent at 1:20 ratio

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	49
	9.51 (5.28)
	95.9%
	
	52
	7.14 (4.25)
	100.0%

	
Suburb
	4
	17.63 (13.88)
	50.0%
	
	4
	14.50 (13.05)
	75.0%

	
Town/rural 
	3
	9.33 (7.02)
	100.0%
	
	3
	9.33 (7.02)
	100.0%

	Total 
	56
	10.08 (6.41)
	92.9%
	
	59
	7.75 (5.48)
	98.3%


The results concerning the adult-to-pupil ratios are not surprising considering that participants from about half of the Sample IV sites stated during their focus groups or interviews that their site brought in outside people. In many cases, the individuals were brought in to teach entire activities, such as driver’s education or journalism, or to provide tutoring. At one site, the coordinator explained that they partnered with a future teachers program at a local university.
Collective Staff Efficacy

When goals are set and monitored, it is also important to make sure that the delivery system is efficacious. Collective staff efficacy is the extension of individual staff efficacy to the program level. It is the perception of the staff members that the program as a whole will have a positive effect on the students (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). Creating a positive working environment, where staff members are encouraged to collaborate and express their individual talents will promote a sense of belonging and self-efficacy among staff (Beckett et al., 2001), which in turn will have a positive impact on student success (Bandura, 1993).

Work environment. Program leadership can motivate staff, create a positive organizational climate that enhances staff commitment, and create a standard of open communication for staff members as well as other stakeholders (American Youth Policy Forum, 2006; Wright et al., 2006).
Style of management. Site coordinators in Sample III were asked about their style of management (see Table 41 and Appendix Table B9). Across all sites and all years, respondents were much more likely to state that they employed a collaborative than a top-down approach to management. Furthermore, the percentage of respondents who noted using a collaborative approach increased each year of the study. Interestingly, each year some respondents indicated that they combined both of these approaches. Other interesting write in responses involved small programs that only had one employee on site.
Table 41
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Management Style (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Collaborative approach
	Top-down approach
	Combination of approaches
	Other

	Study Year
	
	
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	86
	68.6%
	25.6%
	5.8%
	0.0%

	
2009-10
	128
	83.6%
	10.2%
	6.3%
	0.0%

	
2010-11
	209
	85.6%
	10.0%
	2.9%
	1.4%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	115
	87.8%
	7.8%
	3.5%
	0.9%

	
Suburb
	57
	82.5%
	15.8%
	0.0%
	1.8%

	
Town/rural 
	37
	83.8%
	8.1%
	5.4%
	2.7%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	114
	83.3%
	10.5%
	4.4%
	1.8%

	
COE
	38
	92.1%
	5.3%
	0.0%
	2.6%

	
CBO
	50
	88.0%
	10.0%
	2.0%
	0.0%

	
Other
	7
	71.4%
	28.6%
	0.0%
	0.0%


Differences were minimal for the urbanicity subgroups. In contrast, sites funded through other types of grantees were moderately more likely than sites funded through a district, CBO or COE to use a top-down approach. Small to moderate regional differences were also found for the subgroups with adequate sample size. While sites in Regions 3 and 4 were more likely than sites in other regions to use a top-down approach, sites in Regions 2 and 6 were the most likely to report that they used a combination of approaches.

Staff relationships. Sample IV site staff were asked about their relationships with each other on their surveys (see Table 42). These questions were asked using a four-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). In general, site staff agreed that they worked as a team and strongly agreed that they got along and liked each other. This trend was also true for each of the subgroups. Furthermore, differences in the means for each question were small, ranging from 0.19 to 0.26.

Table 42
Mean Sample IV Site Staff Results for Staff Relationships (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Staff support each other and work as a team
	n
	I get along with other staff members
	n
	I like other staff members

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City 
	96
	3.26 (.68)
	97
	3.53 (.54)
	95
	3.51 (.54)

	
Suburb 
	13
	3.00 (.58)
	14
	3.50 (.52)
	14
	3.50 (.52)

	
Town/rural 
	13
	3.15 (.90)
	13
	3.69 (.48)
	12
	3.75 (.45)

	Total
	122
	3.22 (.70)
	124
	3.54 (.53)
	121
	3.53 (.53)


Leadership staff qualifications. Program leadership plays an important role in creating positive organizational climates, developing structures, and overseeing program implementation. Because of this, it is important for leadership to have experiences and knowledge not only about youth, but also about the functioning of community organizations.

Required qualifications. Program directors were asked about the required qualifications for their position, as well as for the site coordinators (see Table 43). During each year, over half of the respondents indicated that program directors were required to have one or more of the listed qualifications. The most commonly mentioned of these were prior administrative experience and a teaching credential or training. In contrast, only general work experience with children was mentioned each year by a majority of respondents as a requirement for site coordinators. Despite this, the percentage of respondents who did say that site coordinators should have a credential or training increased slightly each year.

Table 43
Sample III Grantee Level Results for Leadership Staff Qualifications (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	Role and year
	n
	Teaching credential or training
	Prior administrative experience
	Teaching experience
	General work experience with children

	Program director
	
	
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	53
	66.0%
	73.6%
	52.8%
	69.8%

	
2009-10
	74
	66.2%
	78.4%
	56.8%
	62.2%

	
2010-11
	85
	70.6%
	77.6%
	50.6%
	64.7%

	Site coordinator
	
	
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	53
	34.0%
	54.7%
	47.2%
	73.6%

	
2009-10
	74
	35.1%
	51.4%
	55.4%
	71.6%

	
2010-11
	85
	41.2%
	45.9%
	49.4%
	83.5%


Educational background and practical experience. Site coordinators who participated in Sample IV were also asked to provide information about their qualifications (see Tables 44 and 45). The majority reported that they had an Associate’s degree or higher. Furthermore, about one-quarter of the site coordinators reported that they had a teaching credential or were seeking one. With the exception of site coordinators being in a credential program, the results for those for the cities was consistent with the overall results.
Table 44
Sample IV Site Coordinator Results for Highest Level of Education (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	M (SD)
	High school grad/GED
	Some college
	Associate’s degree
	Bachelor’s degree
	Master’s degree

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City 
	15
	3.60 (1.06)
	0.0%
	20.0%
	20.0%
	40.0%
	20.0%

	
Suburb 
	2
	3.00 (1.41)
	0.0%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	50.0%
	0.0%

	
Town/rural 
	1
	5.00 (0.00)
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Total 
	18
	3.61 (1.09)
	0.0%
	22.2%
	16.7%
	38.9%
	22.2%


Table 45
Sample IV Site Coordinator Results for Site Coordinators with Credentials (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Has teaching credential
	In credential program

	Urbanicity
	
	
	

	
City 
	15
	26.7%
	0.0%

	
Suburb 
	2
	0.0%
	50.0%

	
Town/rural 
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Total 
	18
	27.8%
	5.6%


Questions related to practical experience were asked using a time-based scale (see Table 46). Options included (1) less than 1 month, (2) 2-6 months, (3) 7-11 months, (4) 1-3 years, and (5) more than 3 years. In general, Sample IV site coordinators reported that they spent more than three years working with youth and at community organizations. Similarly, they reported that they spent one-to-three years to three or more years at their after school program or in management at their program. Results were consistent for the city sites.

Table 46
Sample IV Site Coordinator Results for Practical Experience (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Time working with youth
	Time working at program
	Time working at community organizations
	Time in management at program

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	

	
City 
	15
	5.00 (.00)
	4.60 (.74)
	5.00 (.00)
	4.53 (.74)

	
Suburb 
	2
	5.00 (.00)
	5.00 (.00)
	5.00 (.00)
	4.50 (.71)

	
Town/rural 
	1
	5.00 (.--)
	4.00 (.--)
	5.00 (.--)
	4.00 (.--)

	Total 
	18
	5.00 (.00)
	4.61 (.70)
	5.00 (.00)
	4.50 (.71)


Site staff qualifications. To demonstrate academic effects, it is also important for students in the program to have access to qualified staff—in order to ensure that each student is given sufficient attention according to her or his individual needs.
Required qualifications. Staff members who teach enrichment or provide tutoring at the ASSETs sites are required to meet federal guidelines for paraprofessionals. Therefore, it was not surprising that the majority of Sample III program directors reported that their site staff were required to meet this qualification. Over two-thirds of the respondents also indicated that members of their site staff were required to be instructional aides, a similar qualification specifically defined by the individual school districts. Less than one-third of respondents indicated that they required their site staff to have a teaching credential or training (see Table 47).

Table 47
Sample III Grantee Level Results for Site Staff Qualifications (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	Year
	n
	Teaching certificate or training
	Paraprofessional
	Instructional aide

	2008-09
	53
	24.5%
	58.5%
	71.7%

	2009-10
	74
	27.0%
	67.6%
	75.7%

	2010-11
	85
	30.6%
	74.1%
	71.8%


Educational background and practical experience. Sample IV site staff were also asked about their level of education and credentialing (see Tables 48 and 49). Similar to their supervisors, site staff tended to report that they had an Associate’s degree or higher. In general and across urbanicity areas, the most common of these degrees was a bachelor’s. Over one-third of respondents also indicated that they had or were seeking a teaching credential. In regards to urbanicity, the site staff from the town/rural areas had the most formal education, while those in the cities had the least.

Table 48
Sample IV Site Staff Results for Highest Level of Education (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	M (SD)
	High school grad/GED
	Some college
	Associate’s degree
	Bachelor’s degree
	Master’s degree

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City 
	93
	3.39 (1.22)
	4.3%
	30.1%
	6.5%
	40.9%
	18.3%

	
Suburb 
	12
	3.75 (0.97)
	0.0%
	16.7%
	8.3%
	58.3%
	16.7%

	
Town/rural 
	13
	3.85 (0.80)
	0.0%
	7.7%
	15.4%
	61.5%
	15.4%

	Total 
	118
	3.47 (1.16)
	3.4%
	26.3%
	7.6%
	44.9%
	17.8%


Table 49
Sample IV Site Staff Results for Site Staff with Credentials (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Has teaching credential
	n
	In credential program

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	

	
City 
	97
	30.9%
	96
	3.1%

	
Suburb 
	14
	42.9%
	14
	14.3%

	
Town/rural 
	13
	69.2%
	12
	8.3%

	Total 
	124
	36.3%
	122
	4.9%


Site staff questions concerning practical experience were asked using the same scale ranging from less than one month to more than three years (see Table 50). As with their supervisors, Sample IV site staff had higher means for time working with youth or community organizations than for time working at their after school program. More specifically, site staff reported that they had one to three years of experience working at their program. In contrast, their experience with youth and community organizations approached three or more years. When examining the results by urbanicity, city site staff had lower mean levels of experience working with youth or at an after school program than did their colleagues at suburban or town/rural sites.

Table 50
Sample IV Site Staff Results for Practical Experience (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Time working with youth
	n
	Time working at program
	n
	Time working at community orgs.

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City 
	97
	4.52 (.79)
	95
	3.65 (1.17)
	93
	4.49 (.92)

	
Suburb 
	13
	4.62 (.87)
	12
	4.50 (.91)
	13
	4.46 (.88)

	
Town/rural 
	13
	4.85 (.38)
	13
	3.77 (1.17)
	13
	4.46 (1.13)

	Total 
	123
	4.56 (.77)
	120
	3.75 (1.17)
	119
	4.49 (.93)


Staff preparedness. Part of enhancing staff efficacy is making sure that staff members have the appropriate experience and training for the roles they serve at their after school program (Alexander, 1986; de Kanter, 2001; ERIC Development Team, 1998; Fashola, 1998; Harvard Family Research Project, 2005; Huang, 2001; Schwartz, 1996). For example, staff members should all be competent in the content areas they teach and the respective age groups they work with. When staff content knowledge and their responsibilities are aligned, they are more likely to be efficacious (Goddard et al., 2000).

Site staff roles. Sample IV site staff were asked about the activities they taught at their program (see Table 51). In regards to the academic components, over half of the respondents stated that they provided homework help and/or tutoring. Less than one-third stated that they taught math, language arts, or science. Results were similar for the non-academic subjects, with less than one-third of the site staff reporting that they taught these topics. When examining the results by subgroup, site staff from the suburbs were the least likely to report that they taught any of the academic subjects, the arts, or that they did parent/community outreach. In contrast, over one-third of the suburban site staff reported that they taught PE, fitness, or sports.

Table 51
Sample IV Site Staff Results for Academic and Non-Academic Roles (2010-11)
	Activities
	City
(n = 97)
	Suburb
(n = 14)
	Town/rural
(n = 13)
	Total
(n = 124)

	Academic 
	
	
	
	

	Homework
	67.0%
	14.3%
	61.5%
	60.5%

	Tutoring
	55.7%
	14.3%
	69.2%
	52.4%

	Language arts
	20.6%
	0.0%
	7.7%
	16.9%

	Math
	30.9%
	7.1%
	23.1%
	27.4%

	Science
	16.5%
	7.1%
	15.4%
	15.3%

	Non-academic 
	
	
	
	

	Visual arts
	15.5%
	0.0%
	15.4%
	13.7%

	Performing arts
	27.8%
	14.3%
	15.4%
	25.0%

	PE, fitness, sports
	30.9%
	42.9%
	15.4%
	30.6%

	Technology
	14.4%
	7.1%
	0.0%
	12.1%

	PYD
	38.1%
	21.4%
	7.7%
	33.1%

	Parent/community
	17.5%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	13.7%


While Sample IV site staff seemed to specialize in certain topics, they did work with a variety of grades. For example, the average participant indicated that they taught activities to students in more than three grade levels. This result was consistent across each of the urbanicity areas (see Table 52).
Table 52
Mean Sample IV Site Staff Results for Grade Levels (2010-11)

	Subgroups
	n
	Number of Grades

	Urbanicity
	
	

	
City
	97
	3.75 (.66)

	
Suburb
	14
	3.71 (.61)

	
Town/rural
	13
	3.69 (.75)

	Total
	124
	3.74 (.66)


Alignment between qualifications and roles. Since detailed staff data were not available, correlations were calculated in order to explore whether a relationship existed between the staff members qualifications and their roles in the after school programs (see Tables 53 and 54).
Table 53
Sample IV Site Staff Correlations for Staff Qualifications and Academic and Non-Academic Roles (2010-11)
	
	Education
	
	Practical experience

	Activities
	Level of education
(n = 118)
	Credentialed
(n = 124)
	Credential program
(n = 122)
	
	Time with youth
(n = 123)
	Time at program
(n = 120)
	Time at CBO
(n = 119)

	Academic 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Homework
	-.02
	.08
	.13
	
	-.20*
	-.10
	-.08

	Tutoring
	-.03
	.05
	.09
	
	-.13
	-.07
	-.06

	Language arts
	.02
	.16
	.00
	
	-.16
	-.04
	-.03

	Math
	-.03
	.09
	.07
	
	-.14
	-.10
	-.06

	Science
	-.05
	.14
	.10
	
	-.23*
	-.06
	-.12

	Non-academic 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Visual arts
	-.02
	.11
	-.02
	
	-.04
	-.15
	-.10

	Performing arts
	-.15
	.05
	-.05
	
	-.11
	-.08
	-.06

	PE, fitness, sports
	-.17
	.28**
	-.01
	
	-.06
	-.03
	.04

	Technology
	.10
	-.03
	.09
	
	-.03
	.12
	.06

	PYD
	-.01
	.25**
	-.08
	
	.05
	.05
	.17

	Parent/community
	.07
	.11
	.09
	
	-.06
	.10
	.01


Note. Effect sizes were interpreted using Cohen’s rule: small, r ≤ 0.23; medium, r = 0.24 – 0.36; large, r ≥ 0.37.
*p <.05. ** p < .01.
In regards to the academic activities, no relationship was found between level of formal education and the activities staff members taught at the ASSETs sites. The same was true whether a staff member held a credential or was in a credentialing program. In contrast, significant negative relationships were found between level of practical experience and some academic activities. More specifically, homework and/or science activities were more likely to be taught by staff who had less time working with youth in general. Results were the opposite for the non-academic activities, with staff members who had credentials being moderately more likely to teach PYD or PE, fitness or sports. Furthermore, a moderate positive relationship was found between holding a teaching credential and the number of grades worked with.

Table 54
Sample IV Site Staff Correlations for Staff Qualifications and Grade Levels (2010-11)

	Subgroups
	n
	Number of Grades

	Level of education
	118
	-.07

	Credentialed
	124
	.24**

	Credential program
	122
	.02

	Time with youth
	123
	-.13

	Time at program
	120
	-.03

	Time at CBOs
	119
	.00


Note. Effect sizes were interpreted using Cohen’s rule: small, r ≤ 0.23;
medium, r = 0.24 – 0.36; large, r ≥ 0.37.
*p <.05. ** p < .01.

Professional Development

Beyond staff competency, and to ensure high quality instruction, staff members should be consistently provided with opportunities for professional development (Wright, 2005). Sample III participants were asked about the professional development opportunities provided to their staff members.
Most of the after school sites in Sample III were offered some form of professional development (see Table 55). In general, Sample III program directors reported more availability than the site coordinators. For example, each year over 97.3% of program directors reported offering professional development, while only 75.4% to 89.8% of site coordinators indicated the same.
Table 55
Sample III Results for Professional Development Offered (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	
	Grantee level
	
	Site level

	Year
	n
	PD offered
	
	n
	PD offered

	2008-09
	53
	98.1%
	
	88
	89.8%

	2009-10
	74
	97.3%
	
	130
	75.4%

	2010-11
	85
	97.6%
	
	208
	84.1%


Differences were also found for the subgroups (see Table 56 and Appendix Table B10). Site coordinators whose program was funded through a COE, as well as those located in the suburbs or Region 7 were least likely to report having professional development. In contrast, over 90% of the coordinators whose site was funded through a CBO or located in Region 4 reported that their staff was offered professional development during 2010-11.

Table 56
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Professional Development Offered (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Yes
	No

	Urbanicity
	
	
	

	
City
	113
	88.6%
	11.4%

	
Suburb
	57
	77.2%
	22.8%

	
Town/rural 
	37
	81.1%
	18.9%

	Grantee type
	
	
	

	
District
	113
	84.1%
	15.9%

	
COE
	38
	73.7%
	26.3%

	
CBO
	50
	92.0%
	8.0%

	
Other
	7
	85.7%
	14.3%


When programs had professional development, they tended to offer it to staff members who were employed directly by the program (see Table 57). For example, across each year of the study, over three-quarters of the grantees reported that leadership staff and non-credentialed site staff were given opportunities. Over three-quarters of the site coordinators also reported on their own professional development. Interestingly, though, site coordinator reports concerning non-credentialed site staff increased by a moderate amount in 2009-10 (22.7%) and then dropped moderately (16.7%) again in 2010-11. Grantee and site coordinator reports concerning credentialed site staff also peaked during 2009-10.
Table 57
Sample III Results for Staff Offered Professional Development (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	Year
	n
	Program director
	Site coordinator
	Credentialed site staff
	Non-credentialed site staff
	Volunteers

	Grantee level
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	52
	88.5%
	94.2%
	55.8%
	90.4%
	44.2%

	
2009-10
	72
	76.4%
	94.4%
	63.9%
	91.7%
	41.7%

	
2010-11
	83
	83.1%
	96.4%
	53.0%
	86.7%
	34.9%

	Site level
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	76
	--
	86.8%
	46.1%
	67.1%
	26.3%

	
2009-10
	98
	--
	96.9%
	55.1%
	89.8%
	27.6%

	
2010-11
	175
	--
	92.6%
	51.4%
	73.1%
	21.1%


The subgroups showed similar trends to the overall results, with site coordinators and non-credentialed staff usually receiving the most opportunities (see Table 58). Exceptions included Regions 2, 9, and 10 where more credentialed than non-credentialed site staff were given opportunities. Furthermore, percentages were equal for these two types of staff when looking at the results for the sites funded through a COE. When looking separately at the urbanicity results, the sites located in the suburbs were the least likely to offer professional development to their site coordinators or site staff, but were the most likely to give opportunities to their volunteers. In contrast, sites funded through a CBO were among the most likely to give opportunities to their site coordinators, non-credentialed site staff, and volunteers. Sites funded through a COE were the most likely to give opportunities to their credentialed site staff. Sites located in Regions 2, 9 and 10 were also more likely to have their credentialed staff offered professional development.

Table 58
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Professional Development Offered (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Site coordinator
	Credentialed site staff
	Non-credentialed site staff
	Volunteers

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	101
	94.1%
	50.5%
	73.3%
	19.8%

	
Suburb
	44
	88.6%
	45.5%
	72.7%
	29.5%

	
Town/rural 
	30
	93.3%
	63.3%
	73.3%
	13.3%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	95
	95.8%
	53.7%
	69.5%
	23.2%

	
COE
	28
	85.7%
	57.1%
	57.1%
	7.1%

	
CBO
	46
	91.3%
	43.5%
	89.1%
	26.1%

	
Other
	6
	83.3%
	50.0%
	83.3%
	16.7%

	CDE region
	
	
	
	
	

	
Region 1
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	
Region 2
	8
	75.0%
	75.0%
	50.0%
	12.5%

	
Region 3
	6
	100.0%
	50.0%
	66.7%
	0.0%

	
Region 4
	31
	96.8%
	58.1%
	67.7%
	35.5%

	
Region 5
	8
	75.0%
	25.0%
	75.0%
	37.5%

	
Region 6
	7
	100.0%
	57.1%
	100.0%
	57.1%

	
Region 7
	13
	92.3%
	38.5%
	84.6%
	15.4%

	
Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%

	
Region 9
	30
	86.7%
	70.0%
	63.3%
	26.7%

	
Region 10
	7
	100.0%
	85.7%
	57.1%
	0.0%

	
Region 11
	63
	95.2%
	36.5%
	81.0%
	12.7%


Interview and/or focus group participants at all of the Sample IV sites noted that their staff received opportunities for professional development. When details were provided about who was receiving these opportunities, participants tended to mention site coordinators or site staff. Participants from only four of the sites noted that youth staff members or volunteers received opportunities. One of the site coordinators provided details about the offerings for her youth staff, “Not only do we train the adult staff, but also the youth staff, so…we have like right now about 20 youth staff. And it’s like once a week we have a different training…So we do at least for two months, every Thursday they have a workshop…”

Valuing professional development. On their surveys, Sample IV staff members were asked to rate whether professional development helps after school staff to do a better job (see Table 59). While site staff tended to agree with this statement, site coordinators reports approached strong agreement. Urbanicity results showed higher means for site staff in town/rural areas than in cities or suburbs. In contrast, site coordinators from the town/rural areas had the lowest means and those from the cities and suburbs had the highest. Unfortunately, the urbanicity results for the site coordinators were not meaningful because of the very small sample sizes for the suburbs and town/rural areas.
Table 59
Mean Sample IV Staff Results for Valuing of Professional Development (2010-11)
	
	Site coordinator
	
	Site staff

	Subgroup
	n
	Staff do better job
	
	n
	Staff do better job

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	15
	3.47 (.74)
	
	96
	3.01 (.61)

	
Suburb
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	
	13
	3.00 (.58)

	
Town/rural
	1
	3.00 (.00)
	
	12
	3.33 (.49)

	Total
	18
	3.44 (.71)
	
	121
	3.04 (.60)


Organizations providing professional development. Program directors and site coordinators who participated in Sample III were more likely to report that their professional development was conducted by local organizations (see Table 60). Across all three years, the most common responses were after school programs and county offices of education. Reports concerning this were consistent at the grantee level, but differed at the site level during 2009-10. Federal agencies and CASRC were the least mentioned providers across the three years.

Table 60
Sample III Results for Professional Development Providers (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	
	Grantee level
	
	Site level 

	Provider
	2008-09
(n = 52)
	2009-10
(n = 72)
	2010-11
(n = 83)
	
	2008-09
(n = 70)
	2009-10
(n = 98)
	2010-11
(n = 175)

	The CDE
	38.5%
	34.7%
	34.9%
	
	21.4%
	27.6%
	36.0%

	Federal agency
	3.8%
	4.2%
	3.6%
	
	2.9%
	5.1%
	0.6%

	California After School Resource Center (CASRC)
	30.8%
	26.4%
	32.5%
	
	18.6%
	14.3%
	11.4%

	Regional Lead Office
	55.8%
	65.3%
	68.7%
	
	22.9%
	36.7%
	37.7%

	County Office of Education
	71.2%
	65.3%
	65.1%
	
	60.0%
	46.9%
	54.3%

	School district
	57.7%
	65.3%
	66.3%
	
	47.1%
	58.2%
	46.3%

	Day school staff 
	42.3%
	48.6%
	48.2%
	
	34.3%
	32.7%
	33.7%

	After school program 
	82.7%
	86.1%
	81.9%
	
	75.7%
	89.8%
	76.6%

	Nonprofit organization
	63.5%
	43.1%
	47.0%
	
	44.3%
	44.9%
	40.6%


During 2010-11, differences were found for many of the subgroups (see Table 61 and Appendix Table B11). For example, site coordinators from town/rural sites were more likely than were those in other areas to report that they received professional development from many of the providers listed. In contrast, these respondents were the least likely to report that their site received opportunities from a nonprofit organization. When examining the results by grantee type, moderate to large differences were found for many of the professional development providers. The biggest of these were for the providers who also happened to be grantee types. For example, COEs were much more likely to be reported as a provider for the sites funded through a COE. Similar results were also found for school districts and after school programs/CBOs. It is also interesting to note that sites located in Regions 6, 7 and 9 were the most likely to receive opportunities from their COE. In addition, sites in Region 6 were the most likely to receive opportunities from their regional lead office, school district and/or after school program.
Table 61
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Professional Development Providers (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	The CDE
	Federal agency
	CASRC
	Regional lead
	COE
	School district
	Day school staff
	After school program
	Nonprofit organization

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	101
	31.7%
	1.0%
	9.9%
	33.7%
	47.5%
	46.5%
	33.7%
	75.2%
	51.5%

	
Suburb
	44
	43.2%
	0.0%
	6.8%
	31.8%
	59.1%
	36.4%
	22.7%
	88.6%
	34.1%

	
Town/rural 
	30
	40.0%
	0.0%
	23.3%
	60.0%
	70.0%
	60.0%
	50.0%
	63.3%
	13.3%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	95
	35.8%
	1.1%
	15.8%
	43.2%
	41.1%
	58.9%
	33.7%
	76.8%
	37.9%

	
COE
	28
	28.6%
	0.0%
	14.3%
	39.3%
	89.3%
	42.9%
	28.6%
	53.6%
	10.7%

	
CBO
	46
	39.1%
	0.0%
	2.2%
	23.9%
	60.9%
	23.9%
	37.0%
	93.5%
	60.9%

	
Other
	6
	50.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	50.0%
	50.0%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	50.0%
	66.7%


Interviews and focus groups at the Sample IV sites tended to confirm the Sample III results. Participants at all twenty sites specifically noted that the after school program, program director, and/or site coordinator provided professional development. In addition, participants at about half of the sites noted that the COE or the host school offers some professional development. Interestingly, though, almost all of the reports concerning the host schools were made by principals and not after school staff. Furthermore, the frequency of these offerings seemed to vary greatly. While one principal noted that the site coordinator was invited to the trainings on student engagement, another principal whose program was mainly staffed by credentialed teachers offered extensive opportunities:

Once a week we meet as a staff and we do from 2:30-4:30…We have had people from outside come in. I also provide readings and discussions…But we also use our own staff to in-service each other. So I have the different departments that have come in and done in-service like the English department have done all kinds…on how to read functional documents, what types of questions we should be asking of that…so a lot of the you know the building of capacities is done in house.

Types of professional development offered. When staff members at the Sample III sites were offered professional development, they tended to receive a combination of formal and informal types (see Table 62). Across all three years, over four-fifths of the program directors and site coordinators indicated that trainings/workshops, program level meetings, and/or site level meetings were offered. In addition, over two-thirds of the respondents indicated that new employees were offered orientation. The least common type of professional development was job prep for site staff who worked as instructors.
Table 62
Sample III Results for Types of Professional Development (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	
	Grantee level
	
	Site level 

	Type of PD
	2008-09
(n = 52)
	2009-10
(n = 72) 
	2010-11
(n = 83)
	
	2008-09
(n = 71)
	2009-10
(n = 98)
	2010-11
(n = 175)

	New employee orientation
	80.8%
	72.2%
	66.3%
	
	71.8%
	78.6%
	73.7%

	Job prep for site coordinators
	59.6%
	52.8%
	61.4%
	
	49.3%
	50.0%
	51.4%

	Job prep for instructors
	57.7%
	52.8%
	54.2%
	
	45.1%
	43.9%
	45.1%

	Trainings and/or workshops
	92.3%
	91.7%
	94.0%
	
	83.1%
	91.8%
	83.4%

	Program level meetings 
	88.5%
	90.3%
	88.0%
	
	94.4%
	93.9%
	86.9%

	Site level meetings 
	88.5%
	90.3%
	90.4%
	
	80.3%
	79.6%
	80.0%


Subgroup differences were found for all of the types of professional development (see Table 63 and Appendix Table B12). These differences tended to be largest for the topics focused on management (i.e., job prep for site coordinators and program level meetings) and smallest for the topics directly focused on site staff performance (i.e., trainings/workshops and site level meetings). Despite this, sites located in the suburbs and/or funded through a CBO were usually the most likely to provide the types of professional development. The exceptions included job prep for instructors and site level meetings, which were offered by slightly higher percentages of city sites than suburban sites. Greater percentages of sites in Regions 3, 6 and 11 also offered most of the types. Interestingly, though, all three of these regions were less likely than the average high school to offer trainings and/or workshops.
Table 63
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Types of Professional Development (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	New employee orientation
	Job prep for site coordinators
	Job prep for instructors
	Trainings and/or workshops
	Program level meetings
	Site level meetings

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	101
	75.2%
	50.5%
	50.5%
	79.2%
	87.1%
	84.2%

	
Suburb
	44
	79.5%
	63.6%
	47.7%
	90.9%
	90.9%
	79.5%

	
Town/rural 
	30
	60.0%
	36.7%
	23.3%
	86.7%
	80.0%
	66.7%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	95
	73.7%
	47.4%
	40.0%
	80.0%
	88.4%
	81.1%

	
COE
	28
	50.0%
	39.3%
	42.9%
	85.7%
	82.1%
	67.9%

	
CBO
	46
	89.1%
	69.6%
	58.7%
	89.1%
	91.3%
	84.8%

	
Other
	6
	66.7%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	83.3%
	50.0%
	83.3%


Site coordinators and after school staff who worked at Sample IV sites were asked to provide more details about the use of meetings for professional development. On their surveys, they were asked to rate their agreement about whether staff members used this time to share techniques and strategies for working with students (see Table 64). While the average site coordinator agreed to strongly agreed that this was done, site staff only tended to agree. Among subgroups with large enough samples to interpret, differences were small to very small.
Table 64
Mean Sample IV Staff Results for Staff Meetings (2010-11)
	
	Site Coordinator
	
	Site Staff

	Subgroup
	n
	Techniques for student engagement
	Strategies to help struggling students
	
	n
	Techniques for student engagement
	Strategies to help struggling students

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	15
	3.47 (.52)
	3.47 (.52)
	
	96
	3.02 (.68)
	3.05 (.67)

	
Suburb
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	3.00 (.00)
	
	14
	3.07 (.27)
	3.00 (.56)

	
Town/rural 
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	
	13
	3.00 (.71)
	2.85 (.90)

	Total 
	18
	3.44 (.51)
	3.39 (.50)
	
	123
	3.02 (.65)
	3.02 (.68)


During the focus groups and interviews, participants at three-quarters of the sites brought up the issue of meetings when asked a general question about professional development. Program level meetings and site level meetings often took place one or more times per month. The meetings at the program level seemed to focus on keeping site coordinators up-to-date on administrative issues. In contrast, site level meetings provided coordinators with an opportunity to share information with their staffs and as a forum for site staff to discuss student issues and activities. One of the staff members at a high school in northern California explained:

We come in and give input, “How’s it going? What’s the positive? What’s the negative?” And each staff has a little input with each other. Like, “Hey, this is what you can do. Maybe this is what you can do.” And that always works, you know. If it’s not working for me and it’s working for you, how is it working for you? And I think that works.

Frequency of professional development. On their surveys, Sample IV site staff and site coordinators agreed that staff members were offered professional development annually (see Table 65). Differences across subgroups for site staff were very small. In contrast, larger differences were found for site coordinators, although the small sample sizes for suburbs and town/rural areas limit the meaningfulness of this result. Interestingly, though, the mean for site coordinators in the cities did approach strong agreement while the mean for site staff in this area was 0.42 less.
Table 65
Mean Sample IV Staff Results for Valuing of Professional Development (2010-11)
	
	Site coordinator
	
	Site staff

	Subgroup
	n
	Offered annually
	
	n
	Offered annually

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	15
	3.47 (.83)
	
	96
	3.05 (.66)

	
Suburb
	2
	2.50 (.71)
	
	14
	3.14 (.54)

	
Town/rural
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	
	12
	3.08 (.52)

	Total
	18
	3.33 (.84)
	
	122
	3.07 (.63)


Although the frequency of professional development was not included in the focus groups and interview protocols, participants from many of the Sample IV sites noted how often they were offered different types of professional development. Meetings often took place one or more times per month. In contrast, participants tended to report that trainings were offered on a quarterly to annual basis. Participants from one site also noted a more flexible option whereby staff members simply had to complete ten hours of training per year, in addition to their staff meetings. The program director at this site provided details:

I’d say for the most part we have a 10-hour minimum requirement per staff member per school year that they have to complete. And that’s aside from like the emergency procedures trainings, and the CPR and first aid, and all that-that they have to be certified for. So each staff member receives at least 10 hours.

Topics offered. Program directors and site coordinators who reported that their organizations offered professional development were also asked to provide details about the topics (see Table 66). Respondents from the Sample III sites reported that their organizations provided a variety of professional development topics. The most commonly offered of these focused on three main themes. First, organizations offered topics necessary for new hires, such as background information about their program and federally mandated training in topics like first aid and sexual harassment. The majority of organizations also offered topics to help staff members who were new or needed updated skills in how to work directly with students. Across the study, over two-thirds of the program directors indicated that classroom management, behavior management, and student motivation were taught. During 2008-09 only about half of the site coordinators noted the same offerings, but this increased to over two-thirds by the 2010-11 school year. Finally, approximately two-thirds or more of the program directors and site coordinators indicated that site management was a common offering. Across the three years of the study, it is also interesting to note that the percentage of program directors who reported on each of the topics stayed the same or went down, while the site coordinator reports normally showed the opposite trend.

Table 66
Sample III Results for Professional Development Topics (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	
	Grantee level
	
	Site level 

	Topic
	2008-09
(n = 52)
	2009-10
(n = 72)
	2010-11
(n = 83)
	
	2008-09
(n = 72)
	2009-10
(n = 98)
	2010-11
(n = 175)

	Federally mandated training 
	78.8%
	75.0%
	77.1%
	
	75.0%
	73.5%
	78.9%

	Info about human resources
	53.8%
	58.3%
	53.0%
	
	59.7%
	61.2%
	55.4%

	Background info about ASP
	73.1%
	72.2%
	74.7%
	
	83.3%
	69.4%
	74.9%

	Site management
	82.7%
	65.3%
	73.5%
	
	65.3%
	65.3%
	66.9%

	Classroom management
	86.5%
	81.9%
	74.7%
	
	54.2%
	69.4%
	68.0%

	Behavior management
	78.8%
	77.8%
	80.7%
	
	55.6%
	65.3%
	67.4%

	Student motivation and/or engagement
	88.5%
	75.0%
	81.9%
	
	58.3%
	70.4%
	73.1%

	Conflict resolution
	59.6%
	56.9%
	47.0%
	
	47.2%
	50.0%
	50.3%

	Lesson planning
	73.1%
	69.4%
	63.9%
	
	48.6%
	56.1%
	50.9%

	Content-specific training
	63.5%
	69.4%
	63.9%
	
	29.2%
	36.7%
	36.6%

	Curriculum specific training
	71.2%
	62.5%
	53.0%
	
	30.6%
	32.7%
	32.6%

	Technology
	50.0%
	51.4%
	44.6%
	
	25.0%
	34.7%
	34.9%

	Working with families/ community
	0.0%
	54.2%
	50.6%
	
	30.6%
	42.9%
	45.1%


When examining the most common topics by subgroup some interesting trends were found (see Table 67 and Appendix Table B13). For example, over two-thirds of the sites in the cities and suburbs offered each of the common topics. This was also true for the sites funded through a CBO. In contrast, less than half of the sites funded through a COE or located in a town/rural area received classroom management training and less than half of the sites funded through a COE received behavior management training. Over two-thirds of the sites in Regions 5 and 6 were also offered each of the common topics. Among subgroups with sufficient sample sizes, Regions 2 and 10 tended to have the least offerings.
Table 67
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Common Professional Development Topics (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Federally mandated training
	Background info about ASP
	Site management
	Classroom management
	Behavior management
	Motivation/ engagement

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	101
	80.2%
	78.2%
	68.3%
	69.3%
	68.3%
	74.3%

	
Suburb
	44
	75.0%
	81.8%
	70.5%
	79.5%
	77.3%
	72.7%

	
Town/rural 
	30
	80.0%
	53.3%
	56.7%
	46.7%
	50.0%
	70.0%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	95
	73.7%
	75.8%
	63.2%
	69.5%
	67.4%
	68.4%

	
COE
	28
	75.0%
	57.1%
	71.4%
	46.4%
	46.4%
	71.4%

	
CBO
	46
	93.5%
	87.0%
	73.9%
	76.1%
	78.3%
	82.6%

	
Other
	6
	66.7%
	50.0%
	50.0%
	83.3%
	83.3%
	83.3%


Subgroup results for the less common professional development topics showed some similar results to those for the common topics (see Appendix Table B14). For example, more than half of the site coordinators in the cities, suburbs and/or funded through a CBO reported that their staff received info about human resources, conflict resolution, lesson planning, and info about how to work with families/communities. More than half of the sites in the suburbs also received professional development on technology. Info about human resources, conflict resolution, and lesson planning were also offered at more than half of the sites in Regions 5, 6 and 11. The only regions that had more than half of their sites receive training on families and/or communities were two, three, and four.

Sample IV participants also talked about some of the common professional development topics (see Table 68). Similar to the Sample III results, both types of staff tended to agree that professional development on behavior management was offered. Site coordinators and site staff also generally agreed that career advancement and content specific topics were offered. Among the subgroups with sufficient sample sizes, the mean level of agreement was highest for the site coordinators in cities and lowest for site staff in city and town/rural areas. Participants from about one-third of the Sample IV sites also mentioned during their interviews and/or focus groups about receiving federally mandated training, site management, and/or behavior management. The program director who directly oversaw one of the Sample IV sites explained that they normally offer all of these topics, and others, at a big yearly training:

[Our after school program] does a big kick off training in August every year where we cover a very wide variety of topics…we cover basic policies and procedures, what’s it called—mandated reported, we do first aid training, we do behavior management training, we do training and leadership, training in areas like…categorical program monitoring…

Table 68
Mean Sample IV Staff Results for Common and Less Common Professional Development Topics (2010-11)
	
	Site coordinator
	
	Site staff

	Subgroup
	n
	Behavior mgmt.
	Career advance.
	Content-specific
	
	n
	Behavior mgmt.
	Career advance.
	Content-specific

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	15
	3.33 (.82)
	3.13 (.92)
	3.27 (.80)
	
	96
	2.69 (.76)
	2.81 (.71)
	2.76 (.75)

	
Suburb
	2
	2.50 (.71)
	3.50 (.71)
	3.00 (.00)
	
	14
	3.00 (.56)
	2.86 (.66)
	2.93 (.62)

	
Town/rural 
	1
	2.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	
	12
	2.67 (.65)
	2.92 (.52)
	3.27 (.47)

	Total 
	18
	3.17 (.86)
	3.17 (.86)
	3.22 (.73)
	
	121
	2.73 (.73)
	2.82 (.69)
	2.83 (.73)


Alignment between goals and topics offered. Sample IV staff members were also asked on their surveys about alignment between professional development and their site’s goals (see Table 69). Not surprisingly, site staff tended to agree while overall results for site coordinators approached strong agreement. When examining the subgroup results, agreement was strongest for site coordinators at city sites. Interestingly, though, site staff results were lowest at these sites.

Table 69
Mean Sample IV Staff Results for Professional Development and Goal Alignment (2010-11)
	
	Site coordinator
	
	Site staff

	Subgroup
	n
	Aligned w/ goals
	
	n
	Aligned w/ goals

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	15
	3.53 (.64)
	
	96
	2.92 (.63)

	
Suburb
	2
	3.00 (.00)
	
	13
	3.08 (.64)

	
Town/rural
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	
	12
	3.25 (.62)

	Total
	18
	3.44 (.62)
	
	121
	2.97 (.63)


Suggested topics. On their surveys, Sample IV site staff members were asked to select the topics in which they would like to receive more training. Three of the items listed focused on communicating with the community (see Table 70). Interestingly, while one-third of participants indicated that they would like training on how to communicate with parents, moderately fewer site staff reported that they would like training on how to do this with their host school. This result was consistent across subgroups. When examining subgroup results for each type of communication, city site staff were more likely to state that they would like to receive training. Furthermore, site staff members from suburbs were least likely to state that they would like training on these different forms of communication.

Table 70
Sample IV Site Staff Results for Professional Development Desired about Communication (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Communicating with parents
	Communicating with school teachers
	Communicating with school administration

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	

	
City
	97
	36.1%
	19.6%
	23.7%

	
Suburb
	14
	14.3%
	7.1%
	7.1%

	
Town/rural 
	13
	30.8%
	7.7%
	15.4%

	Total 
	124
	33.1%
	16.9%
	21.0%


Sample IV site staff members were also surveyed about whether they would like training in topics that directly affect their implementation of activities (e.g., teaching academic skills, explaining homework materials, etc.). With the exception of explaining homework materials, about one-third of site staff indicated that they would like more training in the different topics. This included behavior management, which was reportedly offered to staff at two-thirds of the Sample III sites in 2010-11. Site staff members at town/rural sites were least likely to report wanting more training in most of the topics listed. It is also interesting to note that more than half of the suburban site staff indicated that they would like training on how to improve student learning and/or how to implement non-academic activities (see Appendix Table B15).
Alignment between professional development and staff retention. Correlations were calculated in order to determine whether a relationship existed between the turnover of Sample III staff members and their being offered professional development. When examining the amount of offerings, significant relationships were only found for non-credentialed site staff (see Table 71). More specifically, small negative relationships were found between staff retention and the number of types as well as the number of common topics. In other words, ASSETs sites with more turnover of non-credentialed site staff tended to be offered more types of professional development or more common topics. It is unclear whether organizations provided greater opportunities to train new non-credentialed staff or whether staff members who were well trained tended to leave these sites.
Table 71
Sample III Site Level Correlations for Amount of Professional Development and Staff Retention (2010-11)

	Professional development
	n
	Site coordinator retention
	Credentialed site staff retention
	Non-credentialed site staff retention

	Number of types of staff 
	204
	-.11
	.01
	-.04

	 Number of providers
	204
	.00
	-.03
	-.04

	 Number of types
	204
	-.13
	.03
	-.18*

	 Number of common topics
	204
	-.06
	.02
	-.15*

	 Number of less common topics
	204
	-.05
	.03
	-.09


Note. Effect sizes were interpreted using Cohen’s rule: small, r ≤ 0.23; medium, r = 0.24 – 0.36; large, r ≥ 0.37.
*p <.05. ** p < .01.

Only a few significant relationships were found between professional development and turnover when examining specifically who received the offerings (see Table 72). As with the amount of offerings, these relationships were in the negative direction. More specifically, sites where non-credentialed site staff were offered professional development also tended to have slightly higher turnover of this type of staff as well as site coordinators. No significant correlations were found concerning the offering of professional development to the other types of staff.

Table 72
Sample III Site Level Correlations for Professional Development Offered and Staff Retention (2010-11)

	Professional development offered
	n
	Site coordinator retention
	Credentialed site staff retention
	Non-credentialed site staff retention

	Site coordinator
	204
	-.04
	.04
	-.04

	Credentialed site staff
	204
	-.05
	-.03
	.13

	Non-credentialed site staff
	204
	-.14*
	-.00
	-.18*

	Volunteers
	204
	-.06
	.03
	-.05


Note. Effect sizes were interpreted using Cohen’s rule: small, r ≤ 0.23; medium, r = 0.24 – 0.36; large, r ≥ 0.37.
*p <.05. ** p < .01.

Chapter Summary
Goal Setting and Activity Alignment

Goal setting and evaluation appeared to be well integrated with program features. Most Sample III grantees set goals that aligned closely with the ASSETs guidelines concerning academic support, as well as program attendance. Somewhat less emphasized were the behavioral goals, which currently have no standard outcome measure.
While Sample IV site coordinators reported having a strong knowledge and orientation towards the goals, results extrapolated from Sample III painted a less clear picture. Most Sample III site coordinators reported that they placed a great deal of emphasis on homework completion and academic enrichment, however, correlation analyses showed no significant relationships between their reports and the goals set by their program directors. Furthermore, the one significant relationship found for academic improvement goals involved non-academic enrichment. In other words, sites with an academic improvement goal were not more likely to emphasize academics a great deal, but were more likely to emphasize non-academics.
Sample III site coordinators appeared to offer a variety of activities at their sites. For example, almost all site coordinators reported that they offered academic enrichment, homework assistance, and/or tutoring. The non-academic enrichment activities of arts/music, physical fitness/sports, and recreation were also offered at the vast majority of sites. Other activities offered by more than two-thirds of the Sample III sites included CAHSEE prep, college prep, community service, language arts/literacy, leadership/entrepreneurial skills, and math.
Considering the results concerning goal-orientation, it was not surprising to find more significant correlations with the program focus stated by the site coordinators than with the grantee set goals. For example, small to medium positive relationships were found between having a strong emphasis on homework assistance or tutoring and many of the common academic activities. In contrast, only two significant relationships were found between having an academic improvement goal and offering the common academic activities. It is also interesting to note that only one significant relationship was found between a program goal and a non-academic activity.
Evaluation Systems
Sample III grantees tended to use a variety of sources when conducting evaluations. During each year of the study, program directors were most likely to seek feedback from program staff, site coordinators, and day school administrators. Furthermore, almost all of the program directors reported that they used state achievement scores and/or after school program attendance records. Data collection methods, such as site observations and surveys, were also used by a majority of the grantees. These results were consistent regardless of whether the grantee was setting goals or determining outcomes.
Across the three years of the study, the percentage of Sample III grantees who stated that they met or progressed towards their goals experienced small to medium changes. While the percentages for most of the goals increased after the 2008-09 school year, the percentage of grantees who reported meeting or progressing towards their positive behavior change goals decreased. Percentages for some of the goals also differed when restricting the results to the Sample III sites. For example, the percentage of sites reported to have met or progressed towards their academic improvement and program attendance goals decreased across the three years. These discrepancies are most likely due to the changes in procedures, with data collection taking place earlier during subsequent years. Subgroup analyses also showed that suburban sites were the least likely and the city sites were the most likely to meet or progress towards their set goals.
Resources and Support
Sample IV staff, as well as members of the evaluation team, generally noted adequate access to materials and physical space at the host schools. Despite this, issues were sometimes brought up during the interviews and focus groups. For example, participants noted having to move locations some days, having physical spaces they deemed as too small, or having to conduct some activities at off campus locations. Interestingly, many of the sites where participants noted issues with materials were sites where issues were mentioned concerning space.
Issues concerning human resources also played a large role in the implementation of the ASSETs programs. Amongst the Sample III site coordinators, techniques reported for recruiting site staff varied greatly. Even the top technique (i.e., salary) was mentioned by only half of the site coordinators during the 2009-10 and 2010-11 school years. Once staff were employed, greater percentages of site coordinators used most of the other techniques to retain staff at their site. For example, during each year over half reported that they utilized recognition of staff. Despite this, staff turnover at the ASSETs sites was an ongoing problem. During the final year of the study alone, over one-quarter of the Sample III sites experienced a change in leadership, over 40% lost one or more credentialed site staff, and nearly two-thirds lost one or more non-credentialed site staff. These high levels of turnover my be part of the reason that the Sample IV evaluation team observed some activities exceeding the mandatory 1:20 staff-to-pupil ration stipulated by the grants.
Generally, the Sample III site coordinators tried to create collaborative work environments for their staffs. In part, this may be why the Sample IV site staff felt strongly that they and their coworkers had positive and supportive relationships. While grantees often required their site coordinators to have prior administrative experience and/or a teaching credential/training, site staff were mainly required to meet district or grant requirements concerning basic knowledge and skills. This meant having site staff meet district instructional aide requirements and/or federal guidelines for paraprofessionals. Somewhat in line with these requirements, most of the Sample IV site coordinators and site staff had a bachelor’s degree or higher. Furthermore, about one-third of the site coordinators and about 40% of the site staff held a credential or were in a credential program.
In a few cases, education level and practical experience appeared to play a role in the specific roles of the site staff. For example, moderate relationships were found between holding a credential and teaching positive youth development or PE, fitness, sports activities. Similarly, small negative relationships were found between time spent working with youth and teaching homework or science.
Professional Development

Staff members at most of the Sample III sites were given professional development opportunities. These opportunities were primarily directed at the site coordinators and non-credentialed site staff. Only about half of the grantees also reported providing professional development to their credentialed site staff. This could be the result of these staff members already having greater experience and opportunities through their primarily jobs as teachers, or their limited employment at the sites. Organizations that also commonly serve as grantees were the primary providers. For example, during most years the majority of program directors and site coordinators reported that their after school program, district, and/or county office of education offered professional development. The most commonly reported types – training/workshops and staff meetings – were focused on the further development of existing staff. Furthermore, many of the common topics – classroom management, behavior management, and student motivation – were focused on making sure that staff were prepared to work directly with students. Correlation analyses also implied that organizations provided greater profession development opportunities as a way to deal with high turnover of non-credentialed site staff.
The next chapter explores student participation as well as barriers to student participation and program implementation.

Chapter VII:
Student Participation, Student Barriers, and Implementation Barriers

One of the components in developing collective staff efficacy is the willingness of staff members to analyze and overcome their barriers. Consequently, strategies for recruiting and retaining students, as well as barriers to student participation and program implementation were explored using Samples III and IV.
This chapter addresses the following sub-items for evaluation question 1:

· For high schools, to what extent do programs attract students considered at risk or in need of academic support?

· What barriers are there to program participation? Do these barriers have a significant negative impact on program participation, student achievement, and behavior? What successes have there been in program participation?

· What barriers are there to program implementation? Do these barriers have a significant negative impact on program participation, student achievement, and behavior?
Section I: Student Participation

The ASSETs program was designed to provide academic support and enrichment to students who attend schools in low-income communities.
Student Enrollment

Site coordinators who participated in Sample III were asked to report about their program capacity and policies for enrollment.
Program capacity. Site coordinators were first asked to report on their ability to enroll all interested students into their program (see Table 73 and Appendix Table C1). Almost all site coordinators reported that they were able to enroll all the students who wished to participate at their sites. These results were consistent across years, urbanicity, and grantee type. The only difference involved Region 5, which had only 10 sites participate during 2010-11.
Table 73
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results Concerning Program Capacity (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Can enroll all interested students
	Cannot enroll all interested students

	Study Year
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	87
	96.6%
	3.4%

	
2009-10
	130
	95.4%
	4.6%

	
2010-11
	212
	96.7%
	3.3%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	

	
City
	117
	95.7%
	4.3%

	
Suburb
	57
	96.5%
	3.5%

	
Town/rural
	38
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Grantee type
	
	
	

	
District
	115
	96.5%
	3.5%

	
COE
	39
	97.4%
	2.6%

	
CBO
	51
	96.1%
	3.9%

	
Other
	7
	100.0%
	0.0%


Waiting list. Even though less than 5% of the site coordinators reported that were not able to enroll all interested students, each year over 15% of the participants reported that they maintained a waiting list (see Table 74 and Appendix Table C2). Most of the urbanicity and grantee type subgroups also revealed that slightly higher percentages of site coordinators maintained a waiting list. For example, over one-fifth of the site coordinators in the cities or whose site was funded through a CBO reported doing this during the 2010-11 school year. In contrast, many of the smaller regions did not have any respondents report using this technique.
Table 74
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results Concerning Maintaining a Waiting List (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Yes
	No

	Study Year
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	87
	17.2%
	82.8%

	
2009-10
	129
	20.9%
	79.1%

	
2010-11
	211
	15.6%
	84.4%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	

	
City
	117
	20.5%
	79.5%

	
Suburb
	56
	8.9%
	91.9%

	
Town/rural 
	38
	10.5%
	89.5%

	Grantee type
	
	
	

	
District
	114
	15.8%
	84.2%

	
COE
	39
	5.1%
	94.9%

	
CBO
	51
	23.5%
	76.5%

	
Other
	7
	14.3%
	85.7%


Fee scale. The ASSETs program was designed to provide academic support and enrichment to students who attend schools in low-income communities. As such, while after school sites are not required to provide services free of charge, they are discouraged from charging fees. Furthermore, guidelines for these programs stipulate that sites may not exclude children because of lack of finances. Therefore, it was not surprising to find that all Sample III site coordinators reported across all three years that their program was free for all students.
Student Recruitment

After school programs have been shown to produce positive development and academic achievement outcomes for students who participated consistently (Durlak & Weissberg, 2007; Hall, Yohalem, Tolman, & Wilson, 2003; Keating, Tomishima, Foster, & Alessandri, 2002). The recruitment and retention of certain targeted student populations, specifically those who are considered to be academically and economically disadvantaged, are thus central to the effectiveness of the programs (Durlak & Weissberg, 2007; Schwartz, 1996).

Populations targeted. When looking at the overall results across the three years of the study, Sample III site coordinators were most likely to report that they targeted students who were academically at-risk. Over two-thirds of the site coordinators also stated that they targeted English learners and/or students who had emotional/behavioral issues. When looking at the results by urbanicity, very small differences were found with town/rural sites being the most likely and suburban sites being the least likely to report targeting these populations. Similarly, sites funded through a COE were the same or slightly more likely than sites funded through other types of grantees to target each type of student. This was especially true for the English learners and the students with emotional/behavioral issues. Among the subgroups with larger sample sizes, sites in Regions 7 and 9 were also the most likely to target these two student populations (see Table 75 and Appendix Table C3)
Table 75
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Student Population Targeted (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	English learners
	At-risk academically
	At-risk due to emotional/ behavior issues

	Study Year
	
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	82
	76.8%
	98.8%
	68.3%

	
2009-10
	131
	79.4%
	95.4%
	70.2%

	
2010-11
	213
	77.9%
	94.4%
	71.4%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	

	
City
	118
	78.0%
	94.9%
	72.0%

	
Suburb
	57
	75.4%
	91.2%
	66.7%

	
Town/rural 
	38
	81.6%
	97.4%
	76.3%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	

	
District
	116
	78.4%
	94.8%
	69.0%

	
COE
	39
	84.6%
	94.9%
	82.1%

	
CBO
	51
	76.5%
	94.1%
	72.5%

	
Other
	7
	42.9%
	85.7%
	42.9%


Techniques used to recruit students. Site coordinators who participated in Sample III reported on the different techniques that they used to recruit students (see Table 76 and Appendix Table C4). When looking across the three years, percentages were consistent for each of the recruitment techniques. Furthermore, the use of flyers, after school staff public relations, and teacher referral were consistently the most utilized. When looking at urbanicity, small to large differences were found for the less frequently used techniques. More specifically, site coordinators in the cities were the most likely and those in the town/rural areas were the least likely to use student or parent referrals. In contrast, town/rural site coordinators were moderately more likely than those in the suburbs to have school staff do public relations. Similarly, sites funded through a COE were the least likely to use student or parent referral and sites funded through Other types of grantees were the least likely to use school staff public relations. Among the regions with larger sample sizes, sites in Region 7 were the most likely to use flyers or pubic relations and sites in Region 4 were the most likely to use referral.
Table 76
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Techniques Used to Recruit Students (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Flyers
	School staff PR
	ASP Staff PR
	Student referral
	Teacher referral
	Parent referral

	Study Year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	87
	98.9%
	86.2%
	96.6%
	86.2%
	92.0%
	67.8%

	
2009-10
	131
	93.1%
	84.0%
	90.8%
	89.3%
	89.3%
	68.7%

	
2010-11
	213
	92.0%
	80.3%
	91.1%
	86.4%
	88.7%
	65.7%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	118
	92.4%
	80.5%
	89.0%
	92.4%
	89.0%
	72.0%

	
Suburb
	57
	89.5%
	71.9%
	94.7%
	84.2%
	89.5%
	66.7%

	
Town/rural
	38
	94.7%
	92.1%
	92.1%
	71.1%
	86.8%
	44.7%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	116
	95.7%
	79.3%
	92.2%
	87.1%
	90.5%
	70.7%

	
COE
	39
	92.3%
	89.7%
	89.7%
	79.5%
	87.2%
	56.4%

	
CBO
	51
	90.2%
	76.5%
	90.2%
	90.2%
	84.3%
	60.8%

	
Other
	7
	42.9%
	71.4%
	85.7%
	85.7%
	100.0%
	71.4%


Reasons students enroll in the programs. Sample IV students and parents reported on the reasons the students were participating in their after school programs (see Tables 77 and 78). According to their 2010-11 surveys, most parents enrolled their children in the programs so that they could do better in school, get help in key academic content areas, because the program was free, and/or they felt their child wanted to attend. This result was consistent across urbanicity areas, except regarding getting help in key content areas. More specifically, parents from town/rural areas were neutral regarding this issue. Urbanicity differences were also found for the other reasons listed on the surveys, with city parents normally having the highest mean ratings. Based on the parent responses, it was not surprising that over one-half of the students reported that they attended because they got to do interesting things. Over one-third also reported that they attended because their friends did so as well. When examining the results by urbanicity, small to large differences were found for many of the reasons. For example, suburban students were often the least likely to report attending because of the different reasons.
Table 77
Sample IV Parent Results Concerning Why Students Enroll in their Program (2010-11)
	Reason
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	Child wanted to attend
	359
	3.36 (.71)
	84
	3.49 (.67)
	18
	3.22 (.65)
	461
	3.38 (0.70)

	Help do better in school
	357
	3.35 (.67)
	81
	3.07 (.83)
	16
	3.35 (.76)
	454
	3.29 (0.71)

	The program is free
	357
	3.44 (.66)
	81
	3.35 (.76)
	16
	3.13 (.81)
	454
	3.41 (0.69)

	Help in reading/math/ science
	349
	3.14 (.88)
	81
	2.53 (1.04)
	15
	3.00 (.66)
	445
	3.02 (0.93)

	Needed child care
	335
	2.23 (1.07)
	81
	1.63 (.81)
	13
	1.54 (.78)
	429
	2.09 (1.05)

	Homework help
	350
	3.07 (.93)
	79
	2.38 (1.02)
	17
	3.00 (.87)
	446
	2.94 (0.97)

	Way for child to be with friends
	344
	2.94 (.94)
	80
	2.46 (.98)
	16
	2.13 (.96)
	440
	2.83 (0.97)

	Worried about safety 
	340
	2.71 (1.03)
	81
	2.26 (.97)
	15
	2.33 (.72)
	436
	2.61 (1.03)


Note. Items were rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).
Table 78
Sample IV Student Results Concerning why they Attend the Program (2010-11)
	Reason
	City
(n = 446)
	Suburb
(n = 92)
	Town/rural
(n = 15)
	Total
(n = 553)

	Parent recommendation
	9.9%
	8.7%
	0.0%
	9.4%

	School recommendation
	12.8%
	3.3%
	20.0%
	11.4%

	Friends attend
	40.8%
	23.9%
	26.7%
	37.6%

	Doesn’t want to go home
	16.4%
	6.5%
	13.3%
	14.6%

	Interesting things to do
	54.9%
	41.3%
	33.3%
	52.1%

	Homework help
	31.8%
	14.1%
	33.3%
	28.9%

	Safe place to be after school
	25.8%
	13.0%
	13.3%
	23.3%

	Attended last year
	25.3%
	16.3%
	20.0%
	23.7%

	Participate in physical activities/sports
	24.4%
	56.5%
	53.3%
	30.6%


Student Participation Levels

Sample IV parents were asked about the participation levels of their children in order to provide context for the student participation barriers (see Table 79). Parents were first asked about the length of time their child was enrolled in the program and the number of days per week they attended. Enrollment was measured using the following 6-item scale: less than 1 month, 2-3 months, 4-6 months, 7-11 months, 1-3 years, and more than 3 years. The average parent reported that their child had been enrolled less than one year. Furthermore, most parents reported that their oldest child attended just under four days per week. Small differences were found by urbanicity with suburban sites having students enrolled for a slightly shorter period, but attending slightly more per week. In contrast, length in the program increased and average days per week decreased with the grade level of the children.

Table 79
Mean Sample IV Parent Results for Student Participation (2010-11)
	
	Student attendance
	
	Student picked up early

	
	n
	Length in program 
	
	n
	Days per week
	
	n
	Yes
	
	n
	Days per week

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	359
	3.52 (1.46)
	
	361
	3.61 (1.45)
	
	364
	35.4%
	
	123
	2.59 (1.65)

	
Suburb
	84
	3.27 (1.67)
	
	86
	4.00 (1.38)
	
	87
	31.0%
	
	27
	2.48 (1.67)

	
Town/rural 
	19
	3.47 (1.74)
	
	19
	3.84 (1.12)
	
	19
	42.1%
	
	8
	2.63 (1.60)

	Grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Grade 9
	72
	3.01 (1.04)
	
	74
	4.04 (1.28)
	
	75
	32.0%
	
	23
	2.78 (1.83)

	
Grade 10
	99
	3.49 (1.42)
	
	102
	3.83 (1.47)
	
	101
	35.6%
	
	35
	2.71 (1.66)

	
Grade 11
	150
	3.51 (1.60)
	
	149
	3.77 (1.32)
	
	153
	31.4%
	
	47
	2.40 (1.58)

	
Grade 12
	138
	3.70 (1.63)
	
	138
	3.34 (1.53)
	
	138
	40.6%
	
	53
	2.55 (1.62)

	Total
	462
	3.48 (1.51)
	
	466
	3.70 (1.43)
	
	470
	34.9%
	
	158
	2.58 (1.64)


Since many of the students were not old enough to drive to school, parents were asked about whether they picked up their children early and if so, how often. Over one-third of all parents indicated that they picked up their child early from the program. The percentages were only slightly higher for the sites in the town/rural areas and for students in twelfth grade. Of those who said yes, the average parent stated that they pick up their child early between two and three days per week. Small differences in means were found for the subgroups, with students in town/rural areas or in ninth grade being picked up early from the program slightly more often.

Section II: Student Participation Barriers

Barriers to Student Recruitment

Sample III site coordinators reported on a variety of recruitment barriers (see Table 80 and Appendix Table C5). Overall results across the three years of the study varied with percentages increasing for some barriers and others decreasing. For example, percentages for lack of parental support, student disinterest, other after school activities, and students work after school were highest during 2008-09. In contrast, percentages for lack of staff, supervise siblings after school, and transportation were highest during 2010-11. These small to moderate discrepancies may be due to the increase in Sample III across the study years.
As with the overall results, differences were found for many of the subgroups. In most cases, barriers were mentioned more by site coordinators in cities than those in suburbs or town/rural areas. For example, site coordinators in cities were moderately more likely than were site coordinators in other areas to report that their students had to supervise siblings after school, had to work after school, or had transportation issues. The only barrier that was present at greater percentages in an area other than the cities was lack of parental support. Similarly, among the subgroups with slightly larger sample sizes, sites in Region 7 were moderately less likely to report having many of the resource and student focused recruitment barriers. Furthermore, site coordinators in Region 9 were the most likely to report having barriers involving lack of staff and/or transportation, while site coordinators in Region 4 were the most likely to report having all of the student focused barriers except other after school activities.

While moderate differences were found by grantee type, the trends were less consistent. For example, sites funded through a COE were moderately less likely than sites in other areas to have problems with a lack of staff or student disinterest, but were moderately more likely to have problems with students working. Similarly, sites funded through a district were moderately less likely than other sites to have problems with students supervising their siblings or transportation, but were slightly more likely to have problems with parental support. In part these results may be due to the large differences in sample size among the different subgroups.

Table 80
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Student Recruitment Barriers (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	
	
	Resources 
	
	Students

	Subgroup
	n
	Lack of staff
	Transportation
	Cost
	
	Lack of parental support
	Student disinterest
	Other after school activities
	Supervise siblings after school
	Students work after school

	Study Year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	76
	19.7%
	28.9%
	3.9%
	
	59.2%
	48.7%
	51.3%
	32.9%
	48.7%

	
2009-10
	131
	12.2%
	27.5%
	5.3%
	
	45.8%
	38.2%
	30.5%
	35.1%
	34.4%

	
2010-11
	213
	22.1%
	31.0%
	3.8%
	
	34.7%
	38.0%
	35.7%
	38.0%
	38.5%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	118
	23.7%
	35.6%
	4.2%
	
	34.7%
	41.5%
	39.8%
	44.9%
	44.1%

	
Suburb
	57
	21.1%
	28.1%
	3.5%
	
	40.4%
	31.6%
	28.1%
	29.8%
	26.3%

	
Town/rural 
	38
	18.4%
	21.1%
	2.6%
	
	26.3%
	36.8%
	34.2%
	28.9%
	39.5%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	116
	18.1%
	25.0%
	3.4%
	
	37.9%
	37.1%
	31.0%
	33.6%
	37.9%

	
COE
	39
	17.9%
	30.8%
	7.7%
	
	28.2%
	33.3%
	41.0%
	46.2%
	48.7%

	
CBO
	51
	31.4%
	43.1%
	2.0%
	
	33.3%
	41.2%
	43.1%
	39.2%
	33.3%

	
Other
	7
	42.9%
	42.9%
	0.0%
	
	28.6%
	57.1%
	28.6%
	57.1%
	28.6%


Adult participants in the Sample IV interviews and focus groups were asked about the barriers they perceived to student recruitment. At over one-third of the sites participants specifically stated that there were no barriers. In some cases, such as the following statement by a site coordinator, participants cited high levels of participation as evidence:

We don’t have a big problem with recruiting. We have like I said our numbers--we have to see between 125 and 150 kids. We’re seeing almost double that and so it has a lot to do with our staff and the kids.
When participants did state that there were barriers to recruitment, they usually provided only one example. One exception involved a site coordinator who cited three student focused barriers, “A lot of students that aren’t even in our program they are either work, they have families that they have to help, and attend to or they’re playing basketball and playing sports at other [local] schools...”. The other exception involved a site where leadership staff talked about the loss of a key staff member and scheduling issues because of having a multi-track school. It should also be noted that none of the recruitment barriers were mentioned by more than two sits.

Barriers to Student Retention

Sample III site coordinators were also asked to report about the barriers their sites faced in retaining students (see Table 81 and Appendix Table C6). As with recruitment, the reporting of some barriers was highest during the 2008-09 school year. For example, percentages decreased slightly for student disinterest and students working after school, and decreased moderately for lack of parental support. It is also interesting to note that differences were small (6.6% or less) when comparing the 2010-11 results for student retention and recruitment.

When examining the results by subgroup, differences were found for many of the barriers. The most predominant trend involved the student focused barriers, with all but other after school activities being reported most by site coordinators who worked in cities or whose site was funded through other types of grantees. Furthermore, sites in cities and/or funded through other grantee types were the most likely to report that the resource barrier of transportation was a problem. In contrast, sites in town/rural areas and/or funded through a COE were the least likely to have transportation barriers to student retention. Among the regions with larger sample sizes, sites in Region 4 were the most likely and sites in Region 7 were the least likely to report having retention barriers involving transportation, cost, lack of parental support, student disinterest, and students supervising siblings.
Table 81
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Student Retention Barriers (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	
	
	Resources 
	
	Students

	Subgroup
	n
	Lack of staff
	Transportation
	Cost
	
	Lack of parental support
	Student disinterest
	Other after school activities
	Supervise siblings after school
	Students work after school

	Study Year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
2008-09
	67
	26.9%
	17.9%
	1.5%
	
	43.3%
	50.7%
	41.8%
	38.8%
	44.8%

	
2009-10
	131
	16.0%
	26.7%
	4.6%
	
	28.2%
	43.5%
	41.2%
	38.2%
	36.6%

	
2010-11
	213
	24.9%
	33.8%
	1.9%
	
	29.6%
	39.9%
	42.3%
	40.8%
	35.2%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	118
	22.0%
	38.1%
	1.7%
	
	33.9%
	40.7%
	39.8%
	43.2%
	39.8%

	
Suburb
	57
	22.8%
	31.6%
	3.5%
	
	24.6%
	38.6%
	45.6%
	35.1%
	22.8%

	
Town/rural 
	38
	36.8%
	23.7%
	0.0%
	
	23.7%
	39.5%
	44.7%
	42.1%
	39.5%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	116
	24.1%
	34.5%
	1.7%
	
	32.8%
	41.4%
	37.9%
	37.1%
	33.6%

	
COE
	39
	20.5%
	20.5%
	0.0%
	
	12.8%
	30.8%
	35.9%
	38.5%
	41.0%

	
CBO
	51
	29.4%
	41.2%
	3.9%
	
	31.4%
	41.2%
	60.8%
	49.0%
	33.3%

	
Other
	7
	28.6%
	42.9%
	0.0%
	
	57.1%
	57.1%
	14.3%
	57.1%
	42.9%


Sample IV staff members were also asked about what made it hard for students in their programs to participate. In general, the results for the site staff and site coordinator surveys supported the Sample III findings. The one major difference involved the strength of the reports. For example, moderately greater percentages of Sample IV site staff and much greater percentages of Sample IV site coordinators reported that students had to take care of siblings and/or work after school. See Appendix Tables C7 and C8 for further results.

During their focus groups and interviews, Sample IV participants talked about the barriers involving students already enrolled in their programs. While participants at 14 of the sites specifically talked about retention, participants at 19 of the sites talked about barriers in regards to daily participation. This may have to do with the ASSETs emphasis on ADA (Average Daily Attendance) rather than students attending every day as well as the inclusion of comments from students who participate weekly, but not on a daily basis.

Stakeholders who provided examples of barriers involving retention and/or regular participation tended to talk more about student centered rather than program centered reasons. This was true when looking at the results within the sites as well as across sites. For example, participants at the majority of sites provided only one example of program focused barriers, but multiple examples of student focused barriers. Furthermore, the only two barriers mentioned by participants at more than half the sites were students participating in non-academic activities outside of the after school program and students working. Some of the Sample IV participants, such as the following program director, further justified the later barrier by talking about the financial needs of the families”

But still, the parents are struggling, and…the parents don’t have to explicitly say, “We need you to work,” but the student will feel it and volunteer to go work. It’s not like the parents are going out and saying, “Don’t go to school. Work.” The kids are saying, “Gosh, I feel really bad. My parents are killing themselves. I’m going to go to work now.” I know that we’ve had kids who have left the program because they had to go to work and weren’t willing to wait...

Student opinions about participation barriers. Sample IV students were also surveyed about what made it hard for them to participate in their programs (see Table 82). Overall, over half of the students indicated that they had no obstacles to participation. In contrast, only 18.6% or fewer students reported confronting any of the individual obstacles. 

Table 82
Sample IV Student Results for Student Barriers (2010-11)
	
	
	
	Resources
	
	Students

	Subgroup
	n
	None
	Language barrier
	Too far from house
	No ride
	
	Other after school activities
	Other activity
	Supervise siblings after school
	Students work after school

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	425
	58.4%
	0.0%
	4.9%
	7.8%
	
	9.2%
	19.1%
	6.4%
	3.8%

	
Suburb
	87
	67.8%
	1.1%
	1.1%
	6.9%
	
	2.3%
	14.9%
	3.4%
	4.6%

	
Town/rural 
	14
	42.9%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	7.1%
	
	7.1%
	28.6%
	14.3%
	14.3%

	Grade level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Grade 9
	70
	68.6%
	0.0%
	4.3%
	10.0%
	
	0.0%
	8.6%
	7.1%
	4.3%

	
Grade 10
	114
	73.7%
	0.0%
	5.3%
	5.3%
	
	7.0%
	12.3%
	4.4%
	0.9%

	
Grade 11
	176
	52.8%
	0.6%
	2.8%
	8.0%
	
	8.5%
	25.0%
	6.3%
	3.4%

	
Grade 12
	161
	53.4%
	0.0%
	5.0%
	8.1%
	
	11.8%
	20.5%
	6.2%
	6.8%

	Total
	526
	59.5%
	0.2%
	4.2%
	7.6%
	
	8.0%
	18.6%
	6.1%
	4.2%


When examining the results by urbanicity, moderate differences were found concerning participating in other activities with students in the suburbs reporting this least and students in town/rural areas reporting this the most. Urbanicity results concerning having no barriers were the reverse. Some differences were also found when examining the results by the grade levels of the students. More specifically, students in higher grades were more likely than students in the lower grades to report that they had any barriers to participation. A similar trend was found concerning students participation in other activities.
Perceived Impact of the Student Participation Barriers

While Sample III site coordinators were not directly asked about the impacts of the student barriers on participation, they were asked about their ability to enroll all interested students and their use of a waiting list (see Section I). In order to determine whether a relationship existed, counts of the resource and student focused barriers were made and then correlations were calculated (see Tables 83 and 84).

During 2010-11, almost all of the site coordinators (88.3%) reported that they had at least one barrier to student participation. Furthermore, differences were found by the focus of the barriers. For example, moderately higher percentages reported that their site had student focused barriers than resource focused barriers. Differences were minimal when comparing the results by recruitment and retention.

Table 83
Sample III Site Level Results for Number of Student Participation Barriers (2010-11)

	
	
	
	Recruitment
	
	Retention

	Counts
	n
	
	Resources
	Students
	Total
	
	Resources
	Students
	Total

	0 barriers
	213
	
	54.5%
	24.9%
	20.7%
	
	51.2%
	23.5%
	20.7%

	1 barriers
	213
	
	34.7%
	21.1%
	16.0%
	
	37.6%
	21.6%
	15.0%

	2 barriers
	213
	
	10.3%
	20.7%
	19.2%
	
	10.8%
	17.8%
	14.6%

	3 barriers
	213
	
	0.5%
	15.0%
	12.2%
	
	0.5%
	21.1%
	16.9%

	4 barriers
	213
	
	--
	14.1%
	15.0%
	
	--
	12.7%
	16.0%

	5 barriers
	213
	
	--
	4.2%
	12.2%
	
	--
	3.3%
	12.7%

	6 barriers
	213
	
	--
	--
	3.3%
	
	--
	--
	3.3%

	7 barriers
	213
	
	--
	--
	1.4%
	
	--
	--
	0.9%

	8 barriers
	213
	
	--
	--
	0.0%
	
	--
	--
	0.0%


In regards to program capacity, few significant relationships were found. More specifically, small positive relationships were found between the ability to enroll all interested students and having more student focused or total barriers to recruitment. This may indicate that sites with more barriers to recruitment are unable to fill their program to capacity. No significant correlations were found for the student retention barriers nor for the maintaining of a waiting list.
Table 84
Sample III Site Level Correlations for Perceived Barriers and Program Capacity (2010-11)

	Barriers counts
	n
	Enroll all interested students
	
	n
	Maintain waitlist

	Recruitment
	
	
	
	
	

	
Resources
	212
	.04
	
	211
	.03

	
Students
	212
	.18*
	
	211
	.09

	
Total
	212
	.15*
	
	211
	.09

	Retention
	
	
	
	
	

	
Resources
	212
	.01
	
	211
	.06

	
Students
	212
	.02
	
	211
	.09

	
Total
	212
	.01
	
	211
	.09


Note. Effect sizes were interpreted using Cohen’s rule: small, r ≤ 0.23; medium, r = 0.24 – 0.36; large, r ≥ 0.37.
*p <.05. ** p < .01.

Sample IV staff members were also asked how they felt the barriers impacted their students (see Table 85). During 2010-11, over one-third of the site coordinators and site staff who reported they had participation barriers did not perceive any subsequent impact on their students. The most common impacts mentioned by both types of staff were school attendance/tardies, schoolwork habits, and grades. Of these, the last two were mentioned by slightly greater percentages of the site coordinators than site staff. Subgroup differences were found, but were not meaningful because of the large differences in sample size.
Table 85
Sample IV Staff Results for Impact of Student Barriers (2010-11)

	
	Site coordinator
	
	Site staff

	Perceived impact
	City
(n = 13)
	Suburb
(n = 2)
	Town/ rural
(n = 1)
	Total
(n = 16)
	
	City
(n = 70)
	Suburb
(n = 7)
	Town/ rural
(n = 10)
	Total
(n = 87)

	None
	46.2%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	43.8%
	
	28.6%
	71.4%
	40.0%
	33.3%

	Problem-solving
	7.7%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	6.3%
	
	11.4%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	9.2%

	Social skills
	15.4%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	12.5%
	
	25.7%
	0.0%
	10.0%
	21.8%

	School attendance/ tardies
	30.8%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	31.3%
	
	34.3%
	14.3%
	30.0%
	32.2%

	Schoolwork habits
	23.1%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	25.0%
	
	37.1%
	28.6%
	40.0%
	36.8%

	Grades
	30.8%
	50.0%
	100.0%
	37.5%
	
	50.0%
	14.3%
	50.0%
	47.1%

	Standardized test scores
	23.1%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	25.0%
	
	15.7%
	14.3%
	20.0%
	16.1%

	Other
	7.7%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	12.5%
	
	8.6%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	6.9%


Alignment between Perceived Student Participation Barriers and Impacts

Correlations were calculated in order to determine whether a relationship existed between staff perceptions about student barriers and the impact on students (see Table 86). In regards to academic outcomes, few significant positive relationships were found. For example, a small relationship was found between site staff reporting that students have to take care of siblings and their belief that students’ grades were impacted. In contrast, a large relationship was found between site coordinator reports of the program location barrier and their belief that students’ standardized test scores were impacted.
Most of the significant relationships concerning behavioral outcomes also involved the barrier of program location. More specifically, large correlations were found between site coordinator reports of this barrier and their belief that problem-solving, school attendance/tardies, and schoolwork habits were impacted. Similarly, small to medium relationships were found between site staff reports of this barrier and their belief that problem-solving, social skills, and school attendance/tardies were effected.

Table 86
Sample IV Staff Survey Correlations for Perceived Student Barriers and Perceived Impacts (2010-11)

	Perceived impacts
	n
	Take care of siblings
	Students work
	Lack of transportation
	Program location
	Language barrier
	Other

	Site coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
None
	16
	-.29
	-.07
	.24
	-.33
	-.23
	.10

	
Problem-solving
	16
	.07
	.15
	-.23
	.68**
	-.07
	.33

	
Social skills
	16
	.10
	-.22
	-.33
	.43
	.68**
	.10

	
School attendance/
tardies
	16
	.17
	.08
	-.05
	.56*
	.38
	.31

	
Schoolwork habits
	16
	.15
	.00
	-.22
	.66**
	.45
	.15

	
Grades
	16
	.20
	.15
	-.42
	.49
	-.20
	.20

	
Standardized tests
	16
	.15
	.33
	-.22
	.66**
	-.15
	.45

	
Other
	16
	.10
	.22
	.43
	.43
	-.10
	.10

	Site staff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
None
	103
	-.22*
	-.16
	.12
	-.11
	.02
	-.08

	
Problem-solving
	103
	.11
	.04
	.15
	.22*
	.19
	.18

	
Social skills
	103
	.08
	.07
	.08
	.29**
	.15
	.08

	
School attendance/
tardies
	103
	.15
	.01
	.04
	.22*
	.03
	-.12

	
Schoolwork habits
	103
	.15
	.19
	-.04
	.04
	.06
	-.01

	
Grades
	103
	.22*
	.14
	-.07
	.01
	-.10
	.03

	
Standardized tests
	103
	.06
	.13
	-.04
	-.07
	.15
	-.04

	
Other
	103
	.17
	.06
	.05
	.04
	.13
	.36**


Note. Effect sizes were interpreted using Cohen’s rule: small, r ≤ 0.23; medium, r = 0.24 – 0.36; large, r ≥ 0.37.
*p <.05. ** p < .01.

The next section presents the Sample IV results concerning perceived barriers to program implementation.

Section III: Program Implementation Barriers

Sample IV site staff, site coordinators, and program directors were asked to talk about barriers to program implementation during their interviews or focus groups. In addition, many of the principals brought up implementation issues while being interviewed about what they did and did not like about the after school program at their school.
Barriers to Program Implementation

Participants at the Sample IV sites provided differing opinions about whether their sites had implementation barriers and what they were. More specifically, at least one stakeholder at one-quarter of the sites felt that there were no barriers. When participants did state that there were barriers, their examples mainly focused on limitations to activities or collective staff efficacy.

Activities. Participants at nineteen of the Sample IV sites discussed barriers specifically involving activities. Many of these participants attributed their limitations to problems with resources. While some participants indicated that it was difficult to get specialized materials (e.g., textbooks, computers, exercise equipment, robotics equipment), others pointed out that theft or their organizations system for purchasing materials were the problems. The appropriateness of physical space was an even more common issue, being brought up by participants at three-quarters of the sites. For example, staff often felt that spaces were too small for specific activities or disliked having to go off campus. Some also would have liked more program specific spaces, such as offices, clubhouse rooms, or storage. Access to adequate numbers of staff to teach specialized activities or to serve more students were also brought up at about half of the sites. Most of the participants seemed to attribute problems with resources to inadequate funding. When details were provided about why this was so, some indicated that they had less funding than the previous school years because of reductions in daily attendance. One of the program directors talked about this problem:
And then another thing, I think, just on the director perspective, the stress of making sure that we meet certain numbers. It really kind of hinders us, and so, a core function to be able to hit 85%, 100% of our attendance rate to be able to obtain funding that really takes away from refinement, you know, being creative, being able to put more love into programming, rather than to put more love into how do we recruit more students.
Other negative impacts that staff perceived from funding included the inability to go on field trips, as well as a reduction in program hours or days. Staff members at one of the focus groups expanded upon this second issue:

Staff 1:
I have been lacking some assistance in the program. I have been running back and forth and basically everything, and I sometimes get help. Like he went that day, but it’s not on a continuous basis. We’re short on staff.

Staff 2:
That’s basically it. Like cutting our budget and you’re not allowed to have so many workers work certain hours because we don’t have enough funds. It definitely affects us.
Staff 1:
Well, in my case, before we did three hours, and now they cut it down to two. Now we’re only doing two hours [of tutoring]. Everyday so… before we even had Fridays. We don’t even have Fridays anymore. It’s only from Monday to Thursdays. We used to do better than that.

In other cases, participants felt that differing priorities about what should be offered at the programs were affecting implementation. For example, at one program the parents support the artistic activities, such as dance and theater, but fail to support the sporting events or academic activities. At other sites, the schools and program staff disagreed about the importance of academic versus non-academic enrichment. One of the site coordinators talked about the difficulty in balancing these types of activities:
A lot of our students have like lower skills than where they should be right, so I think like when it comes to like enrichment versus--enrichment versus like academic--academic always you know wins out on it then so it’s been hard sometimes to push enrichment through a lot of the teachers.
Collective staff efficacy. Sample IV participants also talked about barriers in regards to the effect they had on the site staff. First, participants felt that staff members were not always adequately prepared to teach the activities the program would like to implement. For example, staff at multiple sites noted that it is hard to get staff who have specialized knowledge, such as chemistry, urban art, and hip hop. As pointed out by one of the program directors, obtaining dedicated staff was also an issue at high school sites: “We recruit paraprofessionals, and it’s just difficult to find paraprofessionals at 15 hours a week who can really dedicate themselves to the vision.” Site staff at some of the sites also pointed out that their job can be overwhelming at times, especially when not given adequate preparation:
Just coming in on the first day of school was our first day of program and I had never been here before let alone seen the afterschool program here. And so just even figuring out what classes were already a part of afterschool was a challenge because we didn’t know anyone.

Staff at about one-third of the schools also felt that students were the cause of the barriers. Principals at some of the sites in particular felt that students treated their programs as hangouts and were not serious about the academic and enrichment opportunities: “We have had to adjust to kids who aren’t serious about the after-school program but want to be here to hang out.” Another issue brought up by some of the program directors and site staff involved students dropping activities. As one site staff member pointed out, the program may lose activities when not enough kids come:

Well, as far as for me, I only have in my club…. In the beginning of the year, I had a lot of students join the drama club, and then since they're pretty occupied, especially the students that are most involved, as time goes on, I get a smaller and smaller group, so I can't maintain the 15 students in there, so then I would have to drop the class.
Impact of the Program Implementation Barriers

Sample IV participants who stated that their site had program implementation barriers were also asked to talk about how these barriers impacted student achievement, behavior, and participation. While participants at about half of the sites reported that the barriers did not have a direct impact on the students, participants at only two of these sites agreed about this. Furthermore, the few times that participants justified their response, they felt that the barriers only impacted the staff.
Participants at the high schools who perceived an impact on barriers were most likely to talk about participation issues. Some of these participants felt that activity barriers caused student attendance to suffer. For example, a staff member at one site pointed out how students participated better when they had field trips:
Retention because last year, I mean two years ago, we had a few field trips, and the kids were coming often and all. They asked us, “Are there any field trips?” “No.” “Thank you.” That’s it, and then they leave. But two years ago, we had money and, you know, we took them on field trips, and they stayed, you know, because of that.

Adults at the high schools who perceived an impact on academic and/or behavioral outcomes often voiced concerns that students were missing opportunities. For example, site staff at some of the programs felt that student focus or engagement resulted from the barriers.
Yeah; or when they need the cafeteria for some kind of meeting they move us to the faculty cafeteria and we usually have really high attendance of students that go to tutoring, and because they’re like all crammed, not only is it like a hazard issue but also a lot of them just--just go because—yeah…. It’s noisy in there and they can't--they can't concentrate if it’s really loud and stuff.
Yet others felt that students were not getting opportunities to participate as much or given as much attention as needed. One site staff member talked about this in regards to tutoring:

Not being able to help them, you know. Because there’s not enough time to get to every single student there. Obviously that’s going to affect their success and their knowledge of what they need help with, you know. I don’t know how the other programs run, but tutoring is on a one to one basis. So let’s say that we have ten students. They all come with different problems, and we can only help them one at a time. There have been times where there are students that don’t get any help because we’re busy with someone else, and they just leave, and maybe they don’t come back. Because there wasn’t anybody available to help.

Chapter Summary

Student Participation

The ASSETs programs normally had the capacity to enroll all interested students. More specifically, during each year of data collection, less than 5% of the Sample III site coordinators reported that they could not enroll all interested students. Despite this, about one-fifth of the site coordinators reported that they used a waiting list to manage enrollment. The use of this technique was most often used at the sites located in the cities or funded through a CBO. Aligned with the ASSETs guidelines, all of the site coordinators indicated that they did not charge any fees to their students to participate.
Most of the sites actively targeted students who were at-risk during their yearly recruitment processes. For example, more than nine-tenths of the sites each year reportedly targeted students who had academic needs. Furthermore, over three-fourths of the sites targeted English learners and over two-thirds targeted students with emotional or behavioral issues. These results were consistent across the urbanicity areas and all of the grantee types except those classified as Other. Similarly, the regional results were consistent concerning academically at-risk students. Considering these results, it was not surprising that teacher referral was used as a recruitment technique at four-fifths of the sites. Sample III results also indicated that the programs tried to recruit the general student populations as well, as evidenced by the use of flyers and after school staff public relations at almost all sites. Results from Sample IV also supported these findings with parents across urbanicity areas consistently reporting that they enrolled their children so that they could do better in school and because their child wanted to attend. Having interesting things to do and spending time with friends were the most common responses among the high school students.
Perceived Barriers and Impacts

Awareness of barriers is important to the functioning of organizations. Without this knowledge, the individuals who are responsible for setting the structures and methods of implementation will not be able to fully address the functioning of their organization and its impacts (Rossett, 1999). Within after school settings, unaddressed barriers can inhibit student participation, staff members’ feelings of efficacy, program quality, and the ability to maximize student outcomes.
Student participation barriers. During 2010-11, student participation barriers were common at the Sample III sites, varying greatly in number and type. With a population of students who were old enough to make their own decisions and care for themselves after school, it was not surprising to find that student focused barriers were more predominant than structural issues. This was consistent whether focusing on student recruitment or retention. Furthermore, when sites did have structural barriers, they often reported having only one; for example, just transportation or just lack of staff. In contrast, the majority of sites had two or more student barriers. When looking at retention alone, over one-third of the site coordinators reported that student disinterest, other after school activities, or the need to supervise siblings or work were problems.
Participants from the Sample IV sites provided additional perspectives concerning the barriers. Almost all of the staff members felt that participation barriers existed. Furthermore, over half of the site staff and over three-quarters of the site coordinators reported that students having to work after school or take care of siblings were problems at their site. Interestingly, lack of transportation was also mentioned by over one-third of the Sample IV staff members.
During interviews and focus groups, the Sample IV participants brought up some issues not specifically addressed in the surveys. For example, participants at all but one of the sites talked about barriers in regards to daily participation rather than recruitment or retention. This may have had to do with the apparent emphasis on enrolling students in specific activities rather than in the programs in general. This may also have had to do with students at more than half of the Sample IV sites having to work after school or participating in non-academic activities outside of their program.
Perceived impacts of the participation barriers. Both the Sample III questionnaires and the Sample IV staff surveys revealed possible impacts of the perceived participation barriers. Sample III site coordinators who reported more student focused or total barriers seemed to be less able to fill their programs to capacity. In contrast, no significant relationships were found between retention barriers and program capacity.
Interestingly, only about half of the Sample IV site coordinators and two-thirds of the site staff who reported that their site had one or more participation barriers perceived a negative impact on students’ academic or behavioral outcomes. When an impact was perceived, the staff members tended to focus on grades or school attendance/tardies. In addition, schoolwork habits was one of the more common impacts reported by the site staff members.
Correlation analyses revealed the relations between the participation barriers and their impacts. When a significant relationship was found, effect sizes were larger for the site coordinators than for the site staff. Site coordinators perceived a strong relationship between program location barriers and the ability to impact students’ problem-solving skills, schoolwork habits and standardized test scores. They also perceived strong relationships between language barriers and the ability to improve students’ social skills. In comparison, site staff only perceived a small relationship between program location and problem solving or school attendance/tardies. Among the site staff it was also interesting to find that individuals who perceived taking care of a sibling as a barrier were less likely to report no impacts.
Program implementation barriers. Participants in the Sample IV interviews and focus groups also provided some insight into the implementation barriers dealt with at the sites. As with student participation, stakeholders at some of the sites provided differing opinions about whether barriers existed. When implementation barriers were voiced, stakeholders were more likely to relate the barriers to the direct implementation of the activities than to the functioning of the staff members. Stakeholders at most of the sites expressed concern about funding, access to activity specific materials, the appropriateness of physical space. Some participants also noted that it was difficult to function with fewer staff. While less common, stakeholders at some sites felt that it was difficult to recruit and keep well-qualified and dedicated staff. In addition, some of the participants felt that student engagement and dedication to the programs affected implementation.
Perceived impacts of the implementation barriers. Considering these findings, it was not surprising to find that many of the Sample IV stakeholders perceived no direct impact of the implementation barriers on student outcomes. A few stakeholders stated that the barriers really only impacted the staff members. Stakeholders who perceived an impact were most likely to state that student attendance suffered as a result. Similarly, participants who perceived academic or behavioral outcomes tended to feel that students were missing opportunities. Specific examples included increased noise in small spaces causing engagement to suffer and not having enough staff limiting individualized attention.
The next chapter presents the findings concerning program partnerships.

Chapter VIII:
Program Partnerships

Current studies indicate that community partnerships are beneficial for program development, program sustainability, and maintaining program quality (C. S. Mott Foundation Committee on After-School Research and Practice, 2005). Through local partnerships, students can gain a sense of belonging in their communities, learn about different trades and careers, and obtain in-service training. They may also be encouraged to participate in community service projects, which encourage a sense of empowerment and pride in their respective communities and develop good citizenship.
This chapter addresses evaluation question 2:

What is the nature and impact of organizations involved in local partnerships?

· What types of organizations are involved in after school program local partnerships? How do these organizations affect program implementation?

· What is the impact of local partnerships on improving the academic performance of participating students?

· What is the impact of local partnerships on improving behaviors such as: school day attendance, homework completion, positive behavior, skill development, and healthy youth development?
This chapter presents the findings concerning the individuals and organizations that partnered with the after school sites and the roles they played. Perceived impacts of these partnerships are also presented.
Section I: Community Partners

Sample III site coordinators were asked about the community partnerships they established at their sites (see Table 87 and Appendix Table D1). Since the ASSETs guidelines strongly encourage sites to collaborate with their host school and other local organizations, it was not surprising to find that more than four-fifths of the sites reported having community involvement during each year of the study. Despite this, it should be noted that the percentage of site coordinators who reported having community partners dropped somewhat after the 2008-09 school year. When looking at the subgroups during 2010-11, small to moderate differences were found. More specifically, sites funded through Other types of grantees or located in the suburbs were less likely to report having these partnerships. Likewise, among the regions with ten or more sites participating, sites in Region 5 were the least likely to have partnerships.
Table 87

Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Community Involvement (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Yes
	No

	Study year
	
	
	

	2008-09
	83
	92.8%
	7.2%

	2009-10
	128
	83.6%
	16.4%

	2010-11
	207
	80.2%
	19.8%

	Urbanicity 
	
	
	

	City
	114
	85.1%
	14.9%

	Suburb
	56
	66.1%
	33.9%

	Town/rural 
	37
	86.5%
	13.5%

	Grantee type 
	
	
	

	District
	113
	80.5%
	19.5%

	COE
	37
	78.4%
	21.6%

	CBO
	50
	82.0%
	18.0%

	Other
	7
	71.4%
	28.6%


Partnerships with Local Organizations

Sample III site coordinators who reported they had community partnerships were also asked to report on the organizations and individuals with whom their site partnered. Across all three years, less than one-tenth of the site coordinators reported that they did not partner with any of the organizations listed on the questionnaire (see Table 88). Furthermore, during each year more than half of the respondents stated that they partnered with a public school. The least common partners were charter schools.
During 2010-11, small to large differences were found for many of the subgroups. In regards to urbanicity, suburban sites were the most likely to partner with districts, colleges or universities, and/or a COE. Similarly, sites funded through a COE were the most likely to partner with a district, COE, or public school. Interestingly, sites funded through a CBO or Other type of grantee were much more likely than sites funded through a district or COE to partner with a charter school. Among the larger regions, sites in Region 4 were the most likely to partner with a district or college/university, Region 11 sites were the most likely to partner with a charter school, and Region 7 sites were the most likely to partner with a COE (see Appendix Table D2).
Table 88
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Organizations that Play a Role (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	Subgroups
	n
	None
	Charter schools
	Public schools
	District
	Colleges or universities
	COE

	Study Year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2008-09
	77
	2.6%
	13.0%
	55.8%
	61.0%
	37.7%
	33.8%

	2009-10
	107
	8.4%
	13.1%
	55.1%
	48.6%
	33.6%
	34.6%

	2010-11
	166
	5.4%
	15.1%
	51.8%
	54.2%
	36.7%
	39.8%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	97
	5.2%
	18.6%
	48.5%
	42.3%
	40.2%
	32.0%

	Suburb
	37
	0.0%
	10.8%
	56.8%
	73.0%
	40.5%
	54.1%

	Town/rural 
	32
	12.5%
	9.4%
	56.3%
	68.8%
	21.9%
	46.9%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	91
	7.7%
	6.6%
	54.9%
	61.5%
	31.9%
	33.0%

	COE
	29
	3.4%
	0.0%
	55.2%
	65.5%
	27.6%
	79.3%

	CBO
	41
	2.4%
	41.5%
	46.3%
	29.3%
	51.2%
	29.3%

	Other
	5
	0.0%
	40.0%
	20.0%
	60.0%
	60.0%
	20.0%


Partnerships with Community Members

As with the community organizations, after school sites normally maintained partnerships with individuals who were close to their programs (see Table 89 and Appendix Table D3). For example, across each year two-thirds or more of the site coordinators reported partnering with school or district staff. Furthermore, over half reported that parents or college students were involved with their site. Very few of the site coordinators reported that their site had not partnered with any of the individuals listed on the questionnaire. In contrast, city sites were somewhat to moderately less likely than were sites in other areas to partner with school or district staff, employees/owners of local businesses, and/or employees of city/county agencies. When examining the results by grantee type, most differences appeared to be caused by the large range of sample sizes. One exception involved partnering with school or district staff, with sites funded through a COE being the most likely to have this type of partnership. Furthermore, sites funded through a district were the most likely to partner with members of local nonprofits. Among the larger regions, sites in Region 7 were the least likely to partner with parents, college students, employees/owners of local businesses, or members of local nonprofits and were the most likely to partner with school/district staff or employees of city/county agencies.
Table 89
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Community Members that Play a Role (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	Subgroups
	n
	None
	Parents
	College students
	School or district staff
	Employees/ owners of local business
	Employees of city/county agencies
	Members of local nonprofits

	Study Year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2008-09
	77
	0.0%
	61.0%
	66.2%
	89.6%
	31.2%
	20.8%
	45.5%

	2009-10
	107
	0.9%
	61.7%
	66.4%
	71.0%
	33.6%
	35.5%
	71.0%

	2010-11
	166
	1.2%
	64.5%
	60.2%
	66.9%
	39.2%
	31.9%
	63.9%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	97
	2.1%
	67.0%
	68.0%
	59.8%
	36.1%
	29.9%
	73.2%

	Suburb
	37
	0.0%
	67.6%
	62.2%
	75.7%
	40.5%
	32.4%
	59.5%

	Town/rural 
	32
	0.0%
	53.1%
	34.4%
	78.1%
	46.9%
	37.5%
	40.6%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	91
	0.0%
	61.5%
	60.4%
	64.8%
	39.6%
	30.8%
	68.1%

	COE
	29
	0.0%
	65.5%
	58.6%
	79.3%
	37.9%
	37.9%
	55.2%

	CBO
	41
	4.9%
	68.3%
	56.1%
	63.4%
	41.5%
	29.3%
	61.0%

	Other
	5
	0.0%
	80.0%
	100.0%
	60.0%
	20.0%
	40.0%
	60.0%


Section II: Roles Played at the After School Sites

Sample III site coordinators who reported having the different types of community partners were also asked to provide details about the roles played. When applicable, results were triangulated with responses from the Sample IV participants. Community partners focused on in this section include local education agencies
 (LEAs), parents, and other community members.
Local Education Agencies

Sample III site coordinators who reported having one or more LEAs play a role at their site were asked to provide further details (see Table 90 and Appendix Table D4). During the first two years of data collection, a majority of the site coordinators reported that LEAs served the different roles other than fund raising or staff review process. In contrast, only program management, data collection for evaluation, and/or providing professional development were selected by a majority of the respondents during 2010-11.
During 2010-11, moderate to large differences subgroup differences were found for many of the roles. More specifically, town/rural sites were the most likely and city sites were often the least likely to report that LEAs played the different roles. Similarly, sites funded through a COE were the most likely to report having LEAs play each of the different roles except providing goods/supplies, providing professional development, or fund raising. Among the subgroups with larger sizes, sites in Region 7 were the most likely to have these organizations play each of the different roles.
Table 90

Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Roles that LEAs Play (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	Roles
	n
	Program management
	Data collection for evaluation
	Fund raising
	Set/revise program goals
	Implement programs
	Provide goods/ supplies
	Staff recruitment
	Staff hiring process
	Staff review process
	Provide PD

	Study Year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2008-09
	58
	69.0%
	69.0%
	36.2%
	72.4%
	75.9%
	51.7%
	58.6%
	53.4%
	44.8%
	79.3%

	2009-10
	72
	62.5%
	70.8%
	29.2%
	68.1%
	59.7%
	62.5%
	59.7%
	58.3%
	50.0%
	59.7%

	2010-11
	138
	51.4%
	54.3%
	21.7%
	47.8%
	49.3%
	41.3%
	46.4%
	38.4%
	39.1%
	56.5%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	74
	41.9%
	50.0%
	14.9%
	41.9%
	45.9%
	37.8%
	43.2%
	32.4%
	36.5%
	58.1%

	Suburb
	37
	51.4%
	48.6%
	21.6%
	51.4%
	45.9%
	37.8%
	45.9%
	35.1%
	35.1%
	45.9%

	Town/rural 
	27
	77.8%
	74.1%
	40.7%
	59.3%
	63.0%
	55.6%
	55.6%
	59.3%
	39.1%
	66.7%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	76
	52.6%
	50.0%
	19.7%
	44.7%
	46.1%
	46.1%
	44.7%
	42.1%
	39.5%
	55.3%

	COE
	27
	70.4%
	70.4%
	29.6%
	66.7%
	63.0%
	44.4%
	55.6%
	44.4%
	44.4%
	59.3%

	CBO
	32
	34.4%
	53.1%
	18.8%
	37.5%
	49.6%
	31.3%
	43.8%
	25.0%
	34.4%
	56.3%

	Other
	3
	33.3%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	66.7%
	33.3%
	0.0%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	66.7%


Parents

Sample III site coordinators as well as the Sample IV participants were asked to report further details about the roles played by parents at their after school sites.
Roles played by parents. Sample III site coordinators who reported that they partnered with the parents, were asked to report on the roles played at their site (see Table 91 and Appendix Table D5). Not surprisingly, percentages were small for most of the roles listed. Across the three years, the only role consistently filled by over one-fifth of the parents involved data collection for evaluation. During the 2010-11 school year more than one-fifth of the site coordinators also reported that the parents helped with fund raising, goods/supplies, and the implementation of programs.
When looking at the parent roles by subgroup, differences were more pronounced for the grantee types and regions than for urbanicity. More specifically, city sites were somewhat to moderately less likely than suburban or town/rural sites to have parents implement programs or provide goods/supplies. In contrast, sites funded through a CBO were somewhat to moderately more likely than sites funded through other types of grantees to have parents participate in all of the different roles other program management. Similarly, among the larger regions, sites in Region 9 were the most likely to report having parents play all of the roles except program management and helping with staff hiring or review.
Table 91

Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Roles that Parents Play (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	Roles
	n
	Program management
	Data collection for evaluation
	Fund raising
	Set/revise program goals
	Implement programs
	Provide goods/ supplies
	Staff recruitment
	Staff hiring process
	Staff review process
	Provide PD

	Study Year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2008-09
	42
	4.8%
	23.8%
	11.9%
	33.3%
	16.7%
	16.7%
	16.7%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	2.7%

	2009-10
	57
	3.5%
	29.8%
	15.8%
	36.8%
	19.3%
	31.6%
	12.3%
	12.3%
	5.3%
	7.0%

	2010-11
	107
	5.6%
	20.6%
	22.4%
	17.8%
	22.4%
	28.0%
	15.9%
	4.7%
	3.7%
	6.5%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	65
	4.6%
	21.5%
	26.2%
	15.4%
	20.0%
	32.3%
	18.5%
	4.6%
	6.2%
	9.2%

	Suburb
	25
	4.0%
	16.0%
	16.0%
	20.0%
	12.0%
	12.0%
	8.0%
	8.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Town/rural 
	17
	11.8%
	23.5%
	17.6%
	23.5%
	47.1%
	35.3%
	17.6%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	5.9%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	56
	7.1%
	16.1%
	16.1%
	7.1%
	16.1%
	32.1%
	7.1%
	7.1%
	3.6%
	3.6%

	COE
	19
	10.5%
	21.1%
	31.6%
	26.3%
	31.6%
	15.8%
	21.1%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	10.5%

	CBO
	28
	0.0%
	32.1%
	32.1%
	32.1%
	32.1%
	32.1%
	32.1%
	3.6%
	7.1%
	10.7%

	Other
	4
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	25.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	10.7%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%


In order to triangulate the findings across samples, Sample IV stakeholders were asked about parent involvement at their sites during the 2010-11 school year. Overall, over one-fifth of the parents reported that they participated in their child’s after school program. When parents did participate, the majority stated that they attended after school program events or meetings. Less than one-quarter of the parents reported volunteering in activities or providing feedback about the activities or curriculum. When looking at the subgroups, results were consistent for the city sites (see Table 92).
Table 92
Sample IV Parent Results for Parent Participation (2010-11)

	
	Participate
	
	Roles played by parents who participate

	Subgroup
	n
	Yes
	
	n
	Attend meetings 
	Attend events
	Volunteer in activities
	Give feedback on activities/curriculum

	Urbanicity 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	363
	23.7%
	
	86
	58.1%
	74.4%
	22.1%
	15.1%

	Suburb
	86
	15.1%
	
	13
	46.2%
	76.9%
	15.4%
	15.4%

	Town/rural 
	18
	16.7%
	
	3
	33.3%
	100.0%
	33.3%
	0.0%

	Total 
	467
	21.8%
	
	102
	55.9%
	75.5%
	21.6%
	14.7%


Sample IV staff members were also asked to report their perspective on four of the parent roles (see Table 93). In general and across most of the subgroups, the site coordinators tended to rate participation in the four roles higher than did the parents. Furthermore, site coordinators tended to rate participation higher than did their site staff. Despite this, the two most common roles reported by both types of staff were parents attending events or meetings.

Table 93
Sample IV Staff Results for Roles that Parents Play (2010-11)
	
	Site coordinator
	
	Site staff

	Role
	City
(n = 15)
	Suburb
(n = 2)
	Town/ rural
(n = 1)
	Total
(n = 18)
	
	City
(n = 97)
	Suburb
(n = 14)
	Town/ rural
(n = 13)
	Total
(n = 124)

	Attend meetings
	73.3%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	77.8%
	
	40.2%
	14.3%
	38.5%
	37.1%

	Attend events
	80.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	83.3%
	
	70.1%
	42.9%
	53.8%
	65.3%

	Volunteer in activities
	53.3%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	55.6%
	
	24.7%
	14.3%
	38.5%
	25.0%

	Give feedback on activities/ curriculum
	60.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	66.7%
	
	32.0%
	28.6%
	23.1%
	30.6%


Communication with parents. Sample IV respondents were also asked to provide details about the types of communication between the staff and parents. Questions concerning this topic were primarily asked using a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). While few of the parents reported that they participated in their child’s program, parents somewhat agreed that the program maintained good communication with them. More specifically, average ratings approached three for all of the different forms of communication. The highest of these means were for being kept informed about what was going on in the program and how their child was doing in academic activities. Mean ratings were highest when looking at the results for parents whose children attended a program in a city and were often lowest for those whose children attended in a town/rural area (see Table 94).

Table 94
Sample IV Parent Results Concerning Parent Involvement (2010-11)
	Communication
	n
	City 
	n
	Suburb 
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total 

	Keep informed about what is going on in the program
	357
	2.94 (.83)
	81
	2.72 (.86)
	18
	2.67 (1.03)
	456
	2.89 (.85)

	Communicate about child’s well-being
	347
	2.90 (.86)
	82
	2.48 (.91)
	18
	2.72 (.96)
	447
	2.81 (.89)

	Communicate about how can help child learn
	352
	2.87 (.89)
	85
	2.40 (.90)
	17
	2.35 (.86)
	454
	2.76 (.91)

	Input about after school programming
	342
	2.88 (.74)
	80
	2.72 (.80)
	18
	2.61 (.85)
	440
	2.84 (.76)

	Communicate about child’s behavior 
	362
	2.85(.87)
	83
	2.42(.91)
	18
	2.44(.98)
	463
	2.76 (.90)

	Encouraged to give input on rules for behavior
	354
	2.85 (.88)
	84
	2.52 (.87)
	18
	2.44 (.86)
	456
	2.77 (.89)

	Kept informed about how child is doing in academic activities
	361
	2.94 (.84)
	86
	2.65 (.87)
	18
	2.50 (.86)
	465
	2.87 (.85)


As with the results concerning parent roles, Sample IV site coordinator reports were more positive than were those of the other stakeholders. For example, mean levels of agreement were three or higher for all of the items except whether the site had a clear plan for involvement or met with parents regularly. Furthermore, site staff reports for four of the types of communication were much lower than the site coordinator reports. More specifically, site staff were neutral concerning whether parents were kept informed about what was going on, the well-being of the children, and about how to help the children learn. They also disagreed with the statement that staff and parents meet regularly. Because of the large differences in the subgroup sizes, most of the urbanicity results were not meaningful. Despite this, it was interesting to note that suburban site staff had higher mean ratings than town/rural site staff concerning most of the parent involvement items (see Table 95).
Table 95
Sample IV Staff Results Concerning Parent Involvement (2010-11)
	Communication
	n
	City 
	n
	Suburb 
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total 

	Site coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Keep informed about what is going on in the program
	15
	3.20 (.68)
	1
	4.00 (.--)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	17
	3.24 (.66)

	Communicate about child’s well-being
	15
	3.20 (.68)
	2
	3.50 ( .71)
	1
	2.00 (.--)
	18
	3.17 (.71)

	Communicate about how can help child learn
	15
	3.20 (.68)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	17
	3.18 (.64)

	Staff meet with regularly
	15
	2.80 (.78)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	1
	2.00 (.--)
	17
	2.76 (.75)

	Input about after school activities
	15
	3.13 (.64)
	2
	4.00 ( .00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.22 (.65)

	Integral to program
	15
	2.93(.88)
	2
	3.50 ( .71
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.00 (.84)

	Clear plan for involvement
	15
	3.00 (.85)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	1
	2.00 (.--)
	17
	2.94 (.83)

	Site staff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Keep informed about what is going on in the program
	93
	2.56 (.74)
	12
	2.83 (.84)
	12
	2.58 (.79)
	117
	2.59 (.76)

	Communicate about child’s well-being
	93
	2.56 (.79)
	11
	3.00 (.63)
	12
	2.42 (.79)
	116
	2.59 (.78)

	Communicate about how can help child learn
	93
	2.40 (.72)
	12
	2.67 (.89)
	12
	2.50 (.80)
	117
	2.44 (.75)

	Staff meet with regularly
	93
	2.16 (.74)
	12
	2.33 (.89)
	12
	2.42 (.79)
	117
	2.21 (.76)


Obstacles to parent participation. On their surveys, Sample IV parents were also asked about obstacles to their participation at the after school sites (see Table 96). Overall, approximately one-quarter of the parents indicated that they had no obstacles to participation. In contrast, nearly one-third of the parents reported that having to work during program hours was an obstacle. Taking care of other children and having a language barrier were also mentioned by more than 15% of the respondents. In most cases, subgroup differences were small to very small. The exceptions involved parents from town/rural areas being moderately less likely than parents in other areas to report having any barriers to participation and moderately more likely to report having a language barrier.
Table 96
Sample IV Parent Results for Barriers to Program Participation (2010-11)
	Communication
	n
	City 
	n
	Suburb 
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total 

	None
	370
	29.5%
	87
	26.4%
	20
	15.0%
	477
	28.3%

	Language barrier
	370
	15.7%
	87
	9.2%
	20
	30.0%
	477
	15.1%

	Staff make me feel unwelcome
	370
	2.7%
	87
	2.3%
	20
	0.0%
	477
	2.5%

	Staff discourage participation
	370
	0.3%
	87
	0.0%
	20
	0.0%
	477
	0.2%

	Take care of my other children
	370
	23.8%
	87
	21.8%
	20
	20.0%
	477
	23.3%

	Work during program hours
	370
	31.9%
	87
	36.8%
	20
	30.0%
	477
	32.7%

	Program location
	370
	4.1%
	87
	1.1%
	20
	5.0%
	477
	3.6%

	Lack of transportation
	370
	9.5%
	87
	8.0%
	20
	10.0%
	477
	9.2%

	Other
	370
	7.0%
	87
	6.9%
	20
	10.0%
	477
	7.1%


Other Community Members
Finally, Sample III site coordinators who reported that they had community members other than LEAs and parents partner at their sites were asked to provide details (see Table 97 and Appendix Table D6). Overall, all of the roles were selected by less than half of the respondents. Despite this, each year more than one-fifth of the site coordinators reported that other community members helped provide goods/supplies, implement programs, set/revise program goals, and/or recruit staff. The least common roles involved program management and helping with staff hiring or review.
Table 97
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Roles that Other Community Members Play (2008-09 through 2010-11)

	Roles
	n
	Program management
	Data collection for evaluation
	Fund raising
	Set/revise program goals
	Implement programs
	Provide goods/ supplies
	Staff recruitment
	Staff hiring process
	Staff review process
	Provide PD

	Study Year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2008-09
	60
	6.5%
	11.7%
	16.9%
	22.1%
	23.4%
	29.9%
	20.8%
	3.9%
	2.6%
	6.5%

	2009-10
	81
	8.6%
	18.5%
	25.9%
	23.5%
	27.2%
	39.5%
	23.5%
	9.9%
	7.4%
	28.4%

	2010-11
	163
	6.1%
	12.9%
	23.3%
	23.3%
	28.8%
	38.7%
	22.1%
	10.4%
	8.0%
	29.4%

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	96
	4.2%
	15.6%
	26.0%
	21.9%
	31.3%
	41.7%
	22.9%
	14.6%
	12.5%
	31.3%

	Suburb
	36
	8.3%
	8.3%
	25.0%
	25.0%
	27.8%
	36.1%
	22.2%
	8.3%
	2.8%
	22.2%

	Town/rural 
	31
	9.7%
	9.7%
	12.9%
	25.8%
	22.6%
	32.3%
	19.4%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	32.3%

	Grantee type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	90
	5.6%
	7.8%
	17.8%
	21.1%
	28.9%
	38.9%
	21.1%
	10.0%
	10.0%
	28.9%

	COE
	28
	7.1%
	14.3%
	28.6%
	28.6%
	25.0%
	32.1%
	14.3%
	3.6%
	0.0%
	17.9%

	CBO
	40
	7.5%
	22.5%
	35.0%
	27.5%
	35.0%
	45.0%
	30.0%
	17.5%
	10.0%
	40.0%

	Other
	5
	0.0%
	20.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	20.0%
	20.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	20.0%


When examining the results by subgroup, differences were mainly found by grantee type and region. For example, the only moderate difference by urbanicity involved fund raising, with town/rural sites being less likely than city or suburban sites to have other community members play this role. In contrast, sites funded through a CBO were somewhat to much more likely than sites funded through other types of grantees to have other community members participate in data collection, raise funds, provide goods/supplies, provide professional development, or help in the recruitment or hiring of staff. Furthermore, sites in Region 9 were somewhat to moderately more likely than sites in other of the large regions to have other community members participate in data collection, fund raising, setting/revising program goals, and/or implementing programs. Similarly, sites in Region 4 were somewhat to moderately more likely to have these community members provide goods/supplies, provide professional development, or participate in issues of staffing.
Sample IV site coordinators were also asked some general questions about the roles that community members played at their sites during the 2010-11 school year (see Table 98). Considering the low percentages found for the Sample III sites, it was surprising to find that the level of agreement was more than three concerning whether community members were invited to events and meetings, participated in special events, and helped publicize the programs. Furthermore, mean ratings approached three concerning whether community members helped make curricular decisions and supplies resources. Urbanicity results were not analyzed because of the very small sample sizes for the suburban and town/rural sites.
Table 98
Sample IV Site Coordinator Results Regarding Roles of Community Members (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Invited to events and meetings
	Community helps publicize the program
	Participate in curricular decision-making
	Supply resources for activities
	Participate in special events

	Urbanicity 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	15
	3.33 (.72)
	3.00 (.76)
	2.80 (.86)
	2.93 (.70)
	3.13 (.64)

	Suburb
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	3.00 (.00)
	4.00 (1.41)
	3.50 (.71)
	2.00 (1.41)

	Town/rural 
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)

	Total 
	18
	3.39 (.70)
	3.00 (.77)
	2.89 (.83)
	2.83 (.79)
	3.11 (.58)


Note. Items were rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).
Finally, Sample IV staff members were surveyed about the roles played by their host schools (see Table 99). As with the other results concerning community roles, the site coordinator results were positive. More specifically, site coordinators strongly agreed that the school administrators kept them involved, that their staffs responded to ideas and suggestions from the school, and that the teachers and after school staffs collaborated. In contrast, the average site staff member was neutral concerning whether they discussed their students with the day school teachers. When examining the results by urbanicity, suburban and town/rural site coordinators were more positive in their opinions.

Table 99
Sample IV Staff Results Regarding Partnerships with the Day School (2010-11)
	
	Site coordinator
	
	Site staff

	Subgroup
	n
	School administrator keeps me informed of decisions/issues that affect our program
	Staff respond to ideas and suggestions from school 
	Teachers collaborate with our staff
	
	n
	Staff discuss students with their teachers

	Urbanicity 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	15
	3.67 (.49)
	3.53 (.52)
	3.53 (.52)
	
	95
	2.55 (.82)

	Suburb
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	3.50 (.71)
	3.50 (.71)
	
	14
	3.00 (.56)

	Town/rural 
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	
	13
	2.85 (.99)

	Total 
	18
	3.61 (.50)
	3.50 (.51)
	3.50 (.51)
	
	122
	2.63 (.83)


Section III: Perceived Impact of Local Partnerships

In order to investigate the impact of the local partnerships on the sites, Sample IV interviews and focus groups with the various stakeholders (i.e., program directors, site coordinators, staff, and principals) were analyzed. The following section is organized by the partnerships most commonly discussed by the stakeholders: partnerships with parents, day school partnerships, and other local community partnerships.

Partnerships with Parents

Study data revealed limited parent involvement in the after school program. Respondents reported how parents work late, have double jobs, or simply “don’t care.” In some cases students may not even have parents, as this site coordinator/program director remarked:

I’d say one of the most difficult things is getting parent involvement…Our parents—you know, our school is kind of unique where our students come from all over the city—even outside of the city. And sometimes you know, number one, the parents might not even be around. There’s a lot of our kids in foster homes. There’s a lot of our kids living with grandparents…I really try to reach out to our students at risk and get them involved in programming but when I have parent events it’s just very poor attendance. The parents just have other things that they have to do or it’s not important to them.
Another program director echoed similar sentiments:

Parent participation is very much challenging there. That’s true across the board for the school though and not just for the program, just for parents even to come and watch their kids play sports or see what it is they’re involved in.
Many stakeholders remarked on how parent involvement at the high school level was generally more minimal that at programs serving elementary students. For instance, one staff member remarked, “Probably a little less involvement with the parents. But that gets along as the kids get older. You know, the parent doesn’t need to come to the school as much as they did when they’re younger.” Another staff member at a different site made a similar comment, “At the high school level, the students are pretty much independent. It’s not like elementary school, where they pick you up or they take the bus home.”
Staff members at one site noted how the program actually exists in part to offset the lack of parent involvement characteristic of their school. They discussed the impact on students when parents are not involved:

Staff 1:
 If the parent doesn’t take as much interest in their student’s academics then how is the student supposed to take it serious? I had a bunch of kids that didn’t have anybody come out for their shows, not their moms—

Staff 2: 
That happens with athletics, too.

Staff 1: 
—not their cousins. They’ve been working on this for six weeks every day for hours.

Staff 2: 
Yeah it’s pretty much how it is. And I think that’s the whole purpose of the program really is to try to help offset that, but if you didn’t have to offset that just imagine how much more they’d be able to succeed…

Staff 1: 
…the one factor we can’t control are the parents, and I think that’s their biggest obstacle.
One high school program director described the efforts she made to reach out to parents who were otherwise difficult to get involved:

So what we’ve done here is I try to attend as many of the parent meetings that they have here at the school so that the parents can associate my face with my name with the after school program.
However, in cases where parents were more involved, staff were excited to observe them participating alongside their children at the programs. One staff member discussed , as in the case of a robotics club at one school. A staff member discussed the positive impact of this partnership:

I think that’s great because it strengthens the relationship between the parent and their son or daughter and then it helps the club out. The kids actually get an opportunity to see the different perspectives that parents bring in and the different attitudes and they mimic some of those things. And I think it makes them a better person.
In general, interview and focus group results indicated limited partnerships with parents. Where parents were involved, it was typically limited to parent meetings or a few parents who volunteered to participate. Respondents discussed challenges to parent involvement, such as parents’ work schedules and the tendency for high-school-aged students to be more independent in general. It is thus difficult to determine whether parent partnerships had an impact, either positive or negative, on the after school program.

Day School Partnerships

Stronger partnerships between day school and the after school are helpful not just for the coordination of logistics, but also for the successful implementation of the after school program.
Impact on program implementation. Partnerships between the after school program and the day school were varied. In some cases there were strong partnerships, in other cases the partnership was moderate. General communication between the two organizations required some effort. One staff member explained, “We’re in communication through email…but sometimes we’re not allowed—we can’t see them because of their busy schedules so we have to find a way and means to do it.” One principal described the efforts both organizations made to stay connected:

The teachers and myself, we meet with [the ASP]…We do at the beginning of the year it’s a little more intense because we’re getting the program off the ground. But we sit with the teachers that are providing the tutorial services and being paid through [the ASP]. So we have meetings and set out expectations. They also come back together periodically over the course of the school year and review progress and look at the performance of the kids. And look at the performance of the teachers….So that’s the biggest area of collaboration. And just getting the program off the ground and making sure the facilities are available for them. [The impact has] been really noticeable on a lot of levels….
As an example of strong partnership, a site coordinator described how the partnerships with the day school teachers helped the transition between the school day and after school become seamless:

A lot of our teachers volunteer after school to help us out. So if you have an English teacher helping you out running a tutoring class, she directly links it so we don’t have that transition between the school day and after school.
The collaboration between the day school and after school program also contributed to recruiting students for the after school programs. One program director described the process:

We actually meet with the counselors, so the director and the assistant director sit down with the counselors and let them know what the club offerings are going to be for the coming school year, what has been offered previously, and then explain to them that, in particular with the academic tutoring component, we are looking to target our at-risk students. So counselors then put together different lists and they provide them to the director and the assistant director and then we reach out to the teachers and then the teachers try to incentivize [sic] those kids by giving them extra credit to attend some of these tutoring classes. Does it always work? No. But, the relationship is there with the school and the relationship is strong.
Through the efforts of these stakeholders, partnerships between the day school and after school program not only seemed to be helpful in providing resources, but also for the successful implementation of the after school program.
Other times, miscommunication resulted in the somewhat negative perception of after school programs by the day school. One program director noted that “sometimes teachers are not as open to collaborating with the program; they see us as a separate entity.” Another high school program director described the situation as such:

I’m trying to figure out the best way of saying this. I guess maybe the perception that the program gets from the state administrators and teachers can be a barrier for us sometimes. A lot of times we’re looked at as kind of a babysitting service. And it’s not everyone. But a few individuals will look at us as not a sort of program that’s really making an impact on anything. And so, when you have that kind of thought process, a lot of the time, doors will be closed on you.
Impact on students’ academic performance. The study was also interested in the impact of partnerships on students’ academic performance, when probed many interview and focus group participants were not able to directly comment on whether there was such an impact. Instead they spoke more generally about working toward academic goals. Positive impact were seen when the day school and the after school program worked together toward academic goals. For example, a program director described the collaboration:

This year finally we saw incredible results…many youth was accepted this year, not only to regular four-year universities, but they were accepted into Ivy League schools and prestigious universities. And we feel that it was the result of a concerted effort from the school site and our site to push this academic goal…We have added a math tutor that was specifically looking at math, because math was one of the areas that we identified that the students at [this school] were needing a lot of help with…Basically, the school will say these are areas that we can get some additional support. And then I bring in my expertise and relationships and resources and say these are a couple options of how we can support you and then we’ll implement.
Another school administrator concluded that the collaboration between the day school and the after school program impacted student achievements:

I think everything has been just really positive. I don’t have the statistics in front of me but I know that we have discussed it at the beginning of the year about the effects of the program that it had on [this school]. And I know that looking at the statistics, those students that were actively involved throughout the year had made tremendous gains in their academic performance and their participation at [this school].
Impact on students’ behavior. Next the impacts of partnerships on student behaviors, such as day school attendance, homework completion, positive behavior, skill development, and healthy youth development were examined. Similar to academic impacts, the collaboration between day and after school is essential in improving student behavior. For example when there is a lack of partnership between the day school and the after school program, the behavioral codes may not be reinforced in a uniform manner, as two staff members explained:

Staff 1: 
Well we don’t get grade reports. We don’t get updates on our attendance. We don’t have much interaction with school teachers unless the teachers were to come to us. In many cases I assume there are teachers that could come and tell us certain students are failing but they just don’t, for whatever reason.

Staff 2: 
Yeah, some students come in here and they’ll said, “Oh we have no homework today” and then the next day they’re like, “We have no homework today”…If they have four classes a day, you can’t tell me it would so difficult for the tenth grade English teacher to say this is what is due today in an email or to our manager, because we individually are kind of supposed to be focused on what’s going on in here, but I think if there could be better communication and cooperation between daytime teaching and our manager to at least assign each of us, hey, Algebra is doing this, Geometry is doing this, it would be helpful. I don’t know how realistic it is but I think it would improve their homework completion if we could make them more responsible.
However, when a line of communication has been established, the students are more likely to maintain a similar code of conduct during both school and the after school programs. For example, one staff member explained how student knowledge of communication between the day school and after school staffs affected their behavior in both settings:

I think it happened more when we started checking up on them because now they know that we’re checking up on them, they know we’re going to go ask the teachers. Well, at least I know for the ones that are being check up on. I know it’s not all the students that are getting that attention but at least for the ones that I’ve been checking up on they even come up to me and say like, “Oh yeah, [Mister], I can’t talk in class anymore because I know you’re going to go and tell my teacher” or whatever. So at least for those students I think it has changed a little.
As evidenced by the previous statements, stronger partnerships with day school also meant having more support for the after school program, which led to more opportunities to promote responsibility and positive youth development.

Other Community Partnerships

The types of local community organizations that partnered with after school programs tended to vary from site to site, often depending on the physical location of the site, the resources available in the community, and in some cases, the personal connections staff members, school administrators, or parents had in order to form those partnerships. Some examples of local partnerships included the local police department, local fire department, local government offices (including county office of education), local state universities and community colleges, homeless shelters, non-profit organizations, service clubs, YMCA, AmeriCorps, religious organizations, youth programs, test preparation centers, local museums, local supermarkets, and private businesses.

Impact on program implementation. Local partnerships often provide programs with additional resources and enhance students’ experiences with additional opportunities for activities. For example, a site coordinator described the benefits of their partnership with the local parks and recreation department:

It’s very positive because with our community that’s socio-economically challenged area, it’s giving these students more positive and engaging things to do, to help them stay out of gangs, to help them stay away from drugs, things like that…the parks and rec district gives them opportunities to go on trips and things that they are not able to do because of their socioeconomic status.
Other than general comments many respondents were not able to provide evidence on whether local partnerships impacted program implementation. Some respondents noted that the impacts of these partnerships were not evaluated.

Impact on students’ academic performance. Similarly, many respondents were unable to comment on the impact of local partnerships on students’ academic performance. They stated that the impact was “difficult to measure” or that the impact was “not direct.” One respondent said the impact was indirect because “it’s improved students’ confidence level.” In other cases respondents commented on how students “have to keep their grades up” in order to participate in the special activities brought on by the local partnerships.

One principal described the un-measurable benefits of partnership between the school’s Robotics Club with a major industrial corporation:

I think that meaningful partnerships have an incredible impact and we can see it. We can see it in [corporation name] when we have 22 kids committed every single Monday to spend time with an adult…I think that has a great impact in terms of student achievement because here is someone else making the content relevant and making the connections that we fail to make, just because we’re so focused on paying attention to the standards and the core content that we don’t even know what these adults in industry are doing and how to make the connections to the classroom. So every time that we can establish those partnerships then we are elevating the content—the relevance of the content—and the kids are then realizing, “Oh, you know what, I do think this. Oh that’s why we do that. Oh this is starting to make sense…” And if they see they’re connected and there’s engagement, I think that is a strict correlation with academic achievement.
Impact on students’ behavior. Interviews and focus groups revealed that most stakeholders perceived a positive impact of local partnerships on students’ day school attendance. A recurring statement was that students were motivated in attending the after school program, as a result of some of the activities provided by local partnerships, which improved their day school attendance. “They want to participate in after school so they show up during the day,” noted one program director. A principal made a similar comment: “I think it just makes them want to come to school more to know that there are such activities after school.”
Other stakeholders perceived less impact from the partnerships. One site coordinator felt that the local partnerships did not have much effect on student behaviors like attendance because the students were already motivated: “I think that…everything they are doing at the school, they are doing because they are motivated to do so.”
At other sites the evidence of partnership either was not there or was not examined, as one program director remarked:

Well, actually I don’t know…I have not looked specifically at attendance. I haven’t done any kind of comparison between our attendance and the school attendance. But I know if they didn’t come to school, they couldn’t come after school. And since we have consistent attendance after school I would say that they support each other.

However, when specific and intentional efforts were used to invite partnerships that complement the after school activities, perceived positive impacts especially in positive youth development were evidenced. One site coordinator provided an example regarding homework completion:

[Local partnerships] helped with the homework. Like I said, [with] the mentor/mentees [program] it’s helped [the students] to learn study skills, it’s helped them to be more responsible, which has turned over in the school work and being responsible for getting their homework done and studying for tests, so in those ways it’s been very helpful for that.
Some other partnerships were able to bring in different resources for long-term skill development, such as job training or college preparation. A high school program director described the positive impact of a partnership on students’ leadership skills:

A big group of our students are also doing a mentorship program with another non-profit in the area. And they’ve trained these students to become mentors to their fellow middle school students, and to encourage these students not to drop out. It’s one of the larger feeder schools in the area, they have one of the highest teacher turnover rates and so the students are apparently hard to deal with. But the mentorship program is meant to ease the transition from middle school to high school and it has instilled leadership qualities in our youth.
Having opportunities to interact with adults through local partnerships is another positive development of skills for students, as described by a program director:

I think it has really opened the door for them to just feel comfortable around adults because a lot of students go through high school and then the first time they have to talk to an adult it’s after they graduate and they’re nervous. Our kids are very comfortable around adults.
The principal at the same school also spoke positively of the effects of the program along with its partnerships and opportunities on students’ development:

Especially with our population, the boys that find the need to belong and they belong to the wrong crowd. Gang affiliation and the dynamics of being a young adult in today’s society is huge. But again, I believe that with the adults that are working with them here and the opportunities they have that they will not normally have anyplace else, I think that we’re making gains here. But definitely this is the highlight for the kind of program that we have.
As previously stated, forming local community partnerships can give students opportunities for experiences they might otherwise not have experienced. Depending on the type of partnership, these experiences could lead to a positive impact on youth development. If programs required students to complete homework before participating in these added activities, it also promoted homework completion. Similarly, if students were motivated to attend the after school program, they were more likely to attend school during the day. It is evidenced that partnerships provide additional resources to the after school programs. Well leveraged partnerships may enhance after school program quality and enhance student engagement and outcomes.

Chapter Summary

Community Partners

Sample III site coordinators generally noted that their sites maintain partnerships with the community. These partnerships normally involved individuals and organizations closer to the sites. For example, each year the majority of the Sample III site coordinators reported that they partnered with their school, school or district staff, and the parents. Furthermore, over half had partnerships with college students.
Roles of the Community Partners in the Structure and Implementation of the Programs

The level of participation in the sites varied by the type of partner. Not surprisingly, LEAs (i.e., school districts and county offices of education) were the most likely to play each of the roles listed on the questionnaire. Furthermore, over half of the sites had LEAs help with higher-level tasks such as program management, data collection for evaluation, and the providing of professional development. In contrast, less than one-third of the parents or other community members normally filled any of the specific roles. The exceptions involved parents helping with the setting or revision of goals during the first two years of data collection and other community members helping to provide goods or supplies during the last two years of data collection. Results also showed some variations when looking across subgroups during the final year. For example, high school sites in town/rural areas or funded through a CBO were the most likely to have LEAs or parents play many of the roles. Furthermore, sites funded through a CBO were often the most likely to have other community members play the different roles. Among the larger regions, the participation of the LEAs was greater in Region 4 and the participation of parents was greater in Region 9.

Sample IV results concerning parent involvement conflicted somewhat with the Sample III findings. For example, only one-fifth of the parents reported that they participated in their child’s program. When parents did actively participate, they tended to attend special program events or parent meetings. In contrast, the average parent agreed that their child’s program communicated with them. More specifically, parents felt that they were able to provide feedback about programming and were kept informed about what was going on at the programs. Site coordinators corroborated the parent reports about these forms of communication. Unlike these stakeholders, site staff were negative to neutral in their assessments of communication with the parents.

Parents at the Sample IV sites also shed some light concerning obstacles to parent participation. Since the programs operate from the close of school until at least 6pm, it was not surprising that approximately one-third of the parents reported that work interfered with their ability to participate. Although less common, taking care of other children and language were perceived as barriers by some of the parents as well. This last barrier was most prominent for the parents in town/rural areas. Finally, while more than one-quarter of the parents reported having no barriers, only 15% of the parents in the town/rural areas reported the same.
Perceived Impacts of the Local Partnerships

Sample IV stakeholders who participated in the interviews and focus groups also discussed their perceptions concerning the impacts of the partnerships. Regarding this issue, more impacts were perceived from the day school and local partnerships than from the partnerships with the parents. Partnerships with the day school varied in strength, with stronger partnerships leading to a greater impact on program implementation, academic performance, and academic goals. Partnerships with local organizations, which varied from government offices to private corporations, generally had more of a positive impact on positive youth development. The impact of these local organizations on program implementation and academic performance was less clear. Partnerships with parents were more limited. Many interview and focus group respondents noted that at the high school level, parents tended to be less involved in their children’s schooling in general, and were unable to comment on whether partnerships with parents impacted the after school program.

Next, program features relating to positive youth development, the relationships between program features and perceived student outcomes, and stakeholder satisfaction are examined.

Chapter IX:
Findings on Program Settings, Participant Satisfaction, and Perceived Effectiveness (Sample IV)
The data analyzed for this chapter was collected from Study Sample IV. The data presented primarily consists of site observations and staff, parent, and student surveys from 20 sites. Data from staff and student focus groups, as well as principal, project director, and site coordinator interviews are also presented when applicable.

This chapter’s findings address the following evaluation questions:

Does participation in after school programs affect behaviors such as healthy youth development?

What is the level of satisfaction concerning implementation and impact of after school programs?

· What is the level of satisfaction with various aspects of programs and program outcomes such as: academic success, skill development, positive behavior change, and healthy youth development?

· What are the factors contributing to the level of satisfaction?

· How are programs monitoring satisfaction?

This chapter is structured around the fourth and fifth evaluation questions. More specifically, this chapter presents the findings concerning the fostering of positive youth development and its relationship to programmatic quality. In addition, findings concerning levels of stakeholder satisfaction concerning program outcomes and program implementation, factors contributing to general satisfaction, and program monitoring of satisfaction will also be presented. Additional findings for evaluation question four are presented in Chapter X.
Section I: Fostering Positive Youth Development

Recently, support for the positive youth development (PYD) philosophy has continued to build. Studies have identified provisional features of social settings that contribute to positive youth development (Larson, Eccles & Gootman, 2004; Pittman, 2008). These setting level features include components such as a clear and consistent structure, supportive relationships, and opportunities for skill building. Additional research on improving youth development has also focused on the influence of a specific set of developmental assets (Sesma & Roehlkepartain, 2003). This research has suggested that there is a direct correlation between the number of developmental assets a youth has and the number of either high risk behavior (i.e. anti-social behavior) or thriving behavior (i.e. success in school) a youth demonstrates. Similar to research on setting level features, a substantial portion of these developmental assets are embedded in the social setting. In other words, developmental assets that are considered key in promoting positive development (i.e. support, clear boundaries and expectations, and constructive use of time) are often indistinguishable from the key features in a positive developmental setting. These two bodies of work can be used to strengthen one another and to better describe and understand the influence of setting level features on youth development. As highlighted in the research, Tables 100 and 101 list features and assets with an example of how these may be observed in practice.

Table 100
Provisional Features of Positive Developmental Settings (Larson et al, 2004).

	Feature
	In Practice

	Physical and Psychological Safety
	Safe and health-promoting facilities that increase safe peer group interaction and decrease unsafe or confrontational peer group interaction.

	Appropriate Structure
	Limit-setting, clear and consistent rules and expectations, firm-enough control, continuity and predictability, clear boundaries, and age-appropriate monitoring.

	Supportive Relationships
	Warmth, closeness, connectedness, good communication, caring, support, guidance, secure attachment, and responsiveness.

	Opportunities to Belong
	Opportunities for meaningful inclusion, regardless of one’s gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, or disabilities; social inclusion, social engagement, and integration; opportunities for sociocultural identity formation; and support for cultural and bicultural competence.

	Positive Social Norms
	Rules of behavior, expectations, injunctions, ways of doing things, values and morals, and obligations for service.

	Support for Efficacy and Mattering
	Youth-based, empowerment practices that support autonomy make a real difference in one’s community and are being taken seriously; practices that include enabling, responsibility granting, and meaningful challenge; and practices that focus on improvement rather than on relative current performance levels.

	Opportunities for Skill Building
	Opportunities to learn physical, intellectual, psychological, emotional, and social skills; exposure to intentional learning experiences; opportunities to learn cultural literacies, media literacy, communication skills, and good habits of mind; preparation for adult employment; and opportunities to develop social and cultural capital.

	Integration of Family, School, and Community Efforts
	Concordance, coordination, and synergy among family school, and community.


Table 101
Developmental Assets (Sesma & Roehlkpartain, 2003)

	Asset
	In Practice

	Support
	School and other activities provide caring, encouraging environments for children

	Empowerment
	Children are safe at home, school, in neighborhood

	Boundaries and Expectations
	Schools provide clear rules and consequences

	Constructive Use of Time
	Children participate in music, art and other creative activities at least three hours a week

	Commitment to Learning
	Teachers encourage children to explore and engage in stimulating activities

	Positive Values
	Children are encouraged to help others

	Social Competencies
	Children begin to learn how to make choices at appropriate developmental levels

	Positive Identity
	Children are hopeful about their personal future


Characteristics of Staff at Successful PYD Programs

Positive youth development is both a philosophy and an approach to policies and programs that serve young people. The underlying philosophy of youth development is holistic, preventive, and positive; focusing on the development of asserts and competencies in young people. Programs that emphasize PYD engage young people in intentional, productive, and constructive ways, while recognizing and enhancing their strengths (Larson, 2000). In addition, according to Leffert et al. (1998), successful PYD programs hire staff that have the following five characteristics:

· A grounding in youth development principles

· Genuine respect for youth and adult-youth relationships

· The skills to empower young people to be involved in the decision-making process

· Self-awareness and understanding of program goals, strategies and outcomes

· Conviction and belief that youth are capable and can contribute

Analysis of the interviews and focus groups revealed that most of the Sample IV sites had at least one staff member who was knowledgeable about and supported the principles of PYD. The following provides examples of these characteristics:

Grounding knowledge in youth development principles. One of the site coordinators explained her principles about youth development:
I think the after school programming, if done accurately and with passion, that to me it’s one of the most important contributing factors of a student’s ongoing success because you're building a bridge for them to hit other avenues or to know that this was the foundation, this is where the learned maybe for the first time how to be part of a group setting, how to be a leader and how to facilitate a certain activity and it’s a stepping stone to whatever else you're going to be doing. You're a young adult. You know the difference between right and wrong. Make good choices. We are here to help you. We are here to encourage you. It’s that whole thing of these kids are coming back years later as staff because they found something real, something that really guided their direction in life and now they're coming to give back.

Another program director said:
So youth development is a core process in our program. So we do leadership, youth engagement, relationship building, community involvement, emotional safety, environment…it’s like you cannot have a program without these elements at the very core and in the very fabric of what we do, so it’s kind of hard for me to even separate it out of our youth development process system from our programming.
Genuine respect for youth and adult-youth relationships. More specifically about adult-youth relationships and respect for students, a principal further expanded:

We do have a population of students that I would consider disaffected. These are students that, for whatever reason, are kind of on the outside of things. They are involved in gangs, maybe substance abuse; they have been transferred to alternative education for whatever reason. We had one of our instructor start a yoga class through after school program. He relates well with the students and talked to them at their level. The students feel respected. And he started to recruit these students that were either expelled or suspended constantly or sent to alternative ed, the students came and they actually took it very seriously, which is a big surprise, because they did everything the instructor told them to do, they were very involved and engaged, just like what we would hope they would be instructionally, but they really gravitated toward this yoga, and word-of- mouth spread and we started to get even more of these young men and ladies. They would invite their friends, their friends would show up. It was an outlet for us to offer something to kids that really don’t seem to respond much to anything else positive. So that was a neat thing. The more we can do that with more programs the better.
Another site coordinator added:
I think some of the programs are really strong on developing our youth. And they’re--in meeting their basic and personal needs and introducing new skills that they don’t have. For example our Kitchen Program that cooks every Monday and Wednesday I really like how the program leader knows all of her students, their background, what’s going on in school and she gives time for each of students to take on a meal that is created by themselves. And then at the end she closes it with a--what she calls a community dinner, a family dinner with the group where they talk about their day, their week, what’s going on. I think that really meets what our students need at times. I feel they don’t have someone that listens to them and asks how did your day at school go right? And so I think that’s really good for them. I also think that our academic support program is helping our students build skills in areas that they struggle with.
Skills to empower young people to be involved in the decision-making process. Other than relationship building the staff also need to have the skills to empower the students. A school site coordinator expressed:
There is different programs for different things--enrichment, academic, sports, tutoring, but as far as youth development, the program instructors do a variety of things to inspire these kids in taking more leadership; these kids are more responsible into attending the program and being a part of the program, as well as participations in developing the future of the program. You know performing arts, our performing arts instructors showed students how to work hard collaboratively in teams and they won the competition to travel to Europe last year. And just to see them glow, I mean these experiences are going to live with them for the rest of their lives--that’s just one example. You know there’s numerous programs that cover problem solving, decision making, their emotions changed when they’re more engaged in learning and they now like coming to school. Our program is very social but in a positive manner. We don’t mind them socializing as long as they’re on target and they’re doing what they need to do.
Self-awareness and understanding of program goals, strategies and outcomes. Being strategic in monitoring students’ development is also very important. As one program director explained:

Well the boxing program is definitely one of our big activity--they affect the students definitely. The students that are here--they can actively participate whenever they like but we also get referrals from the counselors, you know these students are aggressive they need a little more discipline. I personally encouraged these parents so that the students can participate in boxing. It’s just the pure discipline like if you were taking a karate class. But it’s still aggressive, you’re hitting the bags and getting ring work. By the end of the day they’re tired but they still keep coming for more. So I mean, we are basically changing their attitudes by having them gear their aggressions towards somewhere else more productively.
One of the site staff added, “The other program we did last year was urban art, we have a lot of students that are tagging on campus but instead of tagging we offer them supplies to do this. We offer them the opportunity to do murals.
And they basically change their attitudes toward tagging and they respect things, they respect art.”

Conviction and belief that youth are capable and can contribute. In youth development, there is the basic belief that all kids can contribute and achieve. It is important for staff members to base their relationships and instructions on this platform. One site coordinator shared his experience:

I know our staff do a really good job and you know and it is apparent when kids have been there for a while and doing things that they never thought they would do. And you know it’s--it’s because the staff believes in them, we have a few kids who never thought that they could play a guitar and sing but they’re doing that now and performing out there. And you could just see their confidence level goes up from when they first start to. So you know we do have a lot of stories like that--that; it’s been because the staff have--has given them the confidence to do something that they would otherwise not believe in themselves.
Another site staff mentioned:

Of course [our school] is 85-percent Spanish. So this is really encouraging Spanish girls that have never really even thought about going to college or having a career that they are taken by the program on tours to colleges, tours to businesses, give them help in possibility interviews or whatever it is they would need once they graduate from high school. In another program called Encourage Tomorrow offers a mentoring program that our students go to an elementary school and they work with the younger children. It is an intervention program that intends to increase sense of responsibility in our students and reduce school dropout rates and the involvement in gangs, which is really big in our community.

Next, features of program settings are examined.

Key Features of Program Settings

Sample IV staff and students were surveyed about some of the positive developmental settings thought to promote PYD. Questions concerning this topic were asked using a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).
Appropriate structure. All programs have a set of norms that help shape students’ perception of what is appropriate behavior. Norms are particularly salient to youth development because they “shape morals, present ways of relating to others, and provide templates of self-control” (Eccles & Gootman, 2002, p. 103). During the 2010-11 school year, site staff strongly agreed that the rules emphasized positive behavior. Furthermore, students agreed that staff enforce the rules in an equitable manner and that they understand both the rules and their consequences. While differences by urbanicity were often small, town/rural site staff did have the highest means and town/rural students had the lowest means (see Table 102).
Table 102
Sample IV Student and Site Staff Perspectives on Appropriate Structure (2010-11)

	
	Students
	
	Site staff

	
	n
	Understand the rules 
	n
	Understand consequences for breaking the rules
	n
	Staff treat students equally when they break rules
	
	n
	Rules emphasize positive behavior

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	440
	3.42 (.59)
	436
	3.32 (.65)
	435
	3.26 (.70)
	
	94
	3.59 (.50)

	Suburb
	90
	3.39 (.61)
	90
	3.31 (.63)
	85
	3.27 (.70)
	
	13
	3.69 (.48)

	Town/rural 
	15
	3.33 (.49)
	15
	3.07 (.59)
	15
	3.07 (.46)
	
	13
	4.00 (.00)

	Total 
	545
	3.41 (.59)
	541
	3.31 (.64)
	535
	3.26 (.70)
	
	120
	3.64 (.48)


Opportunities to belong through meaningful participation. During the 2010-11 school year, both site coordinators and site staff members agreed to strongly agreed that their sites promoted meaningful participation for students (see Table 103). Means were slightly lower for the site staff than the site coordinators, especially concerning whether students were able to plan and carry out activities. These results were consistent when looking at the subgroup results for the city sites. When examining the subgroups further, site staff in the cities had lower means than did their colleagues in the suburbs or town/rural areas. In part this result may have to do with the discrepancies in sample size.
Table 103
Sample IV Staff Results Concerning Meaningful Participation (2010-11)
	Item
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	Site coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Input into activities they would like
	15
	3.73 (.46)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.72 (.46)

	Plan and carry out activities
	15
	3.73 (.46)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.72 (.46)

	Feedback about activities doing at program
	15
	3.73 (.46)
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.67 (.49)

	Site staff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Input into activities they would like
	88
	3.47 (.57)
	10
	3.80 (.42)
	11
	3.82 (.41)
	109
	3.53 (.55)

	Plan and carry out activities
	85
	3.41 (.56)
	10
	3.50 (.97)
	10
	3.80 (.42)
	105
	3.46 (.61)

	Feedback about activities doing at program
	90
	3.56 (.52)
	11
	3.73 (.47)
	11
	3.73 (.47)
	112
	3.59 (.51)


Support for efficacy and mattering. In order to encourage student efficacy and mattering, site staff should let students know that they believe that they can and will succeed and that they are resilient; they should provide guidance that is youth-centered and strengths-focused Austin & Duerr, 2005()
. At the Sample IV sites, students felt that the staff members had high expectations for them. They also agreed that the staff wanted them to do their best, expected them to be successful, believed they would do a good job, and told them when they did so. When looking at the results by subgroup, students in the cities had slightly higher levels of agreement than their peers did at suburban and town/rural sites (see Table 104).

Table 104
Sample IV Student Results Concerning Student Efficacy and Mattering (2010-11)
	
	n
	Staff want me to do my best
	n
	Staff expect me to be a success
	n
	Staff believe I can do a good job
	n
	Staff tell me when I do a good job

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	442
	3.46 (.58)
	438
	3.38 (.60)
	440
	3.42 (.60)
	438
	3.31 (.59)

	Suburb
	91
	3.23 (.63)
	91
	3.18 (.66)
	91
	3.18 (.66)
	91
	3.03 (.75)

	Town/rural 
	15
	3.27 (.46)
	15
	3.27 (.46)
	15
	3.27 (.46)
	15
	2.93 (.46)

	Total 
	548
	3.42 (.59)
	544
	3.34 (.61)
	546
	3.38 (.61)
	544
	3.26 (.63)


Both Sample IV site coordinators and site staff agreed to strongly agreed that they had high expectations for the academic success of their students (see Table 105). Both types of staff reported that they cared for students doing well academically and that students were taught about the importance of school. When examining the subgroups for the site staff, differences were small, ranging from .04 to .26. The biggest differences were found for site staff ratings of whether they taught students about the importance of school.

Table 105
Sample IV Staff Results for Expectations for Academic Success (2010-11)
	
	Site coordinator
	
	Site staff

	
	n
	Staff care about them doing well academically
	Teaches that school is important
	
	n
	Staff care about them doing well academically
	Teaches that school is important

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	15
	3.67 (.49)
	3.67 (.49)
	
	97
	3.46 (.56)
	3.45 (.58)

	Suburb
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	4.00 (.00)
	
	14
	3.50 (.65)
	3.36 (.50)

	Town/rural 
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	3.00 (.--)
	
	13
	3.46 (.88)
	3.62 (.51)

	Total 
	18
	3.61 (.50)
	3.67 (.49)
	
	124
	3.47 (.60)
	3.46 (.56)


Programmatic Quality

In 2004 Vandell and colleagues created an assessment to assess the presence of PYD features in the after school settings. They expanded upon Larson and colleagues’ description of the key features of PYD settings by asserting that high-quality after school programs that promote youth development have singular structural and process characteristics. They stated:

Structural and institutional features are those elements of a program that establish the setting and context for positive relationships and high-quality activities. These features include staff qualifications and support, program size and group configuration, financial and physical resources, external affiliations, and sustainability efforts.

Process and content features are those practices that participating children and youth experience directly. They include adults’ interactions and relationships with participants, relationships among participants, program content and activities, and content delivery strategies.

Together with the Wisconsin Center for Education Research/Policy Studies Association, these researchers developed the Afterschool Observation Instrument (AOI) for the Study of the Promising Afterschool Programs (Vandell, et al., 2004). The AOI was developed to standardize observations of after school program practices for evaluation and research studies. It’s conceptual framework and indicators build on documented evidence of best practices used in high quality after school programs. This instrument also includes a rubric to judge the quality of after school program’s on the following dimensions: a) relationships with adults, b) relationships with peers, c) student engagement, d) opportunities for cognitive growth, e) opportunities for autonomy, f) appropriate structure, and g) orderliness. All scales are rated from one (lowest quality) to seven (highest quality) after which each site is given an overall score.
Program quality ratings. To determine the association between program quality and students’ youth development outcomes, the evaluation team conducted site visits at the 40 Sample IV sites. During each of these site visits, members of the evaluation team used the AOI while observing three to five activities. These observations represented a breadth of the activities offered to students (see Table 106).
Table 106
Sample IV Observation Results for Domains seen during Activities (2009-10 to 2010-11)
	Domain
	Number of Activities (N = 64)

	Visual/Performing Arts
	28.1%

	Homework/Tutoring 
	26.6%

	Positive Youth Development
	25.0%

	Academics: Other
	18.8%

	Sports/Fitness
	18.8%

	Other 
	18.8%

	Academics: Core
	12.5%


Note. Fifteen activities incorporated multiple domains.
During the 2009-10 and 2010-11 school years, members of the evaluation team rated each of the Sample IV schools using the AOI. Overall ratings for the 20 sites are presented in Table 107 and ratings for each site are presented in Appendix Tables E1 and E2.
Table 107
Sample IV Overall Program Quality Ratings (2009-10 to 2010-11)
	Dimension
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	Relationships with adults
	
	
	5%
	5%
	30%
	35%
	25%

	Relationships with peers
	
	
	5%
	
	40%
	40%
	15%

	Opportunities for cognitive growth
	
	10%
	5%
	25%
	35%
	20%
	5%

	Opportunities for autonomy
	
	
	10%
	15%
	35%
	35%
	5%

	Appropriate structure
	
	
	
	10%
	15%
	30%
	45%

	Orderliness
	
	
	5%
	5%
	5%
	65%
	20%

	Student engagement
	
	
	
	10%
	10%
	60%
	20%

	Overall Program Quality
	
	
	
	
	50%
	50%
	


For the AOI, the Relationships with Adults scale focuses on after school program staff’s communication of high expectations and positive norms, use of positive behavior management techniques, and frequency of engagement with students in a positive manner. For the 20 high school sites visited, the most common rating for this scale was a six out of possible score of seven. A program that typifies this rating had staff members who were attentive to students during observed activities. They were more likely to engage in behavior such as acknowledging students’ efforts, using a positive of voice, and having frequent adult-student interactions.
The definition of the Relationships with Peers scale focuses on students’ interactions with peers (be it positive or negative) and ability to negotiate solutions in conflict situations. The most common ratings for peer relationships were both five and six out of seven. Students in programs that received a rating of five interacted well with each other and were able to make compromises with each other but may have had a few instances of discord. In order to receive a six, students behaved similarly as those in programs that received a five, but had fewer instances of discord.
The Opportunities for Cognitive Growth scale is an indicator of whether an activity promotes higher-order thinking and staff members’ use of instructional conversation. The most common rating for opportunities for cognitive growth was a five. These programs had some opportunity in some activities to engage in higher-order thinking however, this type of interaction was not sustained throughout the activities.
The Opportunities for Autonomy scale addresses whether students were given choices within the activity. Opportunities for autonomy was rated as a five or six in most programs. A program received a rating of a five if some activities/decisions were directed by program staff and some activities/decisions were student-directed. To receive a rating of a six, students had many opportunities for choice, but some activities/decisions were staff-directed.
The Appropriate Structure scale refers to the overall organization of activities that facilitate the acquisition of skills. Activities that are structured appropriately are organized in such a way that learning is maximized and lost time is minimized. The most common rating for appropriate structure was a seven. In programs such as these, the staff supported each other and were well prepared, students had a clear understanding of what was required of them during activities, activities ran smoothly, and transitions between activities were smooth.
Orderliness. Effective classroom management will result in increased student engagement rates (students actively involved in the lesson) and decreased student off-task behavior (Borich & Martin, 1999). The Orderliness scale measures whether students are productively engaging in the activity and staff members’ techniques to facilitate this engagement. The most common rating for orderliness was a six. In these types of programs, students are actively engaged. Staff behavioral control techniques are effective. However, there may be some brief instances of disruptive noise, talking, or off-task behavior.
The Student Engagement scale pertains to students’ interest and participation in activities. Consistent with the proficient classroom management observed in the programs, student engagement was most frequently rated as a six.
In regards to Overall Program Quality, all sites were rated as a five or six.
Activity dosage. Additionally, since quality programs that foster positive youth development have to offer students a variety of opportunities in order to build various skills that are meaningful to the students (Pittman, 2008), to investigate upon the opportunities provided, Sample IV site coordinators were asked about the activities they offered. This included the total hours and average attendance per day. Furthermore, since this information was provided during March and April of 2011, the Fall 2010 results represent actual dosage, while the Winter/Spring 2011 results presents site coordinator estimates (see Tables 108 and 109).

Table 108
Sample IV Content of Activities Offered to Students (2010-11)
	
	Fall 2010
	
	Winter/Spring 2011 (Estimates)

	
	Total Hours Offered
	Attendance Per Day Offered
	
	Total Hours Offered
	Attendance Per Day Offered

	Activities
	n
	M (SD)
	n
	M (SD)
	
	n
	M (SD)
	n
	M (SD)

	Academics: Core
	82
	49.9 (83.4)
	82
	14.2 (20.4)
	
	81
	40.7 (59.5)
	81
	10.3 (13.2)

	History/Social Studies
	20
	38.6 (85.4)
	20
	11.2 (19.6)
	
	20
	29.8 (54.8)
	20
	9.3 (13.7)

	Language Arts/Literacy
	21
	48.7 (83.5)
	21
	15.7 (23.1)
	
	20
	41.5 (58.2)
	20
	9.2 (10.9)

	Math
	20
	59.3 (84.4)
	20.0
	16.4 (21.2)
	
	20
	49.9 (67.1)
	20
	11.8 (16.2)

	Science
	21
	52.8 (85.1)
	21
	13.4 (18.6)
	
	21
	41.5 (60.0)
	21
	10.9 (12.4)

	Academics: Other
	85
	36.9 (64.2)
	85
	11.9 (24.5)
	
	85
	35.3 (61.9)
	85
	10.6 (20.2)

	Computer Programming
	20
	35.9 (58.9)
	20
	12.1 (31.6)
	
	20
	33.6 (57.6)
	20
	13.2 (31.9)

	Health/Nutrition Education
	20
	22.8 (36.1)
	20
	11.0 (20.0)
	
	20
	34.0 (63.4)
	20
	10.5 (20.0)

	Preparation for CAHSEE
	20
	36.2 (55.2)
	20
	16.1 (29.3)
	
	20
	37.8 (54.0)
	20
	11.7 (13.1)

	Remedial Education
	20
	29.9 (77.8)
	20
	6.8 (16.4)
	
	20
	20.9 (53.9)
	20
	5.4 (13.0)

	Homework/Tutoring
	39
	122.0 (125.4)
	52
	45.1 (61.6)
	
	45
	77.9 (81.0)
	54
	27.7 (33.2)

	Homework
	21
	129.1 (107.4)
	21
	51.0 (66.1)
	
	21
	114.9 (89.4)
	21
	34.4 (35.5)

	Tutoring
	11
	137.1 (155.7)
	11
	54.7 (90.0)
	
	13
	43.5 (52.6)
	14
	13.5 (20.3)

	Tutoring Younger Peers
	7
	77.0 (133.0)
	20
	33.7 (33.3)
	
	11
	49.7 (66.4)
	19
	30.8 (36.6)

	Sports/Fitness
	25
	120.5 (100.0)
	25
	34.4 (24.0)
	
	25
	139.0 95.0)
	25
	33.6 (26.8)

	Visual/Performing Arts
	30
	45.8 (36.0)
	37
	22.3 (21.2)
	
	29
	57.9 (58.4)
	36
	22.4 (23.2)

	Arts & Crafts
	13
	51.0 (40.9)
	20
	28.9 (24.9)
	
	13
	66.5 (63.5)
	20
	28.9 (27.3)

	Visual Arts/Music
	17
	41.8 (32.6)
	17
	14.6 (12.5)
	
	16
	50.9 (55.0)
	16
	14.2 (13.5)


Table 109
Sample IV Content of Activities Offered to Students Continued (2010-11)
	
	Fall 2010
	
	Winter/Spring 2011 (Estimates)

	
	Total Hours Offered
	Attendance Per Day Offered
	
	Total Hours Offered
	Attendance Per Day Offered

	Activities
	n
	M (SD)
	n
	M (SD)
	
	n
	M (SD)
	n
	M (SD)

	Positive Youth Development
	244
	32.9 (62.1)
	243
	12.3 (24.9)
	
	244
	27.0 (49.9)
	243
	12.0 (25.3)

	Career Development
	20
	15.6 (28.1)
	20
	12.4 (32.4)
	
	20
	13.8 (34.5)
	20
	9.6 (32.0)

	Career Technical Education
	24
	22.4 (37.2)
	24
	9.0 (17.3)
	
	24
	17.5 (36.8)
	24
	8.8 (18.1)

	College Preparation
	20
	45.9 (66.1)
	20
	17.5 (31.1)
	
	20
	36.4 (45.9)
	20
	17.7 (32.4)

	Community Service
	20
	34.6 (57.1)
	20
	14.9 (22.9)
	
	20
	30.5 (40.3)
	20
	16.9 (23.4)

	Entrepreneur Skills Development
	20
	18.6 (34.4)
	20
	10.5 (19.9)
	
	20
	14.9 (39.6)
	20
	10.6 (31.9)

	Leadership
	20
	46.9 (69.7)
	20
	9.7 (8.4)
	
	20
	36.9 (40.4)
	20
	9.8 (8.2)

	Mentee (student is mentored)
	20
	41.4 (51.8)
	20
	8.7 (10.4)
	
	20
	40.6 (57.6)
	20
	8.3 (11.6)

	Mentor (student mentors others)
	20
	36.3 (49.4)
	20
	10.4 (11.7)
	
	20
	32.1 (54.2)
	20
	12.1 (19.2)

	Multicultural Education
	20
	42.5 (88.4)
	20
	7.9 (14.2)
	
	20
	29.3 (59.4)
	20
	8.9 (14.5)

	School Safety
	20
	14.2 (38.1)
	19
	15.5 (43.2)
	
	20
	10.3 (32.9)
	19
	12.9 (34.6)

	Service Learning
	20
	13.8 (37.6)
	20
	6.0 (17.0)
	
	20
	18.9 (36.1)
	20
	13.1 (32.1)

	Youth Development
	20
	64.9 (119.5)
	20
	26.2 (40.7)
	
	20
	44.6 (91.5)
	20
	16.7 (32.3)

	Other
	69
	63.7 (83.2)
	69
	18.3 (25.7)
	
	73
	54.8 (80.9)
	73
	18.0 (26.5)

	Computer/Internet Skills
	20
	52.0 (51.2)
	20
	16.6 (23.0)
	
	20
	33.9 (43.7)
	20
	13.0 (23.2)

	Counseling
	19
	46.2 (102.3)
	19
	13.3 (32.5)
	
	20
	32.8 (92.9)
	20
	13.4 (32.2)

	Recreation
	20
	98.5 (89.5)
	20
	22.5 (26.5)
	
	20
	93.7 (94.1)
	20
	24.2 (29.9)


Sample IV sites provided students with numerous skill-building opportunities. Homework/tutoring and sports/fitness were the most emphasized domains. The types of sports/fitness activities offered varied, including football, baseball, soccer, and cheerleading. It is interesting to note that homework/tutoring was offered almost twice as much during the fall than in the winter/spring. Visual/performing arts, core academics, and miscellaneous “other” domains were the next most frequently offered. These domains were offered for approximately 50% to 60% fewer hours than the homework/tutoring and sports/fitness domains were offered. With respect to hours, programs that emphasized Positive Youth Development were offered for the least hours. The most frequently offered youth development activities were youth development (unspecified), leadership, college preparation, multicultural education, and mentoring programs. It should also be noted that these findings somewhat support the Sample III findings concerning the providing of these types of activities (see Chapter VI, Section I).
Overall program quality. In order to further look at the quality of implementation, the evaluation team calculated how many domains were rated high (6 or 7) at each site (see Figure 8). Nearly half of the high schools received high ratings on three or fewer domains. Furthermore, one-quarter of the sites received high ratings in four of the domains. Finally, one-quarter of the sites received high ratings in five or six domains.
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Figure 8. Distribution of Sample IV sites with domains rated 6 or higher (2009-10 to 2010-11).
The results concerning program quality suggest that there were variations among the Sample IV sites in regards to their quality of implementation for both structure and process. The highest and most consistent rating across the 20 sites was appropriate structures. With a few exceptions, the ratings generally ranged from 6 to 7. Similarly, orderliness received generally high ratings. Meanwhile, student engagement, relationship with peers and adults were also rated high. During the focus groups, many student participants cited interesting activities, “cool” staff, and wanting to spend more time with their friends as reasons for joining the program. During adolescence, young people tend to seek more independence. It was encouraging to find that the Sample IV sites responded to the needs of these older students. The lowest ratings involved opportunities for cognitive growth and student autonomy.

The Association between Perceived Youth Development Outcomes and Overall Program Quality

Relationships between the program quality ratings and students’ perceptions concerning their PYD outcomes were also examined. The Sample IV student surveys included questions concerning key features of PYD. High school students were asked questions concerning academic benefits, socio-emotional competence, the development of life skills and knowledge, as well as future aspirations.
All questions were asked using a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Composite scores were than created for each construct.
 These constructs were then averaged across students by school and separated into three categories: Lesser (1 – 2.499), Moderate (2.5 – 3.499), and Strong (3.5 – 4). Furthermore, the overall program quality ratings, which ranged from one to seven, were separated into two categories: Lower (3 – 4) and Higher (5 – 6). Finally, Kendall’s Tau-C
 was employed to explore the associations between program ratings and youth outcomes at the observed programs.

Academic benefits. The construct for academic benefits reached a high level of reliability (α = .944). Academic attitudes have been found to be associated, both directly and indirectly, with achievement (Abu-Hilal, 2000; Dumais, 2009). The survey asked students about whether they perceived that their academic skills had improved as result of attending their after school programs. Students in programs that were rated as higher quality reported that they had greater academic benefits than did students in programs of lower quality. These students agreed more strongly with statements such as the program helped them get better grades, want to come to school more often, feel more comfortable taking tests, and do better on the CAHSEE (see Table 110).
Table 110
Sample IV Academic Benefits of After School Participation (2009-10 to 2010-11)
	
	Overall Program Quality (n = 543)
	

	Degree of Agreement
	Lower 
	Higher 
	P-value

	Lesser
	59.5%
	40.5%
	.000

	Moderate 
	43.2%
	56.8%
	

	Strong 
	41.3%
	58.7%
	


Socio-emotional competence. Next, the construct of socio-emotional competence was examined (α = .906). Students in programs of higher quality generally reported that, as a result of attending a program, their socio-emotional competency improved to a greater degree than students who attended lower quality programs. These students agreed more strongly with statements such that the program helped them make new friends and avoid fights (see Table 111).
Table 111
Sample IV Socio-Emotional Competence for ASP Participants (2009-10 to 2010-11)
	
	Overall Program Quality
(N = 544)
	

	Degree of Agreement
	Lower 
	Higher 
	P-value

	Lesser
	62.1%
	37.9%
	.002

	Moderate 
	49.7%
	50.3%
	

	Strong 
	42.8%
	57.2%
	


Life Skills and Knowledge

Life skills and knowledge. The construct for life skills and knowledge was reliable for the high schools (α = .867). Students in programs that were rated as higher quality had more positive views of their life skills than their peers than students did in programs of lower quality. These students agreed more strongly with statements such as the programs provided them with the skills and knowledge to be successful leaders, to get into college or vocational school, and to resist doing drugs and alcohol (see Table 112).
Table 112
Sample IV Life Skills and Knowledge (2009-10 to 2010-11)
	
	Overall Program Quality (n = 545)
	

	Degree of Agreement
	Lower 
	Higher 
	P-value

	Lesser
	74.5%
	25.5%
	.000

	Moderate 
	50.6%
	49.4%
	

	Strong 
	43.1%
	56.9%
	


Future aspirations. Finally, the construct concerning future aspirations was explored (α = .920). Similar to the life skills and knowledge findings, students in higher quality programs reported that the after school programs helped them have more positive aspirations than students in lower quality programs. They agreed more strongly that the program helped them believe that they could go to college or vocational school and could get a good job after finishing school (see Table 113).
Table 113
Goals and Aspirations

	
	Overall Program Quality (N = 542)
	

	Degree of Agreement
	Lower 
	Higher 
	P-value

	Lesser
	63.3%
	36.7%
	.002

	Moderate 
	52.5%
	47.5%
	

	Strong 
	42.9%
	57.1%
	


These findings illustrate the importance of providing stimulating and nurturing program settings to foster positive youth development. The after school programs that are equipped with positive features such as appropriate structure and positive social norm for physical and psychological safety; offering numerous activities to offer opportunities for skill building and to enhance students’ sense of efficacy and mattering; all the while providing supportive relationships, provide students opportunity to belong, will enhance their development of life skills and future aspiration.
In support of previous studies (Durlak, Weissberg, & Pachan, 2010) the above analyses demonstrate that program quality moderates the effect of positive youth development outcomes. Students at program sites with higher ratings responded with higher perceived program effects Therefore, when evaluating program outcomes, it is important to take program quality into consideration.

The following section examines stakeholder satisfaction concerning student outcomes.

Section II: Stakeholder Satisfaction Concerning Perceived Outcomes

Since it was not feasible to administer attitudinal scales to all after school participants and non-participants, Sample IV stakeholders were asked about their satisfaction concerning several developmental traits.
 The following section presents the survey results concerning academic self-efficacy, cognitive competence, socio-emotional competence, and future aspirations In addition, results for student questions concerning positive behavior are presented. All survey items for this section were asked using a Likert scale raging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Furthermore, when applicable, results from the student focus groups are also presented.
Academic Self-Efficacy

Sample IV staff, parents, and students were asked to rate their level of satisfaction concerning the impact of the after school programs on students’ feelings of self-efficacy. Results concerning both academic attitudes and academic skills are presented.

Academic attitudes. Academic attitudes have been found to be associated, both directly and indirectly, with achievement Abu-Hilal, 2000(; Dumais, 2009)
. When asked about their satisfaction, both site coordinators and site staff rated between agreed to strongly agreed that their programs helped students develop positive academic attitudes (see Table 114). When comparing the results by type of staff, the site coordinators had higher mean ratings for the improvement of schoolwork habits and students liking to go to school more. In contrast, site staff had higher mean ratings concerning whether students wanted to attend and be on time to school more. While the sample sizes limit the meaningfulness of the subgroup results, it is interesting to note that the city site coordinators normally had the highest means while their site staff normally had the lowest.
Table 114
Sample IV Staff Satisfaction Concerning Impact on Students Academic Attitudes (2010-11)

	Item
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	Site coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improve schoolwork habits
	15
	3.53 (.52)
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.50 (.51)

	Like going to school more
	15
	3.53 (.52)
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.50 (.51)

	Want to attend school more
	15
	3.33 (.49)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.39 (.50)

	Want to be on time to school more
	15
	3.20 (.41)
	2
	3.00 (.00)
	1
	2.00 (.--)
	18
	3.11 (.47)

	Site staff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Improve schoolwork habits
	89
	3.29 (.57)
	14
	3.50 (.52)
	11
	3.64 (.51)
	114
	3.35 (.56)

	Like going to school more
	90
	3.34 (.57)
	14
	3.64 (.50)
	11
	3.64 (.51)
	115
	3.41 (.59)

	Want to attend school more
	84
	3.39 (.60)
	12
	3.67 (.49)
	9
	4.00 (.00)
	105
	3.48 (.59)

	Want to be on time to school more
	83
	3.20 (.68)
	11
	3.36 (.67)
	9
	3.67 (.50)
	103
	3.26 (.67)


Parents and students were also inquired about their satisfaction with the after school programs’ impact on students’ academic attitudes (see Table 115). While both of these stakeholders agreed that the programs were impacting students’ academic attitudes, they did have lower mean ratings than the staff members. Furthermore, parents and students in the cities had the highest means. In contrast, parents in the suburbs and students in the town/rural areas had mean ratings of just under three. During their focus group, one of the high school students talked about their change in attitude:

I mean something that we didn’t talk about was probably how it motivated me to be more organized and more involving. For example, I wouldn’t just stay after school. I would be at home eating or sleeping. But I don’t know. It just gives me so many opportunities that it makes me want to stay and actually want to think and use my mind.

Table 115
Sample IV Parent and Student Satisfaction Concerning Impact on Academic Attitudes (2010-11)
	
	Parents
	
	Students

	
	n
	Improve schoolwork habits
	
	n
	Want to work harder at school
	n
	Want to attend school more

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	357
	3.22 (.72)
	
	436
	3.13 (.94)
	435
	3.27 (.88)

	Suburb
	85
	2.88 (.75)
	
	89
	2.93 (1.06)
	89
	3.04 (1.02)

	Town/rural 
	19
	3.05 (.52)
	
	14
	2.93 (.62)
	14
	2.86 (.54)

	Total 
	461
	3.15 (.73)
	
	539
	3.09 (.96)
	538
	3.22 (.91)


Academic skills. Sample IV participants were also asked whether they felt that students academic skills improved as a result of attending their after school program (see Table 116). As with academic attitudes, both types of staff were satisfied that their program helped students improve their language arts, math, and science skills. Furthermore, both types of staff agreed that standardized test scores were impacted. Similar to the results for academic attitudes, site coordinator mean levels of agreement were higher than were those of the site staff. Furthermore, site staff in the suburbs had higher means than did site staff in other areas.
Table 116
Sample IV Staff Satisfaction Concerning Impact on Academic Skills (2010-11)
	Reason
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	Site coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Language arts skills
	15
	3.40 (.51)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.44 (.51)

	Math skills
	15
	3.40 (.51)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.44 (.51)

	Science skills
	15
	3.36 (.50)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	17
	3.41 (.51)

	Standardized test scores
	15
	3.33 (.49)
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.33 (.49)

	Site staff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Language arts skills
	86
	3.35 (.53)
	12
	3.50 (.52)
	9
	3.33 (.50)
	107
	3.36 (.52)

	Math skills
	86
	3.35 (.55)
	12
	3.50 (.52)
	10
	3.40 (.52)
	108
	3.37 (.54)

	Science skills
	77
	3.26 (.55)
	11
	3.45 (.69)
	8
	3.38 (.52)
	96
	3.29 (.53)

	Standardized test scores
	79
	3.20 (.61)
	10
	3.50 (.53)
	10
	3.50 (.53)
	99
	3.26 (.60)


Parents and students were also asked whether they were satisfied with the impact of the program on academic skills (see Tables 117 and 118). As with the staff members, the Sample IV parents agreed that the programs were having positive impacts on students. More specifically, they felt that their children’s language arts, math, and science skills had improved. Furthermore, they felt that their children were doing better with their grades and standardized test scores as a result of participating. This finding was consistent for the parents in the cities and the town/rural areas. In contrast, parents in the suburbs were somewhat neutral in their satisfaction, especially concerning science skills and standardized test scores. With the exception of getting better grades and doing better with homework, student overall ratings also tended to be somewhat neutral. When looking at the subgroups, suburban students provided even lower ratings, disagreeing that their English classes, reading, writing, computer skills, and test taking skills had improved as a result of participating. In contrast, town/rural students had mean ratings above or approaching three for all of the skills.
Table 117

Sample IV Parent Satisfaction Concerning Impact on Academic Skills (2010-11)

	Reason
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	Language arts skills
	353
	3.09 (.72)
	84
	2.65 (.80)
	18
	3.06 (.64)
	455
	3.01 (.75)

	Math skills
	356
	3.06 (.77)
	83
	2.59 (.86)
	17
	3.12 (.70)
	456
	2.98 (.81)

	Science skills
	355
	3.02 (.79)
	83
	2.53 (.86)
	18
	3.06 (.64)
	456
	2.93 (.82)

	Standardized test scores
	354
	3.03 (.83)
	84
	2.55 (.88)
	18
	3.00 (.59)
	456
	2.94 (.85)

	Grades
	356
	3.22 (.73)
	85
	2.86 (.77)
	18
	3.17 (.71)
	459
	3.15 (.85)


Table 118
Sample IV Student Satisfaction Concerning Impact on Academic Skills (2010-11)

	Reason
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	English class
	438
	2.66 (1.03)
	90
	2.32 (1.05)
	14
	3.00 (.39)
	542
	2.62 (1.03)

	Read better
	436
	2.66 (1.03)
	90
	2.31 (1.00)
	14
	2.86 (.54)
	540
	2.60 (1.02)

	Write better
	436
	2.70 (1.02)
	89
	2.18 (1.04)
	14
	2.86 (.54)
	539
	2.62 (1.03)

	Solve math problems better
	437
	2.84 (1.08)
	88
	2.48 (1.11)
	14
	3.07 (.62)
	539
	2.79 (1.09)

	Do better w/ homework
	435
	3.00 (1.03)
	89
	2.64 (1.18)
	14
	3.29 (.61)
	538
	2.95 (1.05)

	Get better grades
	438
	3.05 (.95)
	89
	2.91 (1.10)
	14
	3.14 (.54)
	541
	3.03 (.97)

	Learn to use computers
	435
	2.64 (1.12)
	88
	2.06 (1.11)
	14
	2.79 (.80)
	537
	2.55 (1.13)

	Do better on tests
	437
	2.70 (1.09)
	90
	2.29 (1.02)
	14
	2.93 (.48)
	541
	2.64 (1.08)

	Do better on CAHSEE
	427
	2.52 (1.17)
	89
	2.30 (1.19)
	14
	2.86 (.77)
	530
	2.49 (1.16)


Cognitive Competence

Sample IV site coordinators, site staff, and parents were asked about their satisfaction with students’ cognitive competence (see Table 119). As with the other areas of PYD, these participants generally agreed that the programs were positively impacting the students. More specifically, all agreed that the students’ showed improvements in their problem-solving skills, decision-making skills, and in their willingness to ask teachers for help. Not surprisingly, when looking across stakeholders the staff members had higher mean ratings than did the parents. Furthermore, when looking at the subgroups, site staff in the town/rural areas had the highest means as did parents in the cities.
Table 119
Sample IV Staff and Parent Satisfaction Concerning Impact on Cognitive Competence (2010-11)

	Reason
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	Site coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Problem-solving skills
	15
	3.33 (.49)
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	1
	2.00 (.--)
	18
	3.28 (.58)

	Comfort asking teachers for help
	15
	3.27 (.51)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.33 (.49)

	Decision-making skills
	15
	3.33 (.49)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	2.00 (.--)
	18
	3.33 (.59)

	Site staff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Problem-solving skills
	94
	3.24 (.48)
	14
	3.29 (.47)
	13
	3.38 (.65)
	121
	3.26 (.50)

	Comfort asking teachers for help
	94
	3.19 (.51)
	14
	3.29 (.61)
	13
	3.69 (.48)
	121
	3.26 (.54)

	Decision-making skills
	93
	3.25 (.50)
	14
	3.43 (.51)
	13
	3.38 (.65)
	120
	3.28 (.52)

	Parents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Problem-solving skills
	357
	3.21 (.68)
	85
	2.99 (.72)
	18
	3.06 (.54)
	460
	3.16 (.68)

	Comfort asking teachers for help
	357
	3.23 (.66)
	86
	2.92 (.76)
	19
	3.11 (.57)
	462
	3.17 (.69)

	Decision-making skills
	355
	3.26 (.67)
	84
	3.08 (.66)
	19
	3.11 (.57)
	458
	3.22 (.67)


Socio-Emotional Competence

Sample IV stakeholders were surveyed about their satisfaction with students’ socio-emotional competence. Table 120 presents the results for the site coordinators, site staff, and parents.

Table 120
Sample IV Staff and Parent Satisfaction Concerning Impact on Socio-Emotional Competence (2010-11)

	Reason
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	Site coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Leadership skills
	15
	3.53 (.52)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.56 (.51)

	Help people in community
	15
	3.40 (.51)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.44 (.51)

	Considerate of others’ feelings
	15
	3.47 (.52)
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.44 (.51)

	Handle emotions appropriately
	15
	3.33 (.49)
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	1
	2.00 (.--)
	18
	3.28 (.58)

	Identify their emotions
	15
	3.27 (.46)
	2
	3.00 (1.41)
	1
	2.00 (.--)
	18
	3.17 (.62)

	Positively handle disagreements
	15
	3.27 (.46)
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	1
	2.00 (.--)
	18
	3.22 (.55)

	Site staff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Leadership skills
	93
	3.25 (.53)
	14
	3.29 (.61)
	13
	3.38 (.65)
	120
	3.27 (.55)

	Help people in community
	92
	3.18 (.61)
	14
	3.21 (.58)
	13
	3.38 (.65)
	119
	3.21 (.61)

	Considerate of others’ feelings
	93
	3.17 (.54)
	14
	3.43 (.51)
	13
	3.23 (.73)
	120
	3.21 (.56)

	Handle emotions appropriately
	93
	3.17 (.54)
	14
	3.36 (.50)
	13
	3.08 (.86)
	120
	3.18 (.58)

	Identify their emotions
	93
	3.10 (.57)
	14
	3.36 (.75)
	13
	3.08 (.86)
	120
	3.13 (.63)

	Positively handle disagreements
	93
	3.16 (.52)
	14
	3.36 (.63)
	13
	3.23 (.73)
	120
	3.19 (.56)

	Parents
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Leadership skills
	353
	3.22 (.70)
	84
	2.99 (.72)
	18
	2.89 (.76)
	455
	3.16 (.71)

	Help people in community
	356
	3.24 (.71)
	85
	2.99 (.68)
	18
	2.83 (.62)
	459
	3.18 (.71)

	Considerate of others’ feelings
	352
	3.24 (.65)
	84
	3.10 (.65)
	19
	2.89 (.57)
	455
	3.20 (.65)

	Handle emotions appropriately
	348
	3.14 (.71)
	83
	2.96 (.67)
	18
	2.67 (.69)
	449
	3.09 (.71)

	Identify their emotions
	350
	3.17 (.71)
	85
	2.86 (.77)
	18
	2.72 (.67)
	453
	3.09 (.74)

	Positively handle disagreements
	352
	3.19 (.68)
	85
	3.07 (.70)
	18
	2.89 (.58)
	455
	3.16 (.68)


In regards to socio-emotional competence, the staff and parents tended to agree that students showed improvements as a result of attending their program. For example, the site coordinators agreed that their students learned to help others in the community, were more considerate of others, handled and identified their emotions better, and were able to positively handle disagreements. Furthermore, they strongly agreed that their students developed leadership skills. When looking at the overall results for the other stakeholders, mean ratings were also all above three. The lowest ratings were found for the parents regarding whether their children learned to identify and handle their emotions.
When examining the subgroups, small to moderate differences were found. In regards to the site staff, means were often lowest for those in the cities. The exceptions involved the identification and handling of emotions, which had slightly lower means for the town/rural site staff. Town/rural parents also had the lower mean ratings than their peers did in the cities or suburbs. Furthermore, their ratings were lower than most of the staff subgroups.
As with the other stakeholders, students generally felt that their socio-emotional competence improved because of their participation in an ASSETs program (see Table 121). More specifically, they agreed that they got into less trouble, avoided fights, understood others’ feelings, and worked out problems with friends better. Their opinions about whether they made new friends and got along with others even approached strong agreement. Differences among the subgroups were generally quite small. The biggest exception involved getting along with others, with town/rural students having moderately higher ratings than did the suburban students. It is also interesting to note that the only subgroup rating under three involved suburban students’ satisfaction about working out problems with friends.
Table 121
Sample IV Student Satisfaction Concerning Impact on Socio-Emotional Competence (2010-11)

	Reason
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	Make new friends
	439
	3.46 (.77)
	89
	3.33 (.81)
	14
	3.36 (.50)
	542
	3.43 (.77)

	Get into less trouble at school
	437
	3.12 (1.04)
	89
	3.12 (1.05)
	14
	3.21 (.80)
	540
	3.12 (1.03)

	Avoid fights
	434
	3.15 (1.09)
	88
	3.01 (1.18)
	14
	3.36 (.93)
	536
	3.13 (1.10)

	Get along with others
	437
	3.43 (.76)
	88
	3.28 (.88)
	14
	3.50 (.52)
	539
	3.41 (.78)

	Understand others’ feelings
	439
	3.19 (.94)
	89
	3.02 (.93)
	14
	3.14 (.66)
	542
	3.16 (.93)

	Work out problems with friends
	439
	3.12 (.99)
	89
	2.96 (.98)
	14
	3.07 (.92)
	542
	3.09 (.98)


High school students in one of the focus groups expanded on the topic of getting along better with their classmates:

Student 1:
Yes, it has helped me work with other people. I have met other people I didn’t know and now, I can communicate with them and make me communicate with other people that I don’t know.
Student 2:
[I’ve] met a lot of people coming to the after school program that [I’ve] never knew before. Like in the hip hop class, there’s a lot of people that I’ve never even knew existed, I mean people from the other school because of the hip hop class, because of this and I’m cool with all the skaters. I’m like a biracial social person.

Student 3:
Yes, because usually, I mean I find it a human character to judge people. Like in my classes, I would judge people and not talk to them like, “Oh, that’s a drug addict. Don’t talk to him,” or, “That’s a pothead. Don’t talk to him,” or, “That’s an evil girl. Don’t talk to her.” And when I come to the after school program and I wouldn’t consider the people around me real friends. I mean they aren’t friends. I see them and talk to them but I mean I judge them but I keep it to myself because I don’t have friends to talk to after school. But when I see the way they react towards each other and the way they talk to each other, it changes my point of view of judging people, you know, from the way they look. And yes, I do get along with people in the classes better.

Positive Behavior

After school programs can provide students with norms for positive behavior; for instance, they can show students statistics on drug use amongst their peers (i.e., drug use is not the norm for their peer group) so that they may decide that they don’t need to use drugs in order to fit in (Catalano, et al., 2004). On their surveys, students at the Sample IV sites were asked about how much attending their after school program helped them resist maladaptive behaviors. In regards to both alcohol/drugs and gangs, students agreed that their program helped them resist. These results were consistent across subgroups (see Table 122).
Table 122
Sample IV Student Satisfaction Concerning Impact on Positive Behavior (2010-11)

	
	n
	Resist using alcohol and drugs
	n
	Resist gang involvement

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	

	City
	198
	3.11 (1.18)
	200
	3.19 (1.14)

	Suburb
	56
	3.16 (1.23)
	55
	3.31 (1.18)

	Town/rural 
	6
	3.17 (.75)
	6
	3.00 (.89)

	Total 
	260
	3.12 (1.18)
	261
	3.21 (1.14)


Future Aspirations

The last outcome examined involved students’ future aspirations. When asked about their satisfaction concerning impact in this area, both staff and parents expressed positive opinions (see Tables 123). More specifically, they all agreed that students wanted to get good jobs after high school. Site coordinators and site staff also strongly agreed and the parents agreed that students showed a desire to attend college or vocational school. Finally, staff strongly agreed or approached strong agreement in their opinions about whether students showed more interest in certain career fields. When looking across subgroups, mean ratings were the highest for the site staff in the town/rural areas. In contrast, mean ratings were lowest for the parents in the town/rural areas.
Table 123
Sample IV Staff and Parent Satisfaction Concerning Impact on Future Aspirations (2010-11)

	Reason
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	Site coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attend college/vocational school
	15
	3.60 (.51)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.61 (.50)

	Get good job after high school
	15
	3.40 (.51)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.44 (.51)

	Interest in certain career fields
	15
	3.60 (.51)
	2
	3.50 (.71)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.56 (.51)

	Site staff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attend college/vocational school
	89
	3.46 (.52)
	11
	3.55 (.52)
	10
	3.80 (.42)
	110
	3.50 (.52)

	Get good job after high school
	83
	3.48 (.55)
	11
	3.27 (.65)
	11
	3.64 (.51)
	105
	3.48 (.56)

	Interest in certain career fields
	86
	3.45 (.57)
	12
	3.50 (.52)
	11
	3.55 (.52)
	109
	3.47 (.55)

	Parent
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attend college/vocational school
	354
	3.32 (.66)
	85
	3.16 (.81)
	19
	3.05 (.71)
	458
	3.28 (.70)

	Get good job after high school
	356
	3.38 (.65)
	85
	3.31 (.74)
	19
	3.11 (.88)
	460
	3.36 (.68)


As with the adult stakeholders, Sample IV students were satisfied that their after school program had impacted their future aspirations (see Table 124). More specifically, students felt positive about their futures. They also felt that they could reach their goals, finish high school, go to college or vocational school, and get a good job. Differences among the subgroups were generally small. Despite this, it was interesting to note that the town/rural students strongly agreed that they would finish high school.

Table 124
Sample IV Student Satisfaction Concerning Impact on Future Aspirations (2010-11)

	Reason
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	Can finish high school
	437
	3.45 (.81)
	89
	3.31 (1.00)
	14
	3.50 (.65)
	540
	3.43 (.84)

	Can go to college/ vocational school
	436
	3.44 (.77)
	89
	3.25 (.97)
	14
	3.36 (.63)
	539
	3.41 (.81)

	Will get a good job
	438
	3.37 (.80)
	89
	3.13 (.96)
	14
	3.21 (.70)
	541
	3.33 (.83)

	Can reach goals
	437
	3.41 (.79)
	89
	3.36 (.79)
	14
	3.29 (.61)
	540
	3.39 (.78)

	Feel positive about future
	436
	3.43 (.76)
	90
	3.29 (.80)
	14
	3.29 (.61)
	540
	3.41 (.76)


Satisfaction across the Domains

In order to triangulate the results, the average level of stakeholder satisfaction for the domains were calculated (see Figure 9). Overall, all of the stakeholders were satisfied concerning the programs’ impacts on academic attitudes, cognitive competence, socio-emotional competence, and future aspirations. In contrast, mixed opinions were found regarding academic skills. While the site coordinators, site staff, and parents agreed they were satisfied, students were somewhat neutral in their opinions. Furthermore, site coordinators consistently had the highest mean ratings, while parents often had the lowest.
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Figure 9. Sample IV mean survey results concerning students’ academic and behavioral outcomes (2010-11).
In summary, all stakeholders expressed that attending a program led students to have greater feelings of academic self-efficacy. Students had positive viewpoints regarding whether the after school program helped them want to work harder and attend school more. Meanwhile, site coordinators, site staff, and parents agreed that students improved their schoolwork habits. Staff and parents also felt that students were more efficacious with respect to their academic skills. Students generally had a more neutral opinion concerning this issue. Despite this, they did agree that they did better with their homework and grades as a result of participating. Adult stakeholders also felt that students showed improvement in their cognitive competence concerning problem solving and higher order thinking skills. Staff members, parents, and students also reported that students’ socio-emotional competency improved as a result of attending a program. Students in particular felt that they were better at making new friends and getting along with others. Students also reported that they got into less trouble at school. Because of this, it was not surprising that students felt they were able to better resist maladaptive behaviors after participating. Importantly, students also perceived that the after school programs helped them feel they could reach their goals, believe that they could go to college or vocational school, and get a good job after finishing school. The student data were supported by responses from staff and parents. They also perceived that students’ desire to attend college and their belief that they could get a good job increased.

Next general satisfaction in program implementation is examined.

Section III: Satisfaction Concerning Program Structure and Implementation

The level of satisfaction for different stakeholders can be a valuable gauge of the learning environment. As with student outcomes concerning youth development, stakeholder satisfaction can provide valuable incite into the quality of program structures and implementations (Watts, Witt, & King, 2008). In order to explore these issues, Sample IV staff, program directors, principals, parents, and students were inquired about their general satisfaction. All survey items presented in this section were asked using a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Furthermore, when applicable results from the interviews and focus groups are also presented.

Staff Satisfaction

Sample IV site coordinators and site staff were asked to rate their level of satisfaction with their program’s ability to meet students’ needs, as well as their program’s structure and implementation (see Table 125). In general and across subgroups, site staff agreed to strongly agreed that they were satisfied with these issues. Similarly, site coordinators expressed high levels of satisfaction. More specifically, site coordinators strongly agreed that they were happy about staff-student, staff-day school, and student peer relationships. Furthermore, they were very satisfied with the activities they offered, their ability to meet students’ emotional needs, and their programs’ safety. When examining the subgroups, differences by urbanicity were found. More specifically, site staff in the cities had lower mean ratings than did their colleagues in the suburbs or town/rural areas. Furthermore, the only mean rating lower than three was for the two suburban site coordinators.
Table 125
Sample IV Staff Satisfaction Regarding Student Needs, Program Implementation, and Structure (2010-11)
	Reason
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	Site coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Meets students’ academic needs
	15
	3.47 (.52)
	2
	2.50 (.71)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.33 (.59)

	Meets students’ emotional needs
	15
	3.60 (.51)
	2
	3.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.50 (.51)

	Activities offered to students this year
	15
	3.67 (.49)
	2
	3.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.56 (.51)

	Security of the program
	15
	3.47 (.64)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.50 (.62)

	Positive staff-student interactions
	15
	3.67 (.49)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.67 (.49)

	Good environment for students to build friendships
	15
	3.80 (.41)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.78 (.43)

	Positive staff-day school staff interactions
	15
	3.47 (.52)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.50 (.51)

	Positive staff-parent interactions 
	15
	3.40 (.63)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.44 (.62)

	Overall satisfaction 
	15
	3.67 (.49)
	2
	4.00 (.00)
	1
	3.00 (.--)
	18
	3.67 (.49)

	Site staff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Meets students’ academic needs
	96
	3.06 (.58)
	14
	3.29 (.47)
	13
	3.46 (.52)
	123
	3.13 (.57)

	Meets students’ emotional needs
	95
	3.16 (.61)
	14
	3.29 (.47)
	13
	3.23 (.83)
	122
	3.18 (.62)

	Activities offered to students this year
	96
	3.25 (.58)
	14
	3.43 (.51)
	13
	3.31 (.63)
	123
	3.28 (.58)

	Security of the program
	95
	3.18 (.62)
	14
	3.57 (.65)
	13
	3.31 (.86)
	122
	3.24 (.66)

	Positive staff-student interactions
	97
	3.37 (.53)
	14
	3.64 (.50)
	13
	3.69 (.48)
	124
	3.44 (.53)

	Good environment for students to build friendships
	97
	3.48 (.50)
	14
	3.57 (.51)
	13
	3.62 (.51)
	124
	3.51 (.50)

	Positive staff-day school staff interactions
	97
	3.21 (.46)
	14
	3.57 (.51)
	13
	3.62 (.51)
	124
	3.29 (.49)

	Positive staff-parent interactions 
	96
	3.15 (.50)
	14
	3.36 (.50)
	13
	3.31 (.48)
	123
	3.19 (.50)

	Overall satisfaction 
	96
	3.38 (.51)
	13
	3.46 (.66)
	13
	3.54 (.66)
	122
	3.40 (.54)


Staff members who participated in the focus groups and interviews were also asked to talk about their general levels of satisfaction. Not surprisingly, the site staff members were often satisfied when they felt like they were making a difference in the students’ lives. Most of their satisfaction came from being able to provide mentorship to the teenage students, and seeing them do well in school. Professional development sometimes contributed to their satisfaction, but not always. There were staff members who reported that they were given no professional development, yet they were satisfied with their jobs. The following provides some meaningful quotations from the staff focus groups:
Staff 1: 
I’ve had additional coaching clinic (professional development) that the school paid for, or the program paid for. That really benefited a lot … And I’m really grateful I went to that.


Staff 2:
 Kids tell me a lot of deep stuff. Stuff that’s going on at home… I try to be a really positive role model in their life… I’m really satisfied with that… it makes me want to come to work. You know, knowing what the kids are going through in that high school transition into adulthood.

Staff 3:
 We (staff members) are all pretty close - in work and outside of work I think you know we all – we can rely on each other.

Staff 4: 
I have a good relationship with my students. That...feels like that big sister type thing. They talk to me things that they wouldn’t talk to their mom(s) about …

As for the site coordinators, they were satisfied when their programs were well attended, smooth-running, and when they had successful activities. Additionally, their satisfaction was affected by the organization of their programs and the day-to-day interactions with the staff and students. Site coordinators from two of the sites expanded upon these issues:

SC 1:
I think we are offering a good program. I think we have good leaders that have great ideas and you know--they want to impact our youth and we offer a space for our youth to stay after school so they don’t have to go and--and either be alone at home or like stand on a corner kind of thing, right. At the same time, I feel like we have areas to grow in. This year our numbers were not as high as we expected them to be; there was some change in our internal, like staff which has kind of thrown us off-balance at times because we’re trying to figure out what to do. And I think that next year we will have a really solid program. We’ve been to great trainings at the end of this year that have given me a lot of ideas on how to make our program stronger and how to include all our program leaders to create a vision for our program, right, and I think through doing that we’ll have more of a buy in from our leaders and from our students.

SC 2:
I think the after school programming, if done accurately and with passion, that to me it’s one of the most important contributing factors of a student’s ongoing success because you're building a bridge for them to hit other avenues or to know that this was the foundation, this is where they maybe learning for the first time how to be part of a group, how to be a leader, and how to facilitate a certain activity, and it’s a stepping stone to whatever else they're going to be doing…
Program Director and Principal Satisfaction

Program directors and school principals at the Sample IV sites were also interviewed about their general satisfaction with the programs. At one of the sites, the principal mentioned that she was satisfied when she perceived an improvement in the school climate ever since the program came in. Other principals were happy and accredited the students’ improvement in test scores to the afterschool programs. In most cases, the principals appreciated that their afterschool programs supplemented the day school by offering activities that the day school could not provide due to funding challenges. As one principal commented:

We enjoy having them on campus. It-provides something for the kids to do. It allows us to be able to refer kids to tutoring that need it, and some of the kids are not just--they’re not just participating in activities here --they go to outings and--and things like that. And they were planning on taking a tour to some colleges, but I think that fell through. So I know that they have extra activities and you know as far as I’m concerned it’s something good that the kids should be involved in.

Many principals were also satisfied that the programs collaborated with the day school seamlessly; so that they can worked together to benefit the students. One of the principals expressed:

If you come, you'd think they were part of our school program. Like I said, there is a lot of communication amongst the [program] and the teachers. So they're [teachers] in constant communication with [the site coordinator]. They also work with the parents too, on parenting skills classes, and then they have dancing classes, and cooking classes, and sewing classes. I mean they really do make an effort to make parents feel a part of the school. One of the biggest issues that we have that the parents are unaware of the importance of a college education, and if it weren’t for (the program) it would be difficult for us to establish an understanding with the parents.
Similar to the principals, the program directors were also involved in the structure and outcome of the programs. Satisfaction for program directors came from running a smooth program, offering good activities, and having high attendance, participation rates, and positive program outcomes. As explained by one program director:

Well, a lot of it is based on attendance, and not just the attendance, but the dosage these kids—they keep coming. And there’s a lot of interest and, you know, the feedback from the students is good. The feedback from the faculty is good.
Several project directors further expanded:

PD 1:
I think that the drive, the energy, and the work ethic of the site coordinator has really made the difference here… I really attribute a lot of the success to …the site coordinator who’s doing an amazing job there.
PD 2: 
We were not only meeting the requirements, we had a full 4 years, 4 years into this relationship, we’re not only meeting our attendance goals, but we’re passing those goals. We’re serving more kids than we were required. We have increased our partnership with the school, with the teachers.

PD 3: 
You know we have the lowest dropout rate in the--in the (district). Although they could be struggling they’re still participating in the program and they’re sticking with us and they’re not dropping out and they’re graduating, you know.

Parent Satisfaction

Sample IV parents who completed their surveys expressed high overall satisfaction with their children’s after school programs (see Table 126). Parents agreed that the programs provided safe environments, met students’ needs, and provided positive environments for staff-student and peer relationships. Furthermore, parents felt that the programs were in convenient locations and liked the activities offered. When examining the results by subgroup, differences were small to very small. Despite this, parents in the cities consistently had higher mean ratings than did the parents in the suburbs or town/rural areas. This may partially be the result of the large differences in sample size across urbanicity areas.

Table126
Sample IV Parent Satisfaction Regarding Student Needs, Program Implementation, and Structure (2010-11)
	Reason
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	Interactions between the staff and my child are positive
	363
	3.31 (.57)
	87
	3.23 (.50)
	19
	3.26 (.56)
	469 
	3.30 (.56)

	Meets my child’s academic needs
	358
	3.27 (.66)
	87
	3.09 (.73)
	19
	3.05 (.52)
	464
	3.23 (.67)

	Meets my child’s emotional needs
	356
	3.20 (.67)
	87
	3.00 (.68)
	19
	3.00 (.47)
	462
	3.15 (.67)

	Activities that the program offered this year
	360
	3.33 (.63)
	87
	3.23 (.52)
	17
	3.18 (.53)
	464
	3.31 (.61)

	Security of the program
	360
	3.28 (.66)
	87
	3.15 (.54)
	18
	3.11 (.32)
	465
	3.25 (.63)

	Good environment for my child to build friendships
	361
	3.34 (.65)
	87
	3.13 (.64)
	18
	3.11 (.47)
	466
	3.29 (.65)

	Convenient location
	363
	3.31 (.63)
	87
	3.28 (.54)
	18
	3.11 (.32)
	468
	3.30 (.60)

	Overall satisfaction
	363
	3.39 (.61)
	87
	3.31 (.54)
	17
	3.29 (.47)
	467
	3.37 (.59)


Parents also provided insight into their satisfaction when completing an open-ended question at the end of their survey. As evidenced by their statements, these parents were very appreciative of the programs and perceived many positive impacts on their children’s development. One parent wrote about how the program helped his/her child to develop skills and aspirations: “The program has offered many opportunities for my daughter and she has grown multiple leadership skills and is more aware about what she would like to do after high school.” Yet another parent pointed out how here child’s habits and grades benefitted: “It’s a wonderful program that improved my child’s school habits and my daughter is getting better grades at school.”

Yet another parent talked about how her child changed after joining the robotics club at his ASSETs program:

The robotics club is an unbelievable opportunity for students to learn and develop their skills in so many areas! I am so pleased that my son has had this wonderful opportunity at [the after school program]. I have watched him grow from a new high schooler to a young man capable of standing in front of large groups of adults and giving a presentation with ease. He has truly been prepared for college and life after high school through this fine after-school activity!

Despite all of these positive statements, some parents brought up caveats or provided suggestions. In one instance the parent brought up the issue of safety when leaving the program, “It’s all very good. I [just] don’t like that they get out very late from school because it is dangerous for them to go around in the streets at night.” Yet another parent pointed out that although they liked the program, communication was lacking:
I do like the program. It has helped my son in his studies. It would be helpful to know his behavior or anything that happened with him. Is his attendance as it should be? I’d like to know things.
Student Satisfaction

According to Austin and Duerr (2005), students should be given the opportunity to engage in meaningful participation by providing them with relevant, engaging, and interesting activities. Student levels of satisfaction were generally positive on whether they were able to participate in their programs in meaningful ways (see Table 127). Students agreed that they were able to participate in activities that interested them, were able to make choices, and were able to be helpful. In contrast, opinions about whether students were able to help make rules were neutral to positive. Specifically, ratings were predominantly neutral for the suburban and town/rural students. Meanwhile, students from cities had the highest mean ratings for all of the items. This may partially have had to do with the disparity in sample sizes.
In order to determine their level of general satisfaction, Sample IV students were also asked whether they would recommend their after school program to a friend (see Table 128). Overall and across subgroups, over nine-tenths of the students indicated that they would do so. Furthermore, students from the town/rural areas were unanimous with this response.
Table 127
Sample IV Student Perspective on Meaningful Participation (2010-11)

	
	n
	Do activities that interest me
	n
	Able to chose things to do
	n
	Can help make rules if I want
	n
	Do things to be helpful

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	439
	3.44 (.66)
	436
	3.34 (.69)
	431
	2.83 (.82)
	438
	3.29 (.63)

	Suburb
	90
	3.39 (.58)
	89
	3.11 (.75)
	89
	2.47 (.77)
	90
	3.12 (.52)

	Town/rural
	15
	3.27 (.59)
	15
	3.27 (.46)
	15
	2.47 (.74)
	15
	3.07 (.59)

	Total 
	544
	3.42 (.64)
	540
	3.30 (.70)
	535
	2.76 (.82)
	543
	3.25 (.61)


Table 128
Sample IV Student Willingness to Recommend their Program to a Friend (2010-11)

	
	n
	Yes
	No

	Urbanicity
	
	
	

	City
	435
	96.6%
	3.4%

	Suburb
	88
	96.6%
	3.4%

	Town/rural 
	14
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Total 
	537
	96.6%
	3.4%


Students were asked a similar question during their focus groups. The majority of the students commented that they would recommend the program to their friends, for a variety of reasons:
Student 1:
Because if they (friends) want to get work done, like homework… then they can come here without any distractions at home.

Student 2:
I would because that’s one more friend I get to hang out with after school.

Student 3:
I want them to feel the same joy that I do and I want to share the same experience.

Student 4: 
I would recommend the after school program for people who are doing bad in their classes so they could get more help so they could get better grades and plus do activities that they like to do.

From the students’ focus groups, students who were in the program were generally happy and satisfied. The most significant factors contributing to students’ satisfaction were the homework help, activities at the program, friendships built with peers, and mentorship provided by staff members. Many students also admitted that the program’s presence itself prevented them from unfavorable behaviors such as gangs participation.
It’s very satisfying for me because if I wasn’t in [the program], I would be in a bad group like tagging on walls, being in gangs, fighting, and some… maybe smoking all that bad stuff, but I’m not. [the program] helped me a lot.

Specifically, one student’s comment summarized other responses well:
The reason I come to this program is because I like the environment it has, and the people that are in there are like really great people. The staff, they’re never putting you down. They’re always motivating you to do better. They’re such great help like when I need help with math. It’s not like hard to find help in there because people come up to you, like the tutors come up to you and ask you if you have any homework, if you need help and stuff.
The next section discussed the monitoring of program satisfaction.

Section IV: Monitoring Program Satisfaction

According to the U.S. Department of Education and U.S. Department of Justice (2000) effective after school programs should use continuous evaluations to determine whether they are meeting their populations needs. To comply with this requirement, programs need to have systems in place to monitor the satisfaction of staff, parents, and other stakeholders. Sample IV staff and parent surveys asked questions about whether and how the programs monitor satisfaction.
Stakeholders

Overall, the staff members agreed that the after school sites monitored stakeholder satisfaction (see Tables 129). More specifically, over three-quarters of the site staff and over nine-tenths of the site coordinators reported that satisfaction was monitored. Among the site staff, the results were lowest for those in the suburbs and highest for those in the cities.
Sample IV staff members who reported that their site tracked satisfaction were also asked to report which stakeholders were included (see Table 130). Not surprisingly, the most common results among the staff members were students and after school staff. The vast majority of site coordinators also reported that the opinions of parents, day school staff, and other stakeholders were sought. In contrast, only about two-fifths of the site staff reported that parent or day school staff satisfaction were tracked. This finding is in line with the parents’ responses that only about half of the parents reported that they were asked for their feedback. Since the sample sizes for the subgroups were greatly varied, urbanicity results may not be very meaningful.
Table 129
Sample IV Staff Survey Results Concerning their Site Tracking Level of Satisfaction (2010-11)

	
	n
	Site Coordinator
	n
	Site staff

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	

	City
	15
	93.3%
	90
	84.4%

	Suburb
	2
	100.0%
	12
	75.0%

	Town/rural
	1
	100.0%
	11
	81.8%

	Total
	18
	94.4%
	113
	83.2%


Table 130
Sample IV Staff and Parent Survey Results Concerning Stakeholders Whose Satisfaction is Tracked (2010-11)

	Stakeholders
	n
	City
	n
	Suburb
	n
	Town/rural
	n
	Total

	Site coordinator
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students
	14
	100.0%
	2
	50.0%
	1
	100.0%
	17
	94.1%

	Parents
	14
	85.7%
	2
	100.0%
	1
	100.0%
	17
	88.2%

	After school staff
	14
	100.0%
	2
	100.0%
	1
	100.0%
	17
	100.0%

	Day school staff
	14
	85.7%
	2
	100.0%
	1
	100.0%
	17
	88.2%

	Others
	14
	57.1%
	2
	50.0%
	1
	0.0%
	17
	52.9%

	Site staff
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students
	76
	86.8%
	9
	77.8%
	9
	55.6%
	94
	83.0%

	Parents
	76
	46.1%
	9
	44.4%
	9
	11.1%
	94
	42.6%

	After school staff
	76
	64.5%
	9
	88.9%
	9
	100.0%
	94
	70.2%

	Day school staff
	76
	36.8%
	9
	44.4%
	9
	22.2%
	94
	36.2%

	Others
	76
	9.2%
	9
	0.0%
	9
	0.0%
	94
	7.4%

	Parents
	359
	56.5%
	87
	43.7%
	18
	55.6%
	464
	54.1%


Data Collection Methods

Sample IV parents who responded that their site tracks parent satisfaction were also asked about the strategies used (see Table 131). Overall, about three-fifths of the parents reported that the after school program requested parents to complete surveys. Over one-third also responded that they discussed their satisfaction during informal conversations with after school staff. Only one-fifth responded that they were asked to take part in a focus group or interview. When examining the results by subgroup, suburban sites were the least likely to use surveys. Furthermore, city sites were the most likely to use formal or informal conversations. The primary focus on the use of surveys was supported by the Sample IV interviews, with at least one stakeholder at 70% of the sites noting that surveys were used to monitor satisfaction.
Table 131
Sample IV Parent Survey Results for Methods of Monitoring Satisfaction among Parents (2010-11)

	Subgroups
	n
	Survey
	Interview/focus group
	Informal conversations with staff
	Other

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	203
	62.6%
	26.1%
	36.5%
	5.9%

	Suburb
	38
	52.6%
	10.5%
	34.2%
	0.0%

	Town/rural 
	10
	70.0%
	10.0%
	20.0%
	0.0%

	Total
	251
	61.4%
	23.1%
	35.5%
	4.8%


Chapter Summary

Development and Satisfaction Concerning Healthy Youth Development

Programs that emphasize positive youth development engage young people in intentional, productive, and constructive ways, while recognizing and enhancing their strengths. The settings that facilitate youth development are characterized by: physical and psychological safety, supportive relationships so that students have opportunities to belong in programs that provide positive social norms, appropriate structures, and opportunities for skill building. These will enhance the students’ sense of efficacy and mattering, especially when the programs integrate family, school, and community efforts with the programs’ functioning.

At the Sample IV sites, at least some of the staff at each program were aware of the principles of youth development. However, while the staff may not be fluent in articulating the theory and framework, they practiced these philosophies in their interaction with the students. Most of the staff demonstrated respect for the students and respect of their relationships with the students. Additionally, most of the staff interviewed shared the conviction that students were capable and could contribute. They related well with the students, share formal and informal conversations with them, set boundaries and high expectations, and were skilled to provide support and empowerment so that the students may develop positive values and identities. In fact, many of the staff cited “wanting to make a difference in the students’ lives” as the main incentive for working in the after school program (see Staff Retention section). This was also revealed in the program ratings, where relationship with adults was rated high in most of the sites visited.
The program activity lists gathered from the Sample IV sites illustrate a variety of opportunities for students to use the program time constructively to enrich their educational experiences. Homework/tutoring and sports/fitness were the most emphasized domains. Visual/performing arts, core academics, and miscellaneous “other” domains were the next most frequently offered. With respect to hours, programs that emphasized Positive Youth Development were offered for the least hours. The most frequently offered youth development activities were youth development (unspecified), leadership, college preparation, multicultural education, and mentoring programs. These findings were supported by sample III data. Community service was the one checked most frequently, followed with leadership/entrepreneurial skills, and youth development.

While there were many options to choose from, most of the observed program sites scored lower on promoting cognitive development and student autonomy among other program quality indicators; it appeared that the ASSETs programs can fine tune their instructional strategies to promote more independent and higher order thinking skills as part of their commitment to learning.
From the observation ratings, program structures were appropriate with very high orderliness in the classrooms. The participants in the programs were generally highly engaged. The relationships with adults and peers are both rated high as well. Overall, the program ratings for Sample IV ranged from five to six, suggesting the programs are of higher quality than average. Even more encouraging, the observation program ratings are significantly associated with participating students’ perceived academic benefits, social-competency, life skills and knowledge, and future aspiration. These findings stressed the importance of taking program quality into consideration when evaluating program impacts.
General Satisfaction

In terms of general satisfaction at the Sample IV sites, the majority of stakeholders across urbanicity were very pleased with the program structure and implementation. Staff members expressed high levels of general satisfaction. These opinions were particularly strong regarding the relationships that students built with staff and with their peers, as well as the relationships between the staff and day school. Staff members were also particularly satisfied about the activities they offered to students. Program directors and principals also expressed satisfaction in their interviews about issues such as perceived positive program outcomes.

Parents also expressed high levels of satisfaction concerning staff-student relationships. In addition, their ratings were high concerning the activities offered, the location and safety of the programs, student peer relationships, and the ability of the programs to meet their children’s academic needs. The majority of parents also expressed satisfaction in their open-ended survey comments, with just a few providing suggestions for improvement.
Students also pointed out both positive and less positive areas of satisfaction. While they were able to do things that were interesting and helpful, they were neutral about whether they were able to help make program rules. Despite this, over nine-tenths of the students indicated that they would recommend their program to a friend.

Monitoring Satisfaction

The majority of the Sample IV sites reported that they conduct internal evaluations to monitor stakeholder satisfaction. Stakeholders monitored included parents, students, site staff, and school teachers. When tracking parent satisfaction, surveys were generally used. Furthermore, some parents reported that they also shared feedback during informal staff conversations or formal interviews/focus groups.

In sum, the observation program ratings on the youth development features were associated with participating students’ perceived academic benefits, socio-emotional competence, life skills and knowledge, and future aspirations. These findings stressed the importance of taking program quality into consideration when evaluating program impacts. Despite variations on program qualities, the Sample VI programs were generally well received and appreciated from the perspectives of all stakeholders. Positive perceived outcomes reported from the stakeholders include academic competence, socio-emotional competence, behavior, and future aspiration. Although with occasional complaints, many expressed their gratitude for the programs. Meanwhile, most of the programs are also monitoring stakeholders’ satisfaction, usually with surveys.
Chapter X:
Findings on Effects of Participation
This chapter presents the findings for evaluation questions 3 and 4:

· What is the impact of after school programs on the academic performance of participating students? Does participation in after school programs appear to contribute to improved academic achievement?

· Does participation in after school programs affect other behaviors such as: school day attendance, homework completion, positive behavior, skill development, and healthy youth development?

First, cross-sectional findings are presented for the academic achievement outcomes and the behavioral outcomes followed by the longitudinal findings on these two outcomes.
Section I: Cross-Sectional Analysis Results: Estimates of After School Participation Effects, 2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10

This part of the report presents the cross-sectional analysis results on the academic and behavioral outcomes for the after school participants in 2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10, as compared to the respectively matched comparison students. The cross-sectional analysis was focused on estimating the after school participation effect for the after school participants during the given year. The regression analysis was applied to the after school participants and the compatible non-participant (identified using the propensity-score matching), while adjusting for students’ prior year achievement.
Besides estimating the overall after school participation effect across all after school programs in the State, separate analysis was also conducted for the group of after school participants who attended the program frequently. In this report, frequent participants refer to those students who attended the program at least 15 days per year. Analysis was further broken down by subgroups (e.g., gender, ethnicity, language status, baseline academic assessments, socio-economic status, parent education level, and special education status). Specifically, separate analysis was conducted for each group of students for each subgroup variable (e.g., separate analysis was conducted for female students, for male students, for students living in urban area, etc.). The subgroup results for are reported in Appendix F.

As the findings for 2007-08 and 2008-09 are presented in the earlier annual reports, the current chapter focuses on presenting and discussing the 2009-10 findings on the academic and behavioral outcomes for Study Samples I and II, though the results for 2007-08 and 2008-09 cohorts are also presented for easier comparison. The specific academic achievement and behavior outcomes analyzed in this report are summarized in Table 132.
Table 132
Outcomes Examined for the 2009-10 After School Participants
	
	Data Coverage

	Outcomes
	Sample
	2007-08
	2008-09
	2009-10

	Academic Achievement Outcomes
	
	
	
	

	
ELA CST Scale Score
	I
	· 
	· 
	· 

	
Math CST Scale Score
	I
	· 
	· 
	· 

	
ELA CAHSEE Scale Score & Pass/Fail Indicator
	I
	· 
	· 
	· 

	
Math CAHSEE Scale Score & Pass/Fail Indicator
	I
	· 
	· 
	· 

	
CELDT Overall Scale Score
	I
	· 
	· 
	· 

	Behavior Outcomes
	
	
	
	

	
Fitnessgram® Healthy Fitness Zone Attainment
	I
	· 
	· 
	· 

	
School Day Attendance Rate
	II
	· 
	· 
	· 

	
Ever Suspended from School
	II
	· 
	· 
	· 

	
Course Marks
	II
	· 
	· 
	· 


Note. CAHSEE = California High School Exit Exam; CELDT = California English Language Development Test; CST = California Standards Tests; ELA = English language arts.

The rest of this chapter provides: first, a review of the findings from 2007 to 2009, then the descriptive information of the 2009-10 after school participants and frequent participants, followed with the findings on the analysis of 2009-10 academic achievement outcomes for Sample I, and a parallel section for the analysis of behavior outcomes for Sample II.
 Throughout this chapter, academic achievement and behavior outcomes are reported for students in the propensity score matched sample with non-missing data for the relevant outcome measures. A summary of findings concludes this chapter.

Review of Findings for 2007-08, 2008-09
First findings from 2007-08 are presented. For the matched samples in 2007-08, (grades 9-11) there is a slightly positive but substantively weak effect on after school participants’ English language arts (ELA) and math CST scores for the overall participants. After school participation was found to have a slightly positive effect on frequent participants’ performance in ELA but had no effect on math. For the CELDT, a slightly positive but substantively weak effect was found for the overall participants, and the effect was statistically significant for frequent participants. After school participation also had a small positive effect on ELA CAHSEE pass rates for tenth grade test takers, for both overall and frequent participants. In terms of math CAHSEE, after school participation was found to have a small positive effect on frequent participants only. Out of the six physical fitness benchmarks, after school participation was found to have a small to medium positive effect on five of them, for both overall participants and frequent participants. For the other two behavior outcomes, a minor positive effect was found for after school participation on school attendance, and no effect was found on student suspension rate.

Based on the 2008-09 matched samples, the evaluation team examined the effect of 2008-09 after school participation on 2008-09 academic achievements and behavior outcomes. the evaluation team found that after school participation had similar results on high school students as in 2007-08. After school participation had a slightly positive but minor effect on ELA and math CST scores (except no effect on math CST for frequent participants), small positive effect on ELA and math CAHSEE scores and passing rates, minor positive effect for frequent participants on CELDT scores, and small to medium positive effect on five out of the six physical fitness benchmarks. For the other three behavior outcomes, a minor positive effect was found for after school participation on school attendance and classroom behavior mark, and no effect was found on student suspension rate.

In 2009-10, as similarly found in previous years, after school participation had a slightly positive but minor effect on ELA and math CST scores, small positive effect on ELA and math CAHSEE scores and passing rates, minor positive effect on CELDT scores, and small to medium positive effect on five out of the six physical fitness benchmarks. For the other three behavior outcomes, after school participation was found to have a minor positive effect on classroom behavior marks, minor positive effect on school attendance for overall participants, and a small negative effect on student suspension rate for frequent participants.

Overall, after school participation for high school students result in small to minor positive effects on academic achievement and behavioral outcomes. For most outcomes, the after school participation effects were slightly larger for students who frequently attended an after school program, rather than just attending at some time during the year. The after school participation seemed to make the most difference in student performance in CAHSEE and physical fitness measures.

Next, descriptive results for 2009-10 are presented.

After School Participants and Level of Participation

The state funding through ASSETs mandates that school sites stay open for a minimum of fifteen hours per week with programming offered after school, before school, or on weekends. However, students had varying levels of program attendance. In 2009-10, more than half (56%) of high school students attended less than 14 days during the school year (see Figure 10). Frequent participation for ASSETs programs was more difficult to define due to both the low attendance rates and the lack of a generally agreed upon number of participation days to target. Thus based on the available attendance patterns and the design of high school programming (i.e., the prevalence of workshops and test prep), three weeks of after school programming, or 15 total days of program attendance, was chosen as the cut-off to define frequent participants. Based on this definition, frequent participants represent 44% of 188,421 high school attendees in the school year 2009-10. Among the frequent attendees, about half (51%) attended an average of at least one day a week (36 total days or more), and about a quarter (20%) averaged two or more days a week (72 total days or more). Similar trend is found for the 2007-08 and 2008-09 after school participants.
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Figure 10. Distribution of After School Program Attendance for High School Students, 2009-10.

Appendix Tables A3 and A4 provide the student characteristics and school characteristics for frequent participants, all participants, and matched non-participants for Samples I and II.
 A review of the student and school characteristics for frequent participants, all participants, and matched non-participants shows that the groups are very similar. For Samples I and II, frequent participants were less likely to be new to schools and had slightly higher previous year CST scores. The above statements were also applicable to the matched samples for the analysis of 2007-08 and 2008-09 data.

Academic Achievement Outcomes (Sample I)

Academic achievement outcome measures come from three sources: the CST, the CAHSEE, and the CELDT. As in the previous reports, CST and CELDT scale scores were standardized based on the statewide mean and standard deviation for each subject test. Standardization puts the scale scores on a common metric and aids comparability across grades, tests, and years. A standardized scale score of zero means that the student scored at the mean for all other students in the state that took the same test. A standardized scale score of 1.0 means the student scored one standard deviation higher than the statewide mean, and a standardized scale score of -1.0 means the student scored one standard deviation lower than the statewide mean. Since the CAHSEE tests do not differ across grades, and the same ELA and math standards are assessed from year to year, it was not necessary to standardize CAHSEE scale scores.

Performance on the CST

To examine the effect of after school participation on participants’ academic performance, the evaluation team examined their performance on the ELA and math CST for 2007-08, 2008-09, and 2009-10. Table 133 reports the mean performance on the ELA and math CST for three groups of students: (1) the matched comparison group (students who didn’t participate in the after school program for the given year and were randomly matched to the after school participants), (2) after school participants for the given year, and (3) after school participants who were classified as frequent participants for the given year. Across he three-year study period, all three groups of students scored below the statewide mean and scored higher in ELA than in math, and all of them improved their performance in 2008-09 and 2009-10 compared to their performance in 2007-08. Typically, the after school participants had slightly higher scale scores than the comparison students.

Table 133
Standardized CST Scale Score Means for Matched Comparison and After School Participant Groups

	
	Comparison
	
	All ASPs
	
	Frequent ASPs

	CST Outcome
	Mean
	(SD)
	
	Mean
	(SD)
	
	Mean
	(SD)

	ELA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	-0.278
	(0.875)
	
	-0.253
	(0.868)
	
	-0.204
	(0.880)

	2008-09
	-0.241
	(0.911)
	
	-0.190
	(0.896)
	
	-0.179
	(0.889)

	2009-10
	-0.194
	(0.917)
	
	-0.167
	(0.909)
	
	-0.129
	(0.900)

	Math 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	-0.475
	(0.751)
	
	-0.452
	(0.759)
	
	-0.460
	(0.789)

	2008-09
	-0.434
	(0.786)
	
	-0.390
	(0.791)
	
	-0.410
	(0.794)

	2009-10
	-0.395
	(0.796)
	
	-0.385
	(0.795)
	
	-0.369
	(0.805)


Note. ASP = After school participant; CST = California Standards Test; ELA = English language arts.

Since some residual differences in ability might exist between the comparison and participant groups—even after incorporating the propensity score methodology discussed earlier—the evaluation team estimated the participation effect by adjusting for each student’s prior CST performance through a regression model (i.e., for the ELA CST outcomes, the team controlled for previous year ELA CST scores, and for the math CST outcomes, the team controlled for previous year math CST scores). The regression-based estimates are reported in Table 134. Across the past three years, the consistent findings were that overall after school participants had higher ELA and math CST scores than the control students, and frequent participants had higher ELA scores than control students. The difference was statistically significant in ELA for all three years and significant in math for 2009-10.
Specifically, the 2009-10 after school participation had a statistically positive, but substantively weak, effect on student performance in ELA and math. For example, on the 2009-10 ELA CST scores, the overall after school participants scored, on average, 0.027 standard deviations higher than the comparison group, and frequent participants scored, on average, 0.039 standard deviations higher than the comparison group. While this difference meets traditional thresholds for statistical significance, it only represents a difference of about one or two scale score points.
Table 134
Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Standardized CST Scale Score (Matched Sample)

	 
	All ASPs
	
	Frequent ASPs

	CST Outcome
	n
	Estimate
	(SE)
	
	
	n
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ELA 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	70,309
	0.026
	(0.007)
	**
	
	38,100
	0.046
	(0.011)
	**

	2008-09
	159,034
	0.022
	(0.004)
	**
	
	92,086
	0.025
	(0.006)
	**

	2009-10
	224,839
	0.027
	(0.004)
	**
	
	133,185
	0.039
	(0.005)
	**

	Math 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	65,617
	0.023
	(0.008)
	**
	
	35,552
	0.012
	(0.015)
	

	2008-09
	149,304
	0.014
	(0.006)
	*
	
	86,375
	0.003
	(0.009)
	

	2009-10
	212,412
	0.012
	(0.006)
	*
	
	125,673
	0.026
	(0.007)
	**


Note. Participation effect estimates control for prior year CST scale scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant; CST = California Standards Test; ELA = English language arts.

* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01

The 2009-10 subgroup analysis results reported in Appendix Tables F1 (for ELA) and F2 (for Math) also generally reflect that after school participation had statistically significant but minor positive effects on student performance in ELA and math CST scale scores. The effect, however, was not consistent across subjects, across subgroups, or between participants and frequent participants. With that said, the after school participation seemed to more likely have an effect on ELA CST than on math CST across subgroups, especially for frequent participants.
Performance on the CAHSEE

Another critical component of high school academic achievement is how students perform on the CAHSEE. To examine the effect of after school participation on CAHSEE performance, the evaluation team examined CAHSEE results for students who took the test for the first time as tenth graders. From the CAHSEE data, the evaluation team examined the pass/fail indicator and scale scores for both the ELA and math tests. Average CAHSEE scales scores and passing rates are reported in Table 135 by after school participation group for the past three years. Across the three years, all three groups of students had relatively higher passing rates and higher scales scores in math CAHSEE than in ELA CAHSEE, and the passing rate and mean scale score is the highest in 2009-10.

Table 135
CAHSEE Outcome Means for Matched Comparison and After School Participant Groups (tenth Grade First-time Test Takers)

	
	Comparison
	
	All ASPs
	
	Frequent ASPs

	CAHSEE Outcome
	Mean
	(SD)
	
	Mean
	(SD)
	
	Mean
	(SD)

	ELA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% Passed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	71%
	(0.455)
	
	73%
	(0.442)
	
	75%
	(0.432)

	2008-09
	74%
	(0.440)
	
	77%
	(0.420)
	
	77%
	(0.420)

	2009-10
	77%
	(0.420)
	
	78%
	(0.420)
	
	79%
	(0.410)

	Scale Score
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	367.8
	(0.341)
	
	369.7
	(0.337)
	
	371.2
	(0.333)

	2008-09
	371.3
	(0.346)
	
	373.6
	(0.340)
	
	374
	(0.334)

	2009-10
	374.4
	(0.353)
	
	376.0
	(0.350)
	
	377.2
	(0.348)

	Math
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% Passed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	72%
	(0.452)
	
	74%
	(0.440)
	
	76%
	(0.429)

	2008-09
	76%
	(0.430)
	
	79%
	(0.410)
	
	79%
	(0.400)

	2009-10
	77%
	(0.420)
	
	79%
	(0.410)
	
	81%
	(0.390)

	Scale Score
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	372.2
	(0.366)
	
	374.3
	(0.364)
	
	376.6
	(0.367)

	2008-09
	376.3
	(0.361)
	
	379.3
	(0.354)
	
	380
	(0.352)

	2009-10
	378.1
	(0.365)
	
	380.5
	(0.364)
	
	382.6
	(0.364)


Note. ASP = After school participant; CST = California Standards Test; ELA = English language arts.

Examining the 2009-10 results more carefully, it is noted that overall, about three quarters of first-time test takers passed the ELA and math CAHSEE tests, with the mean scale scores between 370 and 380 (a scale score of 350 or higher is considered passing). The results were similar across groups and subject, with students doing slightly better on math CAHSEE. The overall after school participant group and frequent participant group performed slightly higher on the ELA and math CAHSEE than the comparison group. For example, on the 2009-10 ELA CAHSEE, 78% and 79% of overall participants and frequent participants passed the test, compared to 77% of comparison students. The advantage was also observed for the math CAHSEE, 2% for overall participants and 4% for frequent participants.

As with the analysis of CST performance, the evaluation team estimated the participation effect on CAHSEE performance with a regression model that adjusts for each student’s prior year CST performance (for the ELA CAHSEE, the evaluation team controlled for each student’s previous year ELA CST scale score, and for the math CAHSEE, the team controlled for each student’s previous year math CST scale score). For the analysis of CAHSEE pass/fail indicators, the team used a logistic regression and reported the effect of after school participation on the percent change in the likelihood of passing the test. For the analysis of CAHSEE scale scores, a linear regression was employed and the effect of after school participation was reported on the scale score. The regression-based estimates are presented in Table 136. Across the three years, the after school participants consistently had higher passing rates and scale scores than comparison students in both ELA and math CAHSEE. The difference was statistically significant for frequent participants on both ELA and math CAHSEE in the past three years, and the difference was statistically significant for overall participants on both ELA and math CAHSEE in the past two years.

Table 136
Estimated Effect of After School Participation on CAHSEE Outcomes (Matched Sample, tenth Grade First-time Test Takers)

	 
	All ASPs
	
	Frequent ASPs

	CAHSEE Outcome
	n
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	
	n
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ELA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
% Passed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	23,812
	14.2%
	(0.059)
	*
	
	12,802
	23.9%
	(0.081)
	**

	2008-09
	53,895
	18.7%
	(0.043)
	**
	
	31,440
	18.1%
	(0.05)
	**

	2009-10
	76,380
	10.8%
	(0.041)
	**
	
	45,715
	10.6%
	(0.044)
	*

	
Scale Score
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	23,808
	1.134
	(0.506)
	*
	
	12,801
	1.610
	(0.647)
	*

	2008-09
	53,880
	1.440
	(0.261)
	**
	
	31,431
	1.400
	(0.311)
	**

	2009-10
	76,380
	1.584
	(0.264)
	**
	
	45,715
	1.796
	(0.315)
	**

	Math
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
% Passed
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	23,666
	8.0%
	(0.071)
	
	
	12,706
	18.3%
	(0.086)
	*

	2008-09
	53,583
	18.4%
	(0.039)
	**
	
	31,241
	24.8%
	(0.045)
	**

	2009-10
	76,294
	16.1%
	(0.038)
	**
	
	45,655
	25.1%
	(0.045)
	**

	
Scale Score
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	23,659
	1.441
	(0.927)
	
	
	12,703
	3.009
	(1.105)
	**

	2008-09
	53,567
	1.791
	(0.511)
	**
	
	31,232
	2.728
	(0.596)
	**

	2009-10
	76,294
	2.303
	(0.46)
	**
	
	45,655
	3.673
	(0.587)
	**


Note. Participation effect estimates control for “% passed” outcomes reflects percent change in likelihood of passing. Participation effect estimates for ELA outcomes are based on regression model controlling for prior year ELA CST scores. Participation effect estimates for math outcomes are based on regression model controlling for prior year Math CST scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant. ELA = English language arts.

* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

Examining the 2009-10 results specifically, it is observed that in terms of ELA CAHSEE, after school participation was associated with slightly higher scale scores and higher likelihood of passing for both after school participants and frequent participants. For example, on the 2009-10 ELA CAHSEE, a frequent participant was 10.6% more likely to pass the test than a comparison group student. However, the average scale score difference between frequent participants and the comparison group was only about two scale score points. On the math CAHSEE, the likelihood of frequent participants passing was slightly larger than that of general participants. For example, on the 2009-10 math CAHSEE, frequent participants were 25.1% more likely to pass the test than were comparison group students, scoring, on average, 3.7 scale score points higher.

The 2009-10 subgroup analysis results reported in Appendix Tables F3 through F6 (F3 and F5 are for ELA and math scale scores, and F4 and F6 are for ELA and math pass/fail indicators) also general reflect that after school participation had statistically significant but minor positive effects on student performance in ELA and math CAHSEE for both scale scores and pass/fail indicators. The effect, however, was not consistent across subjects, across subgroups, or between general after school participants and frequent participants.

Performance on the CELDT

English learners (ELs) account for 23% of the Sample I after school participants. In order to assess the English language development of EL students, California requires EL students to take the CELDT each year. To examine whether after school participation affects English language development for EL students, the evaluation team examined EL students’ overall CELDT scores. Average performance on the CELDT is reported in Table 137. The mean standardized scale scores are reported separately for the matched comparison and participant groups, as well as for frequent participants. In the past three years, all three groups of students had relatively high CELDT scores when compared to the state means, and the school year of 2009-10 observed the highest mean scores. Frequent participants are also observed to have the highest CELDT scores while the comparison students had the lowest scores across all three years. For example, in 2009-10, the average overall CELDT score was the highest for the frequent participant group (0.138 standard deviations above the state mean), followed by the overall participant group (0.101 standard deviations above the state mean), and the comparison group (0.076 standard deviations above the state mean).

Table 137
Standardized Overall CELDT Scale Score Means for Matched Comparison and After School Participant Groups

	
	Comparison
	
	All ASPs
	
	Frequent ASPs

	Overall CELDT Outcome
	Mean
	(SD)
	
	Mean
	(SD)
	
	Mean
	(SD)

	2007-08
	0.007
	(0.763)
	
	0.019
	(0.772)
	
	0.099
	(0.755)

	2008-09
	0.037
	(0.782)
	
	0.047
	(0.781)
	
	0.081
	(0.789)

	2009-10
	0.076
	(0.788)
	
	0.101
	(0.772)
	
	0.138
	(0.788)


Note. ASP = After school participant; CELDT = California English Language Development Test.

As with the analysis of CST performance, the evaluation team estimated the participation effect on CELDT performance with a regression model that adjusts for each student’s prior year CELDT performance to account for potential residual differences in ability that might exist between the comparison and participant groups after incorporating the propensity score methodology. The regression-based estimates are reported in Table 138. Across the past three years, both overall participants and frequent participants performed slightly better than comparison group students. The effect was statistically significant but small for frequent participants for all years, and for overall participants in 2009-10.

Table 138
Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Standardized Overall CELDT Scale Scores (Matched Sample)

	 
	All ASPs
	 
	Frequent ASPs

	Overall CELDT Outcome
	n
	Estimate
	(SE)
	
	
	n
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	2007-08
	15,960
	0.016
	(0.011)
	
	
	8,311
	0.079
	(0.016)
	**

	2008-09
	33,125
	0.004
	(0.012)
	
	
	18,828
	0.035
	(0.015)
	*

	2009-10
	43,568
	0.024
	(0.010)
	*
	
	25,366
	0.067
	(0.012)
	**


Note. Participation effect estimates control for prior year CELDT overall scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant; CELDT = California English Language Development Test
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

Similarly, the 2009-10 subgroup analysis reported in Appendix Table F7 generally shows weak and statistically non-significant positive effects across subgroups when comparing overall participants with the comparison students. The statistically significant effect was found for only three of the subgroups (students scoring advanced in the previous year’s ELA and math CST and African American students). When frequent participants were compared with the comparison students, the effect was found to be statistically significant among more subgroups, though it was still substantively weak.
Behavior Outcomes
Most after school programs aim to affect more than just student academic achievement. Three behavior outcomes are analyzed: physical fitness, school day attendance, and school suspensions. The physical fitness analysis covered Sample I students by using the statewide data from the Fitnessgram® assessment. Since the CDE does not collect statewide information on behavioral outcomes, the analysis of attendance, suspensions, and classroom behavior course marks data is restricted to students in the districts from which the evaluation team requested and received the appropriate data (Sample II).

Physical Fitness (Sample I)

Student health has become an increasing concern among schools over the past decade, and most after school programs include a recreational or physical fitness component. To examine whether after school participation benefits student health, the evaluation team analyzed student performance on the yearly Fitnessgram® assessment. Fitnessgram® is a physical fitness assessment program administered by the state to students in Grades 5, 7, and 9. The assessment program includes a variety of health-related physical fitness tests designed to assess cardiovascular fitness, body composition, muscle strength, muscular endurance, and flexibility. Based on criterion-referenced health standards, Fitnessgram® tests students in six fitness benchmarks and reports whether the student falls into the “healthy fitness zones” (HFZ) for each benchmark (Welk & Meredith, 2008).

For the cross-sectional analysis, the evaluation team looked at the percentage of students who met the HFZ criteria for each of the six fitness benchmarks and tested whether after school participation increased the likelihood of falling into an HFZ. The evaluation team estimated the effect of after school participation on the likelihood of attaining an HFZ with a separate logistic regression model for each fitness benchmark, controlling for the students’ prior year ELA CST scale score to improve group comparability. Since fitness data were only available for students in Grades 5, 7, and 9, results for this chapter only reflect participants who were in ninth grade in 2007-08, 2008-09, or 2009-10.

The percent of students in each HFZ is reported in Table 139, by year. Across the past three years, the frequent participants tend to have the highest passing rates and the comparison group had the lowest passing rates across these six benchmarks. And students of all three groups improved their passing rates over the three-year period, with 2009-10 having the highest passing rates.
Specifically, in 2009-10, about 55% to 90% of the comparison students fall within the HFZ depending on the fitness benchmark. More comparison students attained the trunk strength HFZ (90%) than any other fitness benchmarks, while fewer comparison students attained the aerobic capacity HFZ (55%) than any other benchmarks. After school participants tended to perform slightly better on the Fitnessgram®, on average, than comparison students. The passing rate difference between frequent participants and comparison students was larger than the difference between overall participants and comparison students on four out of the six benchmarks. For example, 55% of comparison group students met the aerobic capacity HFZ, compared to 60% of after school participants and 64% of frequent participants.

Table 139
Physical Fitness Outcome Means for Matched Comparison and After School Participant Groups
	
	Comparison
	
	All ASPs
	
	Frequent ASPs

	Physical Fitness Outcome
	Mean
	(SD)
	
	Mean
	(SD)
	
	Mean
	(SD)

	Aerobic Capacity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	27%
	(0.422)
	
	33%
	(0.471)
	
	34%
	(0.473)

	2008-09
	52%
	(0.499)
	
	59%
	(0.492)
	
	61%
	(0.487)

	2009-10
	55%
	(0.498)
	
	60%
	(0.489)
	
	64%
	(0.481)

	Body Composition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	41%
	(0.467)
	
	43%
	(0.496)
	
	41%
	(0.492)

	2008-09
	60%
	(0.491)
	
	62%
	(0.486)
	
	61%
	(0.487)

	2009-10
	66%
	(0.473)
	
	66%
	(0.473)
	
	66%
	(0.473)

	Abdominal Strength
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	50%
	(0.475)
	
	60%
	(0.489)
	
	62%
	(0.485)

	2008-09
	76%
	(0.425)
	
	81%
	(0.396)
	
	81%
	(0.389)

	2009-10
	82%
	(0.386)
	
	84%
	(0.366)
	
	86%
	(0.348)

	Trunk Strength
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	58%
	(0.469)
	
	67%
	(0.47)
	
	69%
	(0.463)

	2008-09
	81%
	(0.389)
	
	85%
	(0.354)
	
	85%
	(0.36)

	2009-10
	90%
	(0.299)
	
	91%
	(0.285)
	
	92%
	(0.279)

	Upper Body Strength
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	42%
	(0.47)
	
	51%
	(0.5)
	
	52%
	(0.5)

	2008-09
	67%
	(0.469)
	
	72%
	(0.45)
	
	72%
	(0.447)

	2009-10
	72%
	(0.448)
	
	75%
	(0.433)
	
	77%
	(0.419)

	Flexibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	46%
	(0.474)
	
	55%
	(0.498)
	
	59%
	(0.493)

	2008-09
	72%
	(0.449)
	
	76%
	(0.429)
	
	76%
	(0.429)

	2009-10
	80%
	(0.399)
	
	82%
	(0.383)
	
	82%
	(0.386)


Note. ASP = After school participant.

The estimated effects of after school participation on the percent change in the likelihood of meeting the HFZ benchmarks are reported in Table 140. Across the three year period, after school participants, frequent or not, tended to have significantly increased passing rates on all benchmarks except body composition and trunk strength.
In 2009-10, with the exception of the body composition and flexibility HFZ, being a frequent participant was associated with a statistically significant increase in the likelihood of meeting each HFZ benchmark, when compared to the matched comparison students. The largest estimated effect was for aerobic capacity; frequent participants had a 47.1% increase in the likelihood of meeting the aerobic capacity HFZ compared to comparison students. After school participation had a statistically significant effect on overall participants in the flexibility HFZ, but the effect was not significant for frequent participants, compared to the matched comparison students.

Table 140
Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Physical Fitness Outcomes (Matched Sample)

	 
	All ASPs
	
	Frequent ASPs

	Physical Fitness Outcome
	n
	Estimate
	(SE)
	
	
	n
	Estimate
	(SE)
	

	Aerobic Capacity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	2,295
	29.3%
	(0.095)
	**
	
	1,370
	32.1%
	(0.163)
	*

	2008-09
	54,972
	26.3%
	(0.035)
	**
	
	30,422
	34.4%
	(0.046)
	**

	2009-10
	70,278
	30.1%
	(0.037)
	**
	
	39,420
	47.1%
	(0.045)
	**

	Body Composition
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	2,295
	11.9%
	(0.109)
	
	
	1,370
	0.1%
	(0.185)
	

	2008-09
	54,972
	10.6%
	(0.033)
	**
	
	30,422
	7.4%
	(0.041)
	

	2009-10
	70,278
	1.1%
	(0.031)
	
	
	39,420
	0.7%
	(0.035)
	

	Abdominal Strength
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	2,295
	44.6%
	(0.104)
	**
	
	1,370
	52.3%
	(0.192)
	**

	2008-09
	54,972
	23.9%
	(0.042)
	**
	
	30,422
	28.7%
	(0.059)
	**

	2009-10
	70,278
	19.2%
	(0.049)
	**
	
	39,420
	36.8%
	(0.059)
	**

	Trunk Strength
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	2,295
	39.6%
	(0.100)
	**
	
	1,370
	48.8%
	(0.17)
	**

	2008-09
	54,972
	30.2%
	(0.046)
	**
	
	30,422
	24.4%
	(0.07)
	**

	2009-10
	70,278
	14.6%
	(0.044)
	
	
	39,420
	19.1%
	(0.006
	**

	Upper Body Strength
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	2,295
	34.6%
	(0.095)
	**
	
	1,370
	39.9%
	(0.167)
	*

	2008-09
	54,972
	18.8%
	(0.032)
	**
	
	30,422
	20.9%
	(0.047)
	**

	2009-10
	70,278
	16.8%
	(0.038)
	**
	
	39,420
	31.3%
	(0.048)
	**

	Flexibility
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2007-08
	2,295
	34.8%
	(0.113)
	**
	
	1,370
	52.0%
	(0.185)
	**

	2008-09
	54,972
	19.2%
	(0.04)
	**
	
	30,422
	18.5%
	(0.053)
	**

	2009-10
	70,278
	15.4%
	(0.048)
	**
	
	39,420
	11.1%
	(0.057)
	


Note. Participation effect estimates reflect percent change in likelihood of attaining healthy fitness zone, using

a logistic regression controlling for prior year ELA CST score. Standard errors adjusted for school-level

clustering. ASP = After school participant.

* p < 0.05. **p < 0.01.

The 2009-10 subgroup analysis results reported in Appendix Tables F8 through F13 also generally reflect that after school participation had statistically significant positive effects on student performance for the majority of the subgroups for five benchmarks except body composition. For body composition, after school participation had no statistically significant effect for all subgroups when the overall after school participants and frequent participants were compared to the comparison students. In summary, positive effect in favor of after school participants and frequent participants was found, but it is not consistent across the six benchmarks, across subgroups, or between after school participants and frequent participants.

School Day Attendance (Sample II)

School day attendance can be both a reflection of school engagement and a necessary intermediary for student learning. To examine whether after school participation improves school day attendance, the evaluation team requested student-level school attendance data and analyzed attendance by calculating each student’s attendance rate for a given school year based on the number of days enrolled and days absent that were reported by the districts.

Average attendance rates for the past three years are reported in Table 141 by after school participation status. It is observed that all three groups of students had higher attendance rate in 2007-08 and 2008-09 than in 2009-10, and the group difference raged from 1% to 3% for any given year. In 2009-10, the average attendance rates were around 94% for after school participants and 95% for frequent participants. The comparison group average was slightly lower at 92%.
Table 141
School Day Attendance Rate Means for Matched Comparison and After School Participant Groups

	
	Comparison
	
	All ASPs
	
	Frequent ASPs

	Attendance Rate Outcome
	Mean
	(SD)
	
	Mean
	(SD)
	
	Mean
	(SD)

	2007-08
	94%
	(0.090)
	
	95%
	(0.063)
	
	96%
	(0.047)

	2008-09
	94%
	(0.094)
	
	95%
	(0.070)
	
	96%
	(0.060)

	2009-10
	92%
	(0.141)
	
	94%
	(0.119)
	
	95%
	(0.110)


Note. ASP = After school participant

The evaluation team estimated the effect of after school participation on the school day attendance rate with a regression model that adjusts for both a student’s prior year attendance rate and ELA CST scale score. The regression-based estimates for the past three years are reported in Table 142. It is found that after school participation had a statistically significant effect on students’ school attendance for all years except in 2009-10 between frequent participants and comparison students.

In 2009-10, after school participation had a statistically significant, but substantively minor, positive effect on attendance rates. For example, attending an after school program was associated with a 2.3% increase in a student’s school day attendance rate in 2009-10, which roughly amounts to almost four additional school days. The estimated effect for frequent participants was slightly lower, with an estimated effect of 1.2% in 2009-10, and not statistically significant. The subgroup analysis results are reported in Appendix Table F14. As found in the overall analysis, the after school participation effect was only statistically significant for a few subgroups of students.
Table 142
Estimated Effect of After School Participation on School Day Attendance Rates (Matched Sample)
	 
	All ASPs
	
	Frequent ASPs

	Attendance Rate Outcome 
	n
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	
	n
	Estimate
	(SE)
	

	2007-08
	24,824
	1.1%
	(0.002)
	**
	
	12,081
	2.0%
	(0.005)
	**

	2008-09
	51,755
	0.9%
	(0.001)
	**
	
	29,150
	1.3%
	(0.002)
	**

	2009-10
	65,617
	2.3%
	(0.008)
	**
	
	35,552
	1.2%
	(0.015)
	


Note. Participation effect estimates control for prior year attendance rate and ELA CST score. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant.
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

School Suspensions (Sample II)

After school programs seeking to improve positive youth development should expect to reduce student behavior problems at school. School suspensions are one manifestation of student behavior problems. To examine whether after school participation reduces school suspensions, the evaluation team requested student-level school suspension data from all Sample II school districts. In this report, the team determined whether a student was ever suspended during a given school year.
The percent of Sample II students ever suspended during the past three years is reported in Table 143 by after school participation status. Frequent participants are observed to have the lowest suspension rate and the comparison group has the highest suspension rate, with overall participants in the middle. And the suspension rate seemed to be increasing over the years with the 2009-10 cohort of students having the highest suspension rates.

In 2009-10, about 14% of high school students in the matched sample were suspended in a given year. Frequent participants were slightly less likely to be suspended than comparison students and overall after school participants. For example, in 2009-10, 12% of frequent participants were suspended compared to 14% of all after school participants and 15% of the comparison students.
Table 143
Percent of Students Ever Suspended for Matched Comparison and After School Participant Groups

	
	Comparison
	
	All ASPs
	
	Frequent ASPs

	Ever suspended Outcome
	Mean
	(SD)
	
	Mean
	(SD)
	
	Mean
	(SD)

	2007-08
	11%
	(0.330)
	
	11%
	(0.310)
	
	9%
	(0.280)

	2008-09
	11%
	(0.310)
	
	10%
	(0.300)
	
	9%
	(0.280)

	2009-10
	15%
	(0.360)
	
	14%
	(0.350)
	
	12%
	(0.320)


Note. ASP = After school participant

The evaluation team estimated the effect of after school participation on the likelihood that a student would be suspended in a given year using a logistic regression model that adjusts for students’ prior year suspension indicator and ELA CST scale score. The regression-based estimates for the past three years are reported in Table 144. As shown, being an after school participant or frequent participant reduced the participants’ chances of ever getting suspended at school, but the effect was only statistically significant for frequent participants in 2009-10.

Table 144
Estimated Effect of After School Participation on School Suspension (Matched Sample)

	 
	All ASPs
	 
	Frequent ASPs

	Ever suspended Outcome 
	n
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	n
	Estimate
	(SE)
	

	2007-08
	27,508
	2.6%
	(0.078)
	
	13,327
	-16.5%
	(0.104)
	

	2008-09
	58,686
	-1.6%
	(0.052)
	
	32,544
	-10.2%
	(0.074)
	

	2009-10
	67,611
	-6.9%
	(0.050)
	
	36,944
	-18.1%
	(0.061)
	**


Note. Participation effect estimates reflect percent change in likelihood of being suspended during the school year, using a logistic regression controlling for whether a student was suspended in prior year. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant.

The 2009-10 subgroup analysis results are summarized in Appendix Table F15. The results indicate that there was no significant effect of after school participation on reducing the students’ possibility of getting suspended for the majority of the subgroups, as found in the overall analysis.
Classroom Behavior Marks (Sample II)
After school programs also try to improve student classroom behavior marks (e.g. citizenship, work habit, classroom participation and progress). To examine whether after school participation improve student classroom behavior marks, the evaluation team requested student-level classroom behavior marks data from all Sample II school districts. Of the districts that provided data, a majority of them measured and collected very different behavioral outcomes (e.g. paying attention in class, detentions, citizenship score/grade, conduct score/grade), and used varying coding system (scores, grades, satisfactory ratings, pass/fail). While the coding could be an aggregated average with one code/value for a student for the given year, or multiple codes/numbers for each course the student took, or a combination thereof, there are simply too many variations for valid interpretations. Thus the analysis of the classroom behavior is eliminated as an outcome.
It should also be noted here that the study evaluation question 2 also inquired whether participation in after school programs affect other behaviors such as: homework completion, positive behavior, skill development, and healthy youth development. The healthy youth development aspect is discussed in Chapter IX. Since data were not collected by the CDE on homework completion, positive behavior, and skill development, these topics are also not examined in this report.
Summary of the 2009-10 Findings

In this chapter, estimates of the after school participation effects on students’ academic achievement and behavioral outcomes using propensity score matching and regression analysis have been presented. The following is a summary of the findings on the effects of after school programs on student achievement and behavioral outcomes.

Impact of After School Participation on CST Scores

· After school participation at the high school level (grades 9-11) had a slightly positive but substantively weak effect on participants’ ELA and math CST scores (difference of about one or two scale score points between participants and comparison group).

· Subgroup analysis results also generally reflect that after school participation had statistically significant but minor positive effects on student performance in ELA and math CST scale scores, though a positive impact on ELA scores was slightly more likely across subgroups.

· This effect, however, was not consistent across subjects or sub-groups, or between overall after school participants and frequent participants (that is, students that attended after school for 15 or more days).
Impact of After School Participation on the CAHSEE

· The overall after school participants and frequent participants performed slightly better on the ELA and math CAHSEE than the comparison group.

· On the ELA CAHSEE, after school participation was associated with slightly higher scale scores and higher likelihood of passing for both overall participants and frequent participants. On the math CAHSEE, the effect associated with frequent participants was slightly larger in the likelihood of passing than overall participants. For both ELA and math, the effect was statistically significant but relatively minor (2 scale points higher in the case of ELA CAHSEE and 3.7 scale points higher in the case of frequent participants’ math CAHSEE results).

· The subgroup analysis results indicate the same statistically significant but minor effect for both scale scores and pass/fail indicators—however, this effect was not consistent across subjects, across sub-groups, or across between overall participants and frequent participants.

Impact of After School Participation on the CELDT

· Among English Learner (EL) after school participants taking the CELDT, both regular and frequent participants performed slightly better than the comparison students, but the effect was substantively weak.

· Similarly, the subgroup analysis generally showed weak and statistically non-significant positive effects across subgroups when comparing overall participants with the comparison students. A statistically significant effect was only found for three of the subgroups. When frequent participants’ performance was compared with the comparison students, the effect was found to be statistically significant among more subgroups, though the effects are still substantively weak.
Impact of After School Participation on Behavior Outcomes
In general, after school participation for high school students results in small to minor positive effects on behavioral outcomes. For most outcomes (with the exception of school attendance), the after school participation effects were slightly larger for students who frequently attended an after school program, rather than just attending at some time during the year.

Physical Fitness

· On the Fitnessgram® (an assessment of general physical fitness), after school participants tended to perform slightly better on average than control students. The passing rate difference between frequent participants and comparison students was larger than the difference between overall participants and comparison students on four out of the six benchmarks.

· The subgroup analysis results also generally reflected that after school participation had statistically significant positive effects on student performance for the majority of the subgroups for five categories except body composition.
School Day Attendance

· After school participation had a statistically significant, but substantively minor, positive effect on attendance rates. The estimated effect for frequent participants was slightly lower, and not statistically significant.

· In the subgroup analysis, the after school participation effect was statistically significant for only a few subgroups of students.
School Suspensions

· Overall, after school participants and frequent participants were slightly less likely to be suspended than comparison students. However, the effect was only statistically significant for frequent participants. In subgroup analysis, there was no significant effect of after school participation on reducing the students’ possibility of getting suspended for the majority of the subgroups.

In summary, the current findings revealed that after school participation for high school students result in small to minor positive effects on academic achievement and behavioral outcomes. For most outcomes, the after school program effects were slightly larger for students who frequently attended an after school program, rather than just attending at some time during the year. The after school participation seemed to make the most difference in student performance in CAHSEE and physical fitness measures. The findings are summarized in Figure 11.
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Figure 11. Summary of after school participation effects for high school students. (1) No Stat. Sig. Effect = Estimated effect of after school participation was not statistically significant at a 95% confidence level. (2) Minor Effect = Estimated effect of after school participation was statistically significant, but the magnitude of the effect was weak. For continuous outcomes, minor effects were less than 0.10 of the outcome’s standard deviation. For dichotomous outcomes, minor effects were less than a 10% change in the likelihood of obtaining the outcome. (3) Small Effect = Estimated effect of after school participation was statistically significant and may be substantively meaningful. For continuous outcomes, small effects were between 0.10 and 0.30 of the outcome’s standard deviation. For dichotomous outcomes, small effects were between a 10% and 30% change in the likelihood of obtaining the outcome. (4) Medium Effect = Estimated effect of after school participation was statistically significant and also likely to be substantively meaningful. For continuous outcomes, small effects were between 0.30 and 0.50 of the outcome’s standard deviation. For dichotomous outcomes, small effects were between a 30% and 50% change in the likelihood of obtaining the outcome.
Section II:
After School Participation Effects: Longitudinal Analysis
The cross-sectional analysis presented in the earlier chapter addresses questions about the effects of after school participation within a given year. The longitudinal analysis was designed to examine whether the effects of after school participation change as students participate over multiple years. As discussed in the methods chapter, to examine this question the study focused on the effects of after school participation for select cohorts of students over a three year period from 2007-08 to 2009-10, with the analysis methods tailored to the specifics of each outcome. This section presents the results of these analyses, with focus on how the outcome trajectories differ for students with one or more years of after school participation and no participation.

In this section both descriptive overall mean results for different groups of after school participants by their participation over time, and estimates of after school participation effects over time are presented. While state-of-the-art IPTW and HM methods are employed to estimate the after school participation effects—adjusting for pre-existing differences between after school participants and non-participants—the estimates of after school participation effects can only be as good as the available data. If important differences between after school participants and non-participants—or between students with multiple years of participation and students with a single year of after school participation—are not captured by the available data collected and provided by the CDE, then the estimates can be biased. These concerns are compounded when trying to estimate treatment (after school participation) effects across time. As a result, one should interpret the results in this chapter with caution and place more emphasis on the general trends that come out of the longitudinal analysis, and place less credence on specific idiosyncrasies for a particular outcome, cohort, or year.

Academic Achievement Outcomes (Sample I)

There are three academic achievement outcome measures analyzed in the longitudinal analysis: CST, CELDT, and CAHSEE. As in previous reports, CST scale scores were standardized based on the statewide mean and standard deviation for each subject test. Standardization puts the scale scores on a common metric and aids comparability across grades, tests, and years. A standardized scale score of zero means the student scored at the mean for all other students in the state who took the same test. A standardized scale score of 1.0 means the student scored one standard deviation higher than the statewide mean, and a standardized scale score of -1.0 means the student scored one standard deviation lower than the statewide mean.

For CELDT, instead of examining CELDT scale scores as in the cross-sectional analysis, an indicator variable is created from a student’s English Language Fluency
designation reported in the STAR data files for each year of the study. For the study purposes, the rate of reclassification of those students that were ELs in 2007-08 and reclassified to Reclassified Fluent English Proficient (RFEP) in subsequent years (2008-09 or 2009-10) of the study were examined. This is to account for the fact that only English learners (EL) take CELDT each year. Therefore, if only CELDT scores for students who took CELDT over a three year period were examined, the study would artificially included only English learners who did not do well enough on CELDT to become reclassified within the three year period.
Since the CAHSEE tests do not differ across grades, and the same ELA and mathematic standards are assessed from year-to-year, it was not necessary to standardize CAHSEE scale scores. The scale scores were further converted into pass rates to be used for survival analysis.
Performance on the CST

As discussed Chapter IV, the longitudinal analysis of ELA and mathematics CST focused on 2007-08 through 2009-10 scale scores for students who were in ninth grade in 2007-08. This cohort was comprised of 21,328 after school participants
 and 7,241 non-participants. The results presented in this section focus on the following four groups of students based on their after school exposure for the past three years:

· No ASP during the three years,

· ASP in Year 1 only,

· ASP in Year 1 and Year 2 only, and

· ASP in all three years.

For ELA, each cohort’s mean CST scale scores over the three year study period (2007-08 to 2009-10), plus the prior year baseline (2006-07), are presented in Table 145. Students who had any exposure to after school participation had slightly higher scale scores than students who had no exposure to after school participation during the three year period, and this difference was also observed in the baseline year. Over the three year study period, the gap in ELA CST performance between after school participants and non-participants did not change much. Even among students who participated in ASSETs programs all three years, their average ELA CST score did not change much (a difference of 0.04 standard deviation, from -0.071 to -0.075) relative to students with no after school participation (a difference of 0.05 standard deviation, from -0.177 to -0.182).

Table 145
Mean ELA CST Scale Scores by ASP Group, 2006-07 to 2009-10

	 
	N
	Baseline
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Grade 9 Cohort
	
	
	
	
	

	No ASP
	7,241
	-0.270
	-0.177
	-0.165
	-0.182

	Any ASP*
	21,328
	-0.178
	-0.096
	-0.079
	-0.100

	ASP in Year 1 only
	1,561
	-0.318
	-0.239
	-0.238
	-0.236

	ASP in Year 1 & 2
	1,138
	-0.291
	-0.200
	-0.182
	-0.207

	ASP in All 3 Years
	4,942
	-0.162
	-0.071
	-0.053
	-0.075


Note. Baseline = 2006-07; Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.

*This includes all students who ever attended ASP for any amount of time during the study period.

The CST scale score gaps between after school participants and non-participants are slightly larger when looking at mathematics performance, but like ELA, the gap persists over the three year study period. As shown in Table 146, over the three year study period, the gap in mathematics CST performance between after school participants and non-participants did not change much. Among students who participated in ASSETs programs all three years, the mathematics achievement changed from -0.109 in Year 1 to -0.653 in Year 3, while it changed from -0.236 to -0.741 for the students with no after school exposure in the past three years; both groups of students experienced a decline of about 0.5 standard deviations from Year 1 to Year 3.

Table 146
Mean Mathematics CST Scale Scores by ASP Group, 2007-08 to 2009-10

	 
	N
	Baseline
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Grade 9 Cohort
	
	
	
	
	

	No ASP
	7,241
	-0.011
	-0.236
	-0.497
	-0.741

	Any ASP*
	21,328
	0.125
	-0.109
	-0.403
	-0.653

	ASP in Year 1 only
	1,561
	-0.050
	-0.189
	-0.477
	-0.678

	ASP in Year 1 & 2
	1,138
	0.043
	-0.171
	-0.455
	-0.659

	ASP in All 3 Years
	4,942
	0.149
	-0.064
	-0.367
	-0.614


Note. Baseline = 2006-07; Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.
*This includes all students who ever attended ASP for any amount of time during the study period.

Just comparing mean outcomes between groups can be misleading if certain preexisting characteristics influence both after school participation and CST scores. As described in Chapter IV, to adjust for the preexisting characteristics differences that the study is able to capture from the available data, analyses based on IPTW and HM are conducted. This approach allows the evaluation team to estimate the after school participation effects while adjusting for differences among groups over time and capturing differences between schools (i.e., program sites).

Examining program variation
In general, the results from this analysis indicate that after school participants experience small positive effects on ELA and small to no effect on mathematics CST scores when compared to similar non-participant students. This finding is consistent with the annual cross-sectional results presented in the previous section and in the previous annual reports. Given the uncertainty (i.e., standard errors, potential bias due to unobserved confounders) in the effects estimates and variation in effects across schools, the magnitude of these effects are negligible.

To get a sense of the possible variation in the effects across schools, Figure 12 shows the estimated overall average effects (shaded boxes) and the predicted range of effects across schools within one standard deviation of the average effect (black horizontal bar) and within two standard deviations of the average effect (grey horizontal bar). The figures report the estimated main effects within a given year and the additional effect one can expect in a given year if participating in two consecutive years (Added Effect: Two Years) or three consecutive years (Added Effect: Three Years).

As observed from the figures, the average effect estimates are centered around zero, but the predicted distribution across schools ranges from around -0.25 to 0.25 for most of the estimates with a few exceptions. The variation suggests that some after school programs likely have a strong positive effect on their student CST scores while some after school programs likely have a strong negative effect on their student CST scores. This observation of program effect variation is typical of many programs implemented at multiple sites, and somewhat expected of the current study considering the number of school sites that are offering the after school programs, and that there was no set curriculum, program structure, etc. for the after school program.
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Figure 12. ASP Effect Estimates on Standardized CST Scale Scores, 2007-08 to 2009-10. Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.

CELDT – English Language Fluency Reclassification (Sample I)

Unlike the CSTs, the longitudinal analysis of English language fluency reclassification is focused on English Learners identified in 2007-08 and who were in ninth grade in 2007-08. The cohort is comprised of 4,304 after school participants and 3,145 non-participants. The results presented in this section focus on the following three groups of students based on their after school exposure in the last two years of the study:

· No ASP during the two years,

· ASP in Year 1 only, and

· ASP in Year 1 and Year 2 only.
The mean probability of reclassification in the last two years of the study is presented in Table 147. Students who had any exposure to ASSETs programs (2008-09 was 13.2%; 2009-10 was 24.9%) had slightly higher probabilities of being reclassified, on average, than students who had no exposure to after school programs (2008-09 was 12.9%; 2009-10 was 23.1%) during the study period. Over the study period, there was a marginal increase in the gap in probability of reclassification between after school participants and non-participants, from 0.3% to 1.8%.
Table 147
Mean Reclassification Rate by ASP Group, 2008-09 and 2009-10

	 
	N
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Grade 9 Cohort
	
	
	

	No ASP
	3,145
	12.9%
	23.1%

	Any ASP*
	4,304
	13.2%
	24.9%

	ASP in Year 1 only
	906
	10.3%
	19.5%

	ASP in Year 1 & 2
	1,877
	15.0%
	26.2%


Note. Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.
*This includes all students who ever attended ASP for any amount of time during the study period.

Similar to the CST examination HM survival analysis with IPTW is also conducted. This approach allows the study to estimate the after school participation effect on the probability of reclassification over time, while adjusting for differences among groups over time and capturing differences between schools (i.e., program sites).
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Figure 13. ASP Effect Estimates on English Language Fluency Reclassification Rate
, 2007-08,2008-09, and 2009-10.Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.
As shown in Figure 13 above, although there is an increase in the predicted cumulative reclassification rates for all groups from 2008-09 to 2009-10, students with any after school exposure generally had higher reclassification rates than their non-participant counterparts by the end of the study. For example, the predicted reclassification rate for students with one year of after school exposure was about 7 percentage points, while the expected reclassification rate for non-participating students was about 9 percentage points. In the subsequent year (Year 3), the gap between students with any after school exposure and no after school participation increased; the estimated reclassification rates of students with any exposure to ASSETs programs were higher than students with no after school experience. In particular, the estimated reclassification rate for students with one year of after school exposure in 2009-10 (Year 3) was higher than those students with one year of after school exposure in 2008-09 (Year 2) as well as students with two consecutive years of after school exposure during the study period.
Performance on the CAHSEE

The longitudinal analysis of CAHSEE is focused on a cohort of students who were in tenth grade in 2007-08. The cohort is comprised of 29,041 after school participants and 11,700 non-participating students. The results presented in this section focus on the following four groups of students based on their after school exposure for the past two years:
· No ASP during the three years,

· ASP in Year 1 only,

· ASP in Year 1 and Year 2 only

· ASP in all three years.

The mean cumulative ELA CAHSEE pass rates for the three-year study period are presented in Table 148. The cumulative pass rates for students with any after school exposure (2007-2008 was 75.8%; 2008-2009 was 87.7%; 2009-2010 was 94.0%) were greater than the cumulative pass rates for students without any after school exposure (2007-2008 was 71.9%; 2008-2009 was 85.2%; 2009-2010 was 92.3%). Similarly, students who were exposed to ASSETs programs for all three years passed the CAHSEE ELA at higher rates than the non-participating counterparts in each year. Interestingly, the size of the difference, or gap, between the pass rates of after school participants and non-participants decreased over the course of the study. Whereas, for example, the gap was 3.9% in Year 1 between No ASP and Any ASP, it declined to 1.7% by the last year of the study.

Table 148
Mean CAHSEE ELA Cumulative Pass Rates by ASP Group, 2007-08 to 2009-10

	 
	N
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Grade 10 Cohort
	
	
	
	

	No ASP
	11,700
	71.9%
	85.2%
	92.3%

	Any ASP*
	29,041
	75.8%
	87.7%
	94.0%

	ASP in Year 1 only
	2,984
	69.6%
	83.6%
	91.7%

	ASP in Year 1 & 2
	2,516
	73.8%
	86.6%
	93.0%

	ASP in All 3 Years
	6,408
	79.1%
	89.9%
	94.9%


Note. Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.
*This includes all students who ever attended ASP for any amount of time during the study period.

The mean cumulative math CAHSEE Math pass rates for the three-year study period are presented in Table 149. Similar to the observed pass rates for CAHSEE ELA, the rates for the CAHSEE Math are higher for after school participants than their non-participant peers. For instance, in the first year of the study, 75.2% of those students with any after school experience passed, as opposed to only 70.3% of the students without any after school experience. Also, like the gap for CAHSEE ELA pass rates, the gap for CAHSEE math rates decreases during the study period. As an example, the gap of 7.2% between ASP in All 3 Years and No ASP decreased to 3.2% by the end of the study period.
Table 149
Mean CAHSEE Math Cumulative Pass Rates by ASP Group, 2007-08 to 2009-10

	 
	N
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Grade 10 Cohort
	
	
	
	

	No ASP
	11,700
	70.3%
	83.5%
	91.6%

	Any ASP*
	29,041
	75.2%
	87.2%
	94.2%

	ASP in Year 1 only
	2,984
	68.7%
	81.7%
	90.7%

	ASP in Year 1 & 2
	2,516
	72.4%
	86.1%
	92.7%

	ASP in All 3 Years
	6,408
	79.2%
	90.1%
	95.9%


Note.Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.
*This includes all students who ever attended ASP for any amount of time during the study period.

To adjust for the preexisting characteristics the evaluation team is able to capture from the available data, HM survival analysis with IPTW is again conducted. This approach allows the study to estimate the after school participation effect on the probability of reclassification over time, while adjusting for differences among groups over time and capturing differences between schools (i.e., program sites). Essentially, the IPTW techniques attempt to adjust the analysis so that it is more like a randomized experiment.

Figure 14 presents the model-based estimates of the effect of after school participation on ELA and Math CAHSEE pass rate trajectories. In examining the ELA and Math trajectories across the various after school participation groups by exposure, they are virtually identical, and indistinguishable as shown in Figure 14, indicating that after school participation had small to no effect on students’ CAHSEE passing rates. Compared to their non-participant counterparts, the after school participants experience small to no effect on passing ELA and math CAHSEE once student performance in previous year’s CST scores are controlled.
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Figure 14. ASP Effect Estimates on CAHSEE ELA and Math Pass Rate
, 2007-08 to 2009-10.
Student Persistence Outcomes (Sample I)

Three student persistence outcome measures were examined: Student Mobility, Dropout, and Graduation. Analysis of all three outcome measures is conducted based on data from the California School Information Services (CSIS). Selected state exit/withdrawal codes
 are used to determine whether students transfer or dropout from their initial school of enrollment anytime during the three year study period. It is important to note that the analysis of student mobility does not account for students that drop out, and vice-versa. For the study purposes, students with missing data, within any given time during the study, is considered to be a case that did not transfer or dropout.
Analysis of the effects of after school participation on high school dropout and completion is based only on students who were present (enrolled in school) as a tenth grader in 2007-08 and three years later (2009-10), at the end of twelfth grade. Graduation is defined as both having fulfilled all high school credit requirements and passed the CAHSEE. Students with missing CSIS data, in this case, are classified as did not graduate.
Student Mobility (Sample I)

The longitudinal analysis of student mobility is based on students who were in ninth grade in 2007-08. This cohort was comprised of 40,639 after school participants and 26,342 non-participant students. The results presented in this section focus on the following three groups of students based on their after school exposure in the last two years of the study:

· No ASP during the two years,

· ASP in Year 1 only, and

· ASP in Year 1 and Year 2 only.
The mean mobility rate in the last two years of the study is presented in Table 150. Students who had any exposure to ASSETs programs had lower probabilities of transferring, on average, than students who had no exposure to after school participation in both 2008-09 and 2009-10. Overall, the average mobility rates increase as students progress in grade level. In examining the after school participating groups in the study, it appears that students with one year of after school exposure (ASP in ninth grade) had slightly higher probabilities of transferring than those students who had no after school exposure during the study period for both years. Students with two years of after school exposure fare better in 2008-09 (Year 2) of the study, but by 2009-10 (Year 3), their mobility rate is slightly higher (about 3%) than students with no after school participation.

Table 150
Mean Mobility Rate by ASP Group, 2008-09 and 2009-10

	 
	N
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Grade 9 Cohort
	
	
	

	No ASP
	26,342
	30.8%
	47.8%

	Any ASP*
	40,639
	19.6%
	35.2%

	ASP in Year 1 only
	5,751
	36.0%
	52.6%

	ASP in Year 1 & 2
	5,703
	28.5%
	51.0%


Note. Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.

*This includes all students who ever attended ASP for any amount of time during the study period.

Once again, HM survival analysis with IPTW is conducted. This approach allows us to estimate the after school participation effect on the probability of reclassification over time, while adjusting for differences among groups over time and capturing differences between schools (i.e., program sites).
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Figure 15. ASP Effect Estimates on Student Mobility Rate
, 2008-09 and 2009-10. Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.
Based on Figure 15 above, although there is an increase in the predicted cumulative mobility rates for all groups from 2008-09 to 2009-10, the predicted mobility rate between students with after school exposure and those with no after school exposure is minimal. Based on the model, students with some after school exposure generally had lower predicted probabilities of transferring schools than their non-participant counterparts in 2009-10.
Student Dropout (Sample I)

To capture student dropout through high school, the longitudinal analysis of student dropout is based on students who were in tenth grade in 2007-08. This cohort was comprised of 20,257 after school participants and 24,530 non-participant students. The results presented in this section focus on the following three groups of students based on their after school exposure in the last two years of the study:

· No ASP during the two years,

· ASP in Year 1 only, and

· ASP in Year 1 and Year 2 only.
The mean dropout rate in the last two years of the study is presented in Table 151. Students who had any exposure to after school participation had slightly lower probabilities of dropping out, on average, than students who had no exposure to after school participation in both 2008-09 and 2009-10. However, being exposed to one or two years of after school participation did not have a big effect on whether a student dropped out by the end of high school.
Table 151
Mean Dropout Rate by ASP Group, 2008-09 and 2009-10

	 
	N
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Grade 10 Cohort
	
	
	

	No ASP
	20,257
	3.3%
	11.2%

	Any ASP*
	24,530
	1.9%
	7.4%

	ASP in Year 1 only
	6,033
	2.1%
	8.9%

	ASP in Year 1 & 2
	10,042
	2.2%
	7.7%


Note. Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.

*This includes all students who ever attended ASP for any amount of time during the study period.

Following similar patterns, HM survival analysis using IPTW is conducted. This approach allows us to adjust for differences among groups over time and capture differences between schools (i.e., program sites), while accounting for the binary nature of the outcome measure.
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Figure 16. ASP Effect Estimates for Student Dropout
, 2008-09 and 2009-10. Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.
Based on Figure 16 above, although there is an increase in the predicted dropout rates for all groups from 2008-09 to 2009-10, students with after school exposure tend to have lower dropout rates than their non-participant counterparts. In particular, the predicted dropout rate for students with after school exposure for two consecutive years is about half that of students with no after school participation. Also, students with one year of after school exposure in 2009-10 (Year 3) are predicted to have a lower dropout rate than those with no after school exposure or just after school exposure in 2008-09 (Year 2).

Graduation (Sample I)

Similar to CAHSEE and dropout outcome variables, the longitudinal analysis of graduation is based on students who were in tenth grade in 2007-08. This cohort was comprised of 29,960 after school participants and 12,828 non-participant students. The results presented in this section focus on the following four groups of students based on their after school exposure for the past three years:

· No ASP during the three years;

· ASP in Year 1 only;

· ASP in Year 1 and Year 2 only; and

· ASP in all three years.

The mean graduation rate for this tenth grade cohort is presented in Table 152. Students who had any exposure to after school participation had slightly higher graduation rates (77.9%), on average, than students who had no exposure to after school participation(62.6%). However, students exposed to one year of after school participation (61.7%) had slightly lower graduation rates than those who had been exposed to after school participation for two consecutive years (66.8%) and those who had no after school exposure at all.
Table 152
Mean Graduation Rate by ASP Group, 2009-10

	 
	N
	Year 3

	Grade 10 Cohort
	
	

	No ASP
	12,828
	62.6%

	Any ASP*
	29,960
	77.9%

	ASP in Year 1 only
	3,218
	61.7%

	ASP in Year 1 & 2
	2,656
	66.8%

	ASP in All 3 Years
	6,464
	87.7%


Note.Year 3 = 2009-10.

*This includes all students who ever attended ASP for any amount of time during the study period.

To adjust for the preexisting characteristics we are able to capture from the available data, a HM analysis based on IPTW is conducted. This approach allows us to adjust for differences among groups over time and capture differences between schools (i.e., program sites). The results from this analysis, as shown in Figure 17 below, indicate that students with no after school exposure have the lowest predicted probabilities of graduating. Students with one year of after school exposure, in either year of their final two years of high school (2008-09 and 2009-10), have higher predicted probabilities of graduating than their non-participant counterparts. There is also a significant increase in graduation rates for those students with three consecutive years of after school exposure. However, it is important to note, this particular group of students are ones who have persisted through high school, and this study by default is studying only those students who have remained in the same school throughout the length of the study.
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Figure 17. ASP Effect Estimates for Graduation, 2007-08 to 2009-10. Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10. *p< 0.05.
Behavior Outcomes (Sample II)

Three behavior outcome measures for a representative subset (Sample II) of the Sample I population is examined: School Day Attendance and Suspensions. These data are provided directly to the evaluation team by the selected sample of 30 ASSETs districts. School day attendance rate is based on number of days attended out of total number of days enrolled. Suspension data indicate whether a student was ever suspended during the given school year.
School Day Attendance (Sample II)

Similar to the longitudinal analysis of ELA and mathematics CST, analysis of school day attendance focused on 2007-08 through 2009-10 student data for students who were in ninth grade in 2007-08. These two cohorts were comprised of 5,644 after school participants and 1,440 non-participant students. The results presented in this section focus on students with four different levels of after school exposure:

· No ASP during the three years;

· ASP in Year 1 only;

· ASP in Year 1 and Year 2 only; and

· ASP in all three years.
Each cohort’s mean school attendance rates over the three year study period (2007-08 to 2009-10), plus the baseline year (2006-07), are presented in Table 153. Students who had any exposure to after school participation had higher school attendance rates than students who had no exposure to after school participation during the three year period. However, this was also observed in the baseline year. Even among students who participated in after school for all three years—with school attendance rates slightly higher than any other comparison group—average school attendance rates did not change much (from 97.0% to 96.0%) relative to students with no after school participation (from 96.4% to 94.4%).
Table 153
Mean School Day Attendance Rates by ASP Group: 2006-07 to 2009-10

	 
	N
	Baseline
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Grade 9 Cohort
	
	
	
	
	

	No ASP
	1,440
	95.1%
	96.4%
	96.0%
	94.4%

	Any ASP*
	5,644
	96.6%
	96.9%
	96.6%
	95.7%

	ASP in Year 1 only
	300
	96.4%
	96.3%
	95.8%
	94.7%

	ASP in Year 1 & 2
	310
	96.5%
	97.0%
	96.6%
	95.2%

	ASP in All 3 Years
	1,580
	96.8%
	97.0%
	96.8%
	96.0%


Note. Baseline = 2006-07; Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10. *This includes all students who ever attended ASP for any amount of time during the study period.

Just comparing mean outcomes between groups can be misleading if certain preexisting characteristics influence both after school participation and school attendance rates. As described in Chapter IV, to adjust for the preexisting characteristics capture from the available data, a HM analysis based on IPTW is conducted. This approach allows the study to estimate the after school participation effects while adjusting for differences among groups over time and capture differences between schools (i.e., program sites).

As shown in Figure 18, the results from this analysis indicate that students with any after school exposure generally have slightly higher school attendance rates when compared to similar non-participant students. This finding is consistent with the cross-sectional results presented above and in the previous annual reports.
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Figure 18. ASP Effect Estimates on School Day Attendance Rates, 2007-08 to 2009-10. Baseline = 2006-07; Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.

To get a sense of the possible variation in the effects across schools, Figure 19 shows that the average effect estimates are centered around zero, and the predicted distribution in those estimates across schools differed, ranging from around -0.50 to 0.50 for some after school participation effects and having less variation for the others. The observed variation suggests that some after school programs likely have a stronger positive effect on student school day attendance rates than others. It is of interest to note that there is little to no variation in the main effect across schools for Year 1 of the study, while there is greater variation in Year 3.
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Figure 19. ASP Effect Estimates for School Day Attendance Rates Across Schools, 2007-08 to 2009-10. Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.

School Suspension (Sample II)

Analysis of school suspension focused on 2007-08 through 2009-10 student data for students who were ninth grade in 2007-08. This cohort was comprised of 6,551 after school participants and 1,480 non-participant students. The results presented in this section focus on students with four different levels of after school exposure:

· No ASP during the three years,

· ASP in Year 1 only,

· ASP in Year 1 and Year 2 only, and

· ASP in all three years.

The cohort’s mean school suspension rates over the three year study period (2007-08 to 2009-10), plus the baseline year (2006-07), are presented in Table 154. Students who had any exposure to after school participation had slightly lower school suspension rates than students who had no exposure to after school participation during the three year period, and this was also observed in the baseline year. While the gap in school suspension rates between after school participants and non-participants did not change much over the three year study period, an overall increase in suspension rates did occur across all groups.
Table 154
Mean Likelihood of Ever Being Suspended by ASP Group 2006-07 to 2009-10

	 
	N
	Baseline
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Grade 9 Cohort
	
	
	
	
	

	No ASP
	1,480
	6.4%
	5.9%
	6.4%
	6.7%

	Any ASP*
	6,551
	5.6%
	5.8%
	6.2%
	6.5%

	ASP in Year 1 only
	250
	6.8%
	8.4%
	6.8%
	11.6%

	ASP in Year 1 & 2
	297
	6.7%
	8.4%
	6.7%
	6.7%

	ASP in All 3 Years
	1,685
	4.9%
	5.9%
	6.3%
	5.9%


Note. Baseline = 2006-07; Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.

*This includes all students who ever attended ASP for any amount of time during the study period.

Similar to above, a logistic HM analysis based on IPTW is conducted. This approach allows the study to estimate the after school participation effects while adjusting for differences among groups over time and capture differences between schools (i.e., program sites) and accounting for the binary nature of the outcome measures.

As shown in Figure 20, the results from this analysis indicate that there is almost no difference between students with after school exposure and their non-participant counterparts. This finding is consistent with the annual cross-sectional results presented in the previous section and in the previous annual reports.
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Figure 20. ASP Effect Estimates on School Suspension Rates, 2007-08 to 2009-10. Baseline = 2006-07; Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.

To get a sense of the possible variation in the effects across schools, Figure 21 shows the estimated overall average effects (shaded boxes) and the predicted range of effects across schools within one standard deviation of the average effect (black horizontal bar) and within two standard deviations of the average effect (grey horizontal bar). The figure reports the estimated main effects within a given year and the additional effect one can expect in a given year if participating in two consecutive years (Added Effect: Two Years) or three consecutive years (Added Effect: Three Years).

Based on Figure 21, the observed average effect estimates are centered around zero. The predicted distribution in the estimates across schools is greatest in the main effect for Year 1. Otherwise, there is little variation across schools. This suggests that after school programs do not have a strong effect on student school suspension rates and the effect is consistent across schools.
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Figure 21. ASP Effect Estimates for School Suspension Across Schools, 2007-08 to 2009-10. Year 1 = 2007-08; Year 2 = 2008-09; Year 3 = 2009-10.

Summary of Longitudinal Findings

The main general trends in the longitudinal analysis are:

· ELA and Math CST: After school participants experience small positive effects on ELA CST and small to no effect on mathematics CST scores compared to similar non-participating students.
· EL Reclassification: After school exposure has little to no effect on the probability of students’ English language fluency reclassification.

· CAHSEE, ELA and Math: After school participants experience small to no effect on ELA and Math CAHSEE pass rates compared to non-participating students.

· School Mobility: Students with any after school exposure are generally less likely to transfer schools than their non-participating counterparts.

· Student Dropout: Students with any after school exposure are generally less likely to drop out of school than their non-participating counterparts.

· Graduation: Students with any after school exposure in prior years are predicted to graduate at a higher rate than their non-participating counterparts.
· Behavior Outcomes (Day school attendance and suspension): After school participants experience small positive effects on attendance and small to no effect on suspension.
Across all outcome measures analyzed, there is some or great variation in the effect across schools. This suggests that some after school programs likely have a strong positive effect on student outcomes while some after school programs likely have a strong negative effect. This observation of program effect variation is typical of many programs implemented at multiple sites, and somewhat expected of the current study considering the number of school sites that offering the after school programs, and that there being no set curriculum, program structure, etc. for the after school program.

Chapter XI:
findings on Unintended Consequences
Most of the after school programs in this study set goals and tracked outcomes to guide their implementation. Yet, unintended consequences may also occur as a result of the operations of the after school programs. In this study, both positive and negative impacts not encompassed by the program objectives and planned outcomes of the various after school programs have been investigated. Interviews with Sample IV day school principals, after school program directors, and site coordinators were conducted to obtain direct responses of observed unintended consequences at their programs. Open-ended Sample IV survey responses from students, parents, after school program site staff, and site coordinators were also analyzed to provide insight on the perceived unexpected consequences from the implementation of after school programs. This chapter address evaluation question 6:

· What unintended consequences have resulted from the implementation of the after school programs?

Stakeholders’ Responses

During Sample IV interviews, after school program directors, site coordinators, and principals were directly asked the question, “What are the unintended outcomes you have seen in the after school program?” To offer interviewees the freedom to address this question, strict definitions for “unintended consequences” were not set; therefore, the replies were diverse and applicable for flexible interpretation. Even so, consistent themes emerged from each stakeholder group’s responses.

Program Directors

Out of all the stakeholders, program directors provided the richest responses to this question. This could be due to the fact that program directors are often responsible for the strategic management of the after school programs and are familiar with the goals and outcomes of the program. Although two-fifths of the program directors claimed that there were no unintended outcomes in the program when first prompted, most of them added comments when further probed. Their responses can be summarized into three categories: program successes, program challenges, and unexpected incidents.

Program successes. Program directors’ perspectives of the unintended consequences were mostly positive. A majority of the interviewees discussed program achievements as unintended outcomes. Out of these responses, higher than expected student participation and academic improvement were two of the most frequently mentioned. Specifically, several program directors were surprised by the popularity of some newly established programs for which they did not initially expect high turnout. For example, one of the sites had higher than expected participation in tutoring by students who were athletes:

…something we planned, but it became much bigger than I had anticipated and that was academics for kids who were in all the sports programs and played sports. We started out with just a few tutors and the kids would go. And then some of the teachers became interested in this and have provided—volunteered their time…to hold homework and tutoring sessions…. And this has really exploded and I mean our attendance for academics is really high.

Other program directors indicated that the improvements were at much higher magnitudes than what they have expected. For example, one of the participants reported that some students exceeded her expectations regarding academic progress: “We have had some kids this year actually getting scholarships.” Many program directors also considered the after school program as the attribute in changing students’ future aspiration. For example, one noted, “I’ve now seen that a lot more students have applied to UCs and better schools. And I feel that because we reiterate college and universities so much, they’ve raised their standards.”
Since many of the programs had already set goals to improve student engagement and to assist students academically, increased student participation and academic achievement would have been viewed as intended consequences by many project directors. This probably explains why some program directors expressed that all the consequences and outcomes in the program were expected despite references to incidents of students’ academic achievement.
Program challenges. While many program directors celebrated program achievements as unintended consequences, some of the directors discussed program challenges. Program resources, students’ participation, and parent involvement were among the most frequently mentioned unforeseen challenges.

Regarding program resources, quite a few directors stated that they lack financial and human resources. They felt these inadequacies acted as barriers to program implementation. One of them commented that the program funding was unexpectedly reduced and “I really feel like…the school and the students are going to suffer from the fact that, you know, we’re no longer there to provide all the activities that we have been leading.” Several program directors further commented on the unintended consequences of reduced funding to human resources. The trimming in budget resulted in hiring of staff members who were not as knowledgeable in high school level coursework, and the quality of the tutorial program suffered. These conservations in program spending may also have the unintended consequences of lower program satisfaction and poorer student outcomes. This may have reflected in some programs as the staff found it challenging to recruit high school students and manage their behaviors. Many program directors considered these challenges as the negative unintended consequences of hiring less qualified who lack the skills and strategies in managing adolescents.
Similarly, some participants found the challenge of gaining parental involvement to be an unexpected challenge. They expressed that the program had to do a lot to solicit parent support and in general found it difficult to engage parents; in a more negative comment, one director said, “Parents are almost like an obstacle because they don’t support the kids in these things, they won’t even sign the permission slips to allow them to go on field trips.” This challenge resulted in the unintended consequence of having to exclude some students’ exposure to enrichment activities.

When setting up the program, most program directors expect and work towards collaborations between school and the after school programs, when the connections between the programs and the principals were not strong, the unintended consequences would be less program spaces and activities. Two directors stated specifically that the programs were going to develop new activities, but the plans were canceled due to the lack of day school principals’ endorsement.
Unexpected incidents. A few program directors also shared their experiences of unexpected incidents as unintended consequences. Two of program directors mentioned that program alumni were coming back to the program to teach as the reflection of high satisfaction of the alumni’s past experiences. To them this indicated the program might have inspired students to consider or explore teaching career as the unintended consequence.
Another director talked about the unintended consequence when the special education feature was added into the program. With demand from parents of students with special education status, the staff worked hard to change the regulations and make spaces available so that the program will be able to accept students with disabilities. The staff worked on this project the whole year, and that outcome was a wonderful unexpected consequence. The program director believed that the enthusiastic implementation of this feature has led to on-going staff development in the capacity of serving students of special needs.
Viewing the program structure in a larger context, several program directors noted other accomplishments. For example, three directors were glad that their organization provided professional development opportunities to their after school staff. They believed that contributed to both the career growth of staff and the program quality. One specific director cited that his program was elected by its community as a “top after school program.” Everyone in his program was especially excited by this unintended consequence.

Other program directors brought up the partnerships that they have set up as unintended consequences. More than a quarter of the program directors found it surprising that the program had gained community interest and buy-in, and several have developed new programs as results of local partnerships. They were delighted to see that different cultural diversity were represented and the appreciation shown by the different stakeholders of the program. For instance, one director found that her urban arts program had a lot of success because they partnered with local corporations to develop the class into an entrepreneurship where students’ artworks were sold. Another director was satisfied to see that the outside contractor (activity provider) it had hired was able to provide a large variety of activities, “so, we were able to pull those types of programs out and it was great. It was just—the students really got involved with it.” He further explained that the teachers and parents in the community joined these activities too, thus increasing the interactions among different program stakeholders.
Next, unintended consequences from the perspectives of the site coordinators are examined.

Site Coordinators

To gain site coordinators’ perspectives on unintended consequences, analysis was conducted on their feedback from both the Sample IV interviews and survey responses. These responses were almost equally divided among “none” and positive outcomes, with a few exceptional instances identified as program challenges.

Program successes. Despite site coordinators’ close proximity to the day-to-day happenings at the after school programs, around half of the interviewees stated that they observed no unintended consequences in the program at all. The reasons behind that varied. Some coordinators shared that they did not have specific goals or expectations, so they were not able to discern which outcomes were unintended. For example, one of them admitted, “I guess working with the ESL population, you know, we really didn’t know what to expect.” In contrast, other site coordinators said there was nothing unintended because all the outcomes were planned for, especially those in the form of academic achievements. For instance, one coordinator said, “I expect the kids to go to college and do well, and they are doing that.” Another coordinator listed these unintended outcomes: “satisfied students, achieving students, parents who have seen their children admitted into college and universities, early admissions…they’re not expected.” Most of the site coordinators simply responded that nothing unintended came to their minds at times of the interview.
Program challenges. The site coordinators responses reflected the expressions from the program directors as well. They felt that the programs had lost valuable staff due to low salary and limited advancement opportunities. They felt that the program could use some assistance in financial support to obtain more materials for new activities and to hire more staff for leading these activities, both for the purpose of attracting and retaining students.
Unintended incidents. Some of the unintended incidents mentioned were helping students to gain entrance into a broader spectrum of activities during the school day. The site coordinators believed that the athletes were participating in the program because the day school sports coaches were supportive of the program and had set appropriate grade requirements for the team members. The students who were not able to join the sports teams due to failing academic performance were referred to the program where the tutoring at the after school program helped the students with their homework and pulled up their grades so that they could “showcase their talents and become good athletes and get scholarships.”
Compared to program directors, more site coordinators brought up the unexpected high turn out of parent involvement, community partnership, and day school support. In fact, more than one third of the site coordinators observed that their after school program activities were helpful in attracting parents and principals. Some site coordinators noted that inviting people to special events led to unexpected buy-in from the community: “All the community…were helping out, they participated. It was great. So those are always little surprises…”
Day School Administrators (Principals)

More than half of the principals said that there were no unintended consequences from the after school program. Only a few of the principals gave explanations. Several admitted that they were not familiar with the program enough to be aware of the intended or unintended outcomes. Others felt that all the consequences had been expected so nothing came up as surprise. As one principal expressed, “I think we’re on target to what we wanted to accomplish, so we’re doing well.”

For the other half of the principals who observed unintended consequences from the after school programs, around three quarters held positive viewpoints while one fourth had negative comments.
Program successes. Most of the positive comments focused on the opportunities that the after school programs provide to students. These principals felt that the programs were “place[s] for young people to connect and get support.” They did not expect high participation from the students and were surprised to see high attendance and retention rate. One principal expressed his particular unexpected outcome, he stated:

Well, [ASP name] is a very unique program. They not only offer just the basic after school program but also offer-- the adventure program. They’ll take students on a geo cashing trip, or a kayaking trip, or a camping trip. A lot of these kids won’t ever experience that. Those experiences are the ones where you can see the kids change. Like we’ve had students that come in as community service sent by their probation officer and they stay with the program after they’re done with their hours. I mean, students that are coming in just for the program after school. That’s awesome. They don’t have to come. They really don’t. There are 3,100 students on campus but the ones that do come and stay for cooking, Driver’s Ed. and even just to the Drop-In Center here to hang out and play on the drums, that’s awesome.

Some principals also responded that the after school programs brought about the unintended consequences of enhanced collaboration between the day schools and the after school programs. A couple of principals considered the after school programs “part of the school,” and said that they worked together to streamline operational processes, and educational best practices. One principal exclaimed that she was “impressed with the way the site coordinator works with students,” while another school administrator found the frequent communications that the after school program fostered among local corporations and community organizations helpful in keeping her informed about “what [was] going on.”

Program challenges. A few principals expressed dissatisfaction with the after school program when prompted with the question on unintended consequences. Their complaints were about the program staff’s poor stewardship of the day school resources and the lack of communication with the program. One principal specifically suggested that the after school program should work on getting an accurate student attendance figure for planning purposes, and maintain the school property with respect…. otherwise, the unintended consequence of poor day and after school relationship will occur.

Indirect Responses

On the final page of the Sample IV surveys, stakeholders were given the opportunity to provide “any” comment that they wished to express. Some of these comments were coded as expressions of unintended consequences, and were analyzed as indirect responses. Interestingly, most of these comments held a positive tone. A majority of them voiced strong appreciation for the program, especially in the area of the programs’ impact on students’ lives. Perspectives from the site staff and parents were described below.

One staff survey comment read, “I'm very proud to be part of this program because I have seen positive changes in many students both academic and personal (emotional or morals).” Most site staff believed that the program offered large varieties of opportunities for students that they would otherwise not haves. Many staff were glad that the after school programs offered students a safe place to “hang out,” explore career options, and participate in different activities. As one staff member noted, “Our student's home life can be sometimes volatile and discouraging. I'm happy we have this program at [our] school to enhance the student's lives.” In terms of adult mentorship and guidance, site staff thought that the after school program fostered a more favorable environment than that in the day school because the staff-to-student ratio was lower than that of the day school.
Unlike program directors and site coordinators, none of the site staff discussed high academic achievement in the open-ended responses of the survey and interviews. This may be due to the limited access of student performance data by site staff or simply because respondents were focusing more on students’ social development.
Consistent with all the other stakeholders, many site staff discussed the impact of the after school programs in their communities. For example, a staff wrote, “students, teachers, parents, and the surrounding community benefits in many ways from having healthy, well-educated, responsible youth. It should be offered in more schools.”

Parents’ perspectives on unintended consequences were also drawn from the optional open-ended responses in the parents’ surveys. A majority of the parents expressed appreciation for and satisfaction with the program. More than half of them were thank you notes addressed to the after school program. Some parents stated specific reasons behind their appreciation, such as seeing their children’s improvement in grades and feeling that the program “keeps the kids productive.” One parent expressed her appreciation for the program by saying, “[it] offer[s] many opportunities for my daughter and she has grown multiple leadership skills and is more aware about what she would like to do after high school.” These comments imply that the programs have positive impact on students’ youth development.
Besides the positive sentiments, several parents raised concerns regarding the after school programs’ communication with parents, especially in regards to children safety, program scheduling, and transportation at night. Some parents also wished that the program could make sure the students’ work was of good quality.
Chapter Summary

From the differing perceptions of stakeholders on unintended consequences, several implications for communications, community outreach, and program evaluation can be reflected upon.
Many of the program directors and principals stated that the unexpected high enrollment and better than expected student accomplishments as an unintended consequences. This indicates that when the after school programs catered to the needs and interests of the students, families, and communities, the programs would be appreciated, well attended, and achieve positive outcomes. The responses from the different stakeholders also addressed that the after school programs are also needed for many different purposes other than academic achievement such as supervision after school hours, opportunities to engage in recreational activities, opportunities to participate in community affairs, etc.

However, the efficiency in the management of the after school program can either leverage up or down the level of communication and collaboration with the day school. Effective management may result in unintended consequences such as motivation of day and after school staff to jointly promote the positive relationships with students and their families. Just like the above example of the after school staff working in collaboration to develop a special education component to the after school program. In energizing the staff to accomplish this goal, the after school staff not only work closely together with each other, they also develop better relationships with the parents and the day school staff, while alleviating the reputation of the after school program at the same time. Conversely, ineffective management such as the programs that are perceived by the principal as chaotic and disrespectful of school properties may result in loose of trust between day and after school, lost of space allocation, and may eventually lead to student disinterest, poor program performances, and challenges in recruiting and retaining both students and staff.

Yet, over and over again, the single factor that keeps on being mentioned repeatedly was that relationship building as an unintended consequence of the after school program. The principals discussed seeing students getting engaged and involved in the program activities. For example, the students whom were referred by the probation department but returned to the program activities regularly even after they have served their community service period; and the alumni students whom returned to the program to be hired as staff, due to their desire to mentor others just as they have been mentored during their high school years.
In the previous chapter, one reason students gave when asked why they attended the after school program was “cool staff” whom “listened to us and help us with our work.” Program directors, principals, and site coordinators also repeatedly noted the important influence that the staff members had on students’ development and program success. Since relationship building is the most important yet unintended consequences that after school programs had on school functioning and student achievement, staff quality and retention can also have important consequences. When funding cut affects staff quality, program implementation, stakeholder satisfaction, and student outcomes all suffered.

In this section parents were seen both as assets and obstacles, indicating the conflicting nature of parenting adolescents, and the talents and skills staff needed to work with adolescents’ parents. On one hand, staff need to support autonomy and the need for independence of the students; on the other hand staff need to open up the communication channel and gain the support from the parents. Even though this form of parent involvement may be more psychological (emotional support) than physical (volunteering, attending events), the key point is that it is perceived by other stakeholders, and this perception may create a whole different set of interactions.

Last but not least, about a dozen of the interview respondents felt that they did not know what to expect, or they needed more information on the program to assess program impact. These circumstances revealed that better communications among the program stakeholders in understanding program objectives and goals would facilitate program performance and evaluation.

Chapter XII:
Discussion and Conclusion

After school programs may provide important opportunity for high school students. Participation in high quality after school programs is related to positive outcomes such as greater self-confidence, increased civic engagement, better school attendance, improved academic achievement, and decreased delinquency (Fredericks & Eccles, 2006; Goerge, Cusick, Wasserman, & Gladden, 2007). However, the positive impacts of participation in after school programs can only occur when the students participate regularly, are exposed to a variety of activities, and are cognitively engaged in the programming (Durlak et al., 2010). In this study, both qualitative and quantitative strategies are employed to study the impacts of the ASSETs programs had on the student participants, and the relationships between program quality indicators and student academic and behavioral outcomes.

After 3 years of intensive evaluation, this study provides encouraging results. Participants in the ASSETs programs have statistically significant minor positive results on students academic and behavior development. For the cross-sectional analyses, in comparison to the propensity matched non-participants, it is found that ASSETs participants had a statistically significant minor positive effect on both ELA and math CST scores, both ELA and math CAHSEE pass rates, and CELDT scores. Furthermore, ASSETs participation also had a statistically significant minor positive effect on day school attendance, and frequent participants were less likely to be suspended at school.
Other than achievement, health issues such as obesity has recently become our national concern, thus it is especially exciting to reveal that ASSETs participants scored higher than the non-participants in most of the Fitnessgram® benchmarks. Frequent ASSETs participants appeared to benefit the most. The difference in passing rate between frequent participants and non-participants was larger than the difference between overall participants and non-participants on three out of the six benchmarks.

When examining 2 cohorts across the 3 study years. Study findings demonstrated that when compared to propensity matched non-participants, ASSETs participants experience small positive effects on ELA CST, small to no effect on mathematics CST scores, and small to no effect on ELA and Math CAHSEE pass rates. The longitudinal findings also revealed that after school exposure has little to no effect on the probability of students’ English language fluency reclassification, but students with any after school exposure are generally less likely to transfer schools than their non-participating counterparts.

With the high dropout rate in high school, it is particularly encouraging to find that students with any ASSETs exposure in prior years are predicted to graduate at a higher rate and are less likely to drop out of school than their non-participating counter parts. Additionally, ASSETs participants also experience small to no effect on suspension and small positive effects on day school attendance.

In short, the current findings revealed that both in short and longer terms, after school participation for high school students’ resulted in small to minor positive effects on academic achievement and behavioral outcomes. For most outcomes, the after school program effects were slightly larger for students who frequently attended an after school program, rather than just attending some time during the year. The after school participation appeared to make the most difference in student performance in CAHSEE and physical fitness measures.
Limitations of this Study

For this study it is stated in the legislature that all after school programs receiving ASSETs funding would be placed under the sample of after school participants regardless of the variations on program quality and the contextual differences within the neighborhoods. Understanding this limitation on the study, the evaluation team specifically employed methodological strategies such as propensity matching and HLM analysis to reduce as much variations as possible. However, many contextual and environmental data were not available for matching the study sample with the comparison group, or is beyond the scope of this study (e.g. neighborhood economic census, crime status, geo-mapping of the health facilities, public agencies, and non-profits available in the vicinity, etc.). Thus, even though propensity matching was used on all comparison groups, many of the un-measurable contextual variables that contribute to self-selection might not have been taken into consideration ( such as inherent student motivation, family structure, parent expectation, the kinds of services and support received from the immediate neighborhood communities, etc). Consequently, along with the outcomes the study analyses also revealed that there are some variations on whether, how, and how much students may benefit from participating at different individual after school sites.
What We Have Learned
From examining the program structures and student outcomes with mixed methods, several findings can be extracted. First, due to the complex nature of after school programs (programs with different structures, intentions, implementation styles, program goals, etc). recent research have urged funding agencies to set realistic expectations of achievement impacts (Granger & Kane, 2004), and emphasized on the need to examine factors that are associated with positive outcomes (Bodilly & Beckett, 2005). A meta-analysis conducted by Durlak and colleagues (2010) stressed these points even further, emphasizing the relationship between program quality and outcomes.

Quality Matters

With the Sample IV observation data, the association between youth development setting features and student perceived outcomes were examined, it is found that program sites that are rated high in quality features also resulted in higher student perceived outcomes in academic competence; students in programs that were rated as higher quality reported that they had greater academic benefits than students did in programs of lower quality. These students agreed more strongly with statements such as the program helped them to get better grades, want to come to school more often, feel more comfortable in taking tests, and do better on the CAHSEE. Program quality is also associated with socio-emotional competence, students in programs of higher quality generally reported that their socio-emotional competence improved by a greater degree than students who attended lower quality programs. They believed the program helped them make new friends and avoid fights.
As for future aspiration and life skills, students in higher quality programs reported that the after school programs provided them with the skills and knowledge to be successful leaders, to get into college or vocational school, and to resist doing drugs and alcohol. They also perceived that the program helped them believe that they could go to college or vocational school and could get a good job after finishing school.

These findings highlighted the significant role that program qualities played in inducing positive student outcomes, and the importance of taking the supportive structure of after school programs into context when examining program outcomes.
Not all ASSETs Programs are Equal

As mentioned above, study results indicated there was some or great variations in the effects across program sites. This suggests that some ASSETs programs likely have a strong positive effect while other programs likely have a strong negative effect. The qualitative data further revealed that not all ASSETs programs are functioning at the optimal levels, and yet, program quality indicators, except for the Sample IV sites, were not available for the study to take into consideration in evaluating outcomes. Thus, it is important to acknowledge the possibility that the efforts and successes of the higher quality programs in this study are likely undermined by the programs that are functioning at sub-level and do not produce positive outcomes.
Building Student Engagement to Strengthen Student Recruitment and Retention
Among high school after school programs, getting students to enroll and participate regularly is challenging for most programs. From the student and parent surveys, the study learned that the primary reasons for students to join the ASSETs programs were “there are interesting things to do there,” “my friends go there,” and “I get to participate in physical activities such as sports/dance/cheerleading.” For parents, most agreed that they enrolled their children in the program because they believed the afterschool program would help them do better in school, and that their children told them they wanted to. In alignment with the parents’ needs, the most frequently stated grantee’s goal was academic improvement. Yet, how can programs entice high school students, whom appeared to be the primary decision maker in whether or not to participate in the program to join? That appeared to be a major objective for most ASSETs program directors since the next most frequently cited goal was to improve program attendance.
Important strategies in engaging students. Most high school students are independent enough to choose what they want to do after the school hours. On top of that many also have adult like responsibilities such as caring for siblings, part-time job, and their own social lives. Thus to recruit and retain high school students the after school activities must be meaningful and fun for them. Although data indicated that in most programs both academic activities (such as tutoring, homework assistance, academic enrichment, math, and CASHEE prep) and non-academic activities (such as physical fitness/sports, arts/music, and/or recreational activities) were offered at almost all Sample III sites, qualitative data revealed that there were differences in student engagement. To be successful in engaging students staff have to demonstrate the element of fun in the activities, relate the activities to the students’ experiences, and provide them with autonomy. Meanwhile, opportunities for decision making and leadership can be provided by involving students in planning for programming activities, such as the example provided where the program trained students to be leaders of their peers for future programs; so that student voices are listened to and incorporated into the decision making process. By ensuring that the students feel important, appreciated, and successful, their sense of belonging-in-school and in the program can be strengthened as well, thus motivating them to attend more regularly and invited their friends to join the programs too.
Adolescence is a time when teens are constructing their sense of identity. They need opportunities to connect with peers and adults, so that they have time to socialize and talk to their friends and/or discuss with staff issues that are confronting them (from college and career paths to drugs, gangs, and violence). Just as the site staff mentioned, sometimes the programs had to take over the lack of nurturing environments at home and the neighborhood by providing a safe haven where students can form supportive relationships with adults and peers. Sample IV results reveal that programs that are successful generally display these characteristics.
Leveraging Local Partnerships

As evidenced in this report, most of the ASSETs programs have leverage their partnership well. For example, at a socio-economically challenged site, the partnership with their local parks and recreation department provide student participants with opportunities to go on field trips and involvement in activities that otherwise would not be available to them. There were also examples that partnership helped in bringing critical assistances to the program. A partnership established by the principal between the after school program’s Robotics Club and a major industrial corporation brought in a professional tutoring service. This service had students committed to participate on a daily basis, which helped in bridging the gap between school and after school while elevating students’ sense of commitment to their school work at the same time. Furthermore, several other programs enhance students’ sense of independence by preparing and introducing students for apprenticeships or internships in their local communities so that students can learn relevant skills and prepare their way for college and employment while building citizenship.
These examples showed that well leveraged partnerships can enhance program quality, develop a sense of community and citizenship in students, and improve student engagement and outcomes. Effective local partnerships can provide students with opportunities for experiences that they might otherwise not have experienced. These experiences are especially important for high school students when they are striving to develop their sense of identity and searching their purposes by examining different career paths. Depending on the type of partnership, it is evidenced that these experiences could lead to positive impacts on academic, behavioral, and positive youth development.
Establishing Strong Connections to School

Throughout the onsite data collection, one consistent theme that came up repeatedly is the important role that the host school plays in efficient program implementation and generating student outcomes, thus emphasizing the need for schools and principals to be active partners of the after school program.

Under Title 22, the Federal emphasis is placed on the context of standards-based accountability, and after school programs have been increasingly seen as a way to promote better student academic outcomes. To fulfill this expectation, partnership with the day school is critical. However, study findings reveal that partnerships with the day school varied in strength, from having negative perceptions of each other (e.g. some of the after school staff perceived a negative perception from the state administrators and teachers that they were less qualified, ineffective, and mainly functioned as “babysitters” while some teachers and principals viewed the after school management and staff as chaotic and providing poor stewardship to school spaces and equipments) to strong liaison that coordinated their efforts in sharing data, lesson plans, and staff members. Qualitative results affirm that when strong partnership is present, the students were generally more engaged, and activities more organized. These partnerships appeared to have positive impacts on program implementation, such as obtaining more physical resources in terms of space and equipments, and providing students with “seamless” transitions from school day to the after school when staff and teachers shared student records on homework completion, student achievement, and student behavior. Alignment of day school and after school curriculum further enhances students’ academic and behavioral development, especially when teacher and staff work together in assisting students in their weakest performance and behavioral areas. These benefits were often reflected in higher satisfaction ratings from the stakeholders, and more positive perceived outcomes.

Retaining Quality Staff
Despite the potential benefits students are provided through the development of positive relationships with adult role models, ASSETs programs often face challenges in the hiring and retaining of qualified staff members. Particularly noted was the unintended consequences of the recent economic downturn, which resulted in funding cuts to many ASSETs programs. As a coping strategy, some of the programs hired less trained and qualified staff whom were not as familiar with the high school instructional content nor the development needs of adolescents. These coping strategies often resulted in frustrated students and parents, disruptions in the flow of program implementation, lower student engagement, lower stakeholders’ satisfaction, poorer student recruitment and attendance, and poorer student outcomes.

At the same time, staff turnover at the ASSETs sites was also an ongoing problem. During the final year of the study alone, over one-quarter of the Sample III sites experienced a change in leadership, over 40% lost one or more credentialed site staff, and nearly two-thirds lost one or more non-credentialed site staff.Frequent staff turnover impacted the flow of curriculum delivery, students’ sense of belonging, consistency in classroom management, among others. It also impacted on operational management. Study findings reveal that the most commonly reported professional development was focused on repeatedly making sure that staff were prepared to work directly with students. Findings on correlation analyses further implied that after school programs provided more profession development opportunities as a way to deal with the high turnover of non-credentialed site staff.
From the staff perspective, one implementation barriers that staff often mentioned was the lack of prep time. This suggests that perhaps by providing more time for staff to work on their lesson plans would reduce some of the stress that the after school staff are constantly experiencing. Another obstacle that the staff mentioned was the lack of respect from the day school staff, and the friction on stewardship of the day school properties. Perhaps legislation can require afterschool programs and the day school to set up a meeting at the beginning of the school year for relationship building and setting up of regulations and rules for smoother transactions between the day and after school and to reduce misunderstanding. Since intrinsic motivations (desire to make a difference) are mentioned as the main reason for staff to stay with the program, more formal acknowledgement of these staff’s contribution from the program administrators, students, families, and the day school will enhance their sense of accomplishment.
Inviting Parents to Become Involved

For the ASSETS programs, parents were perceived by stakeholders both as assets and obstacles, indicating the conflicting nature in parenting adolescents, differential family backgrounds, and the challenges that the staff faced when working with these parents. On one hand, staff have to provide support for autonomy and build independence for their students; on the other hand staff have to open up the communication channel and align with parents on expectations for successes, disciplinary systems, and rules for the students. Since ASSETs students comes from many different home environments (some are from family agencies and/or child protective services, foster homes, supportive families, single parent families, neglect and/or abusive families, etc.), parents from different home environments have differentiated communication styles with which the staff will have to adapt to. While overwhelming, successes in bringing parents’ voices into the program have many beneficial effects to the students. Several recent intervention studies with parenting component demonstrated the immediate and long-term protective effects on parent-child connectedness, and it is important for the adolescents to perceive this connectedness (DeVore & Ginsberg, 2005). Thus, it may be more important for staff to invite parents to share student progress and successes, and develop consensus with parent on disciplinary issues, though this form of parent involvement may be more psychological (emotional support) than physical (volunteering, attending events), the key point is that it is perceived by the students and the other stakeholders, and these perceptions may create a whole different set of positive interactions.
For parents that are mainly absent and/or decided to remain aloof, then the mentorship from the staff members become even more important. Literature indicated that at-risk youths need only one caring person to turn their lives around (Scales & Gibbons, 1996). These mentoring opportunities can turn into aspiring, fruitful, and rewarding experiences for both the staff and the students.
Promoting Student Autonomy and Cognitive Growth

Lastly, while all the Sample IV sites were rated high in most quality indicators, student autonomy and opportunity for cognitive growth were consistently rated lower. It appears that the ASSET programs can benefit from providing more stimulating lesson plans and activities that provide students with choices and enhance their cognitive development with higher order thinking skills.
To learn effectively, high school students need and benefit from autonomy in the classroom. A sense of autonomy provides them with internal motivation, and promotes their valuing of the learning activity. The valuing of the activity further induces engagement and cognitive growth. Students experience cognitive growth as they put forth their personal investment in planning, monitoring, and evaluating his/her own work, and use more complex learning strategies such as elaboration, summarizing, and rehearsing.
The staff can provide students with a sense of autonomy by communicating classroom requirements and opportunities through messages that are non-controlling, informal, and flexible. They can build instructional activities around students’ preferences and choices while offering them a sense of being challenged. They can further enhance students’ cognitive growth by asking students to offer suggestions for problem solving, recommend extended activities that can expand learning on the intended subject, ask questions, and contribute to class discussions.
The findings of this study demonstrated that the ASSETs program generally obtained high satisfaction from the stakeholders and is on the right track in fostering student development and achievement. With fine-tuning of the implementation procedures, perhaps the program may generate even better results.

Conclusion

Currently, there is widespread alarm in the United States about the state of our education. The anxiety can be traced to the poor performance of American students on various international tests, and it is now embodied in the No Child Left Behind law, which requires public school students to pass standardized tests and punishes their schools or their teachers if they do not. This urgency is also passed on to the after school program to help our students to achieve academically. In this study of statewide evaluation of ASSETs programs, the results are encouraging. Although the effects are considered small, the overall after school participation effects are all positive. More specifically, for both all and frequent ASSETs participants, minor positive findings are seen in ELA CST and Math CST. Small positive findings are seen in CASHEE ELA% passed and CASHEE Math % passed. Minor positive findings are seen in CASHEE ELA and math scaled score, although the frequent participants earned small positive effects. Both all and frequent participants have minor positive effects on CELDT, all participants have a minor positive effect on day school attendance and the frequent participants have a small positive effect on ever being suspended. With the high dropout rate in high school, it is particularly encouraging to find that students with any ASSETs exposure in prior years are predicted to graduate at a higher rate and are less likely to drop out of school than their non-participating counter parts.

ASSETs participants also reaped benefits on physical fitness. For overall ASSETs participants, positive effects were seen in all except body composition of the Fitnessgram® benchmarks level. For frequent participants, medium positive effects were seen in three of the six Fitnessgram® benchmarks.

These findings are very encouraging. Qualitative findings on program structure and implementation further suggest that ASSETs programs can provide multiple opportunities to the participants, especially in programs that have a positive youth development orientation. In general, stakeholders acknowledged the importance of working with parents and the day school and the associated impacts these collaborations had on student outcomes. Since after school programs have the ability and documented strength in serving as the social conduit that connects family, school, and community together, programs that are initiated at poor learning environment communities can be the first step in turning around the entire neighborhood. The successes of expanding nurturing after school programs into “promising neighborhoods” has been demonstrated in successful programs such as the Harlem Children’s Zone (Tough, 2008). Such studies and this current study emphasize the need for future research to take into consideration the interaction between community resources, family resources, program implementation, when examining student outcomes.
Chapter XIII:
Policy Implications

In this study ASSETs programs are providing learning experiences that enhance students’ ability to achieve higher at CST and CASHEE, and to stay in school and graduate. However, though the findings are positive, the effect is not very strong. The following implications suggest ways to strengthen intentionality of the ASSETs programs:
· Strengthening collaborations between school and after school programs. The efficiency in the management of the after school program can either leverage up or down the level of communication and collaboration with the day school and other partners. An example was given that by inviting the principal to volunteer in the after school program that resulted not only in his learning more about the program, but the principal also got to know the students and their families in a more personal level. Conversely, ineffective management such as the programs that are perceived by the principals as chaotic and disrespectful of school properties may result in loose of trust between day and after school, lost of space allocation, and may eventually lead to even poorer performances due to these restrictions. Many school districts are now implementing after school programs at their school sites. Educators should rethink how schools can consider connecting school day learning to after school experiences so that students can have a broader range of developmentally appropriate activities and expanded learning opportunities. At the same time, shared professional development between day school staff and after school staff may offer opportunities for collaborations. Day and after school staff can create joint strategies to enhance student engagement, reach common standards for student discipline, align day and after school curriculum and content, and use school data to support curricular decision-making

· Re-inventing parent involvement. In this study it is found that parent involvement generally included participating in events, volunteering during activities, contributing goods and supplies, and fundraising. These forms of involvement did not appear to have a relationship with student outcomes. Meanwhile, lack of parent support is mentioned by some staff as barriers to program implementation. Program staff need parents to support them in inspiring student to achieve, to become successful, and to respect after school policies. Moreover, even with effective programming and quality staff, for after school program to be beneficial, students must participate regularly and for the entire duration of the program functioning. The fact that students were picked up by parents at various time intervals not only reduce the dosage for the students that left early but also disrupted the flow of the programming and concentration for the rest of the participants. This common and on-going practice may have negatively impacted on student outcomes. Policies and regulations can be made to require after school parents to attend a few parenting classes, and to review program benefits and guidelines with the program administrators so that the parents can view after school programs as educational entities.
· Recruiting quality staff and reducing staff turnover. Staff members play important roles in the programs, they served as liaisons to the parents, the school, the community; and are viewed as mentors and role models to participating youth. Thus, retaining quality staff is essential to efficient program functioning. However, staff turnover at the ASSETs sites was an ongoing problem. During the final year of the study, over one-quarter of the Sample III sites experienced a change in leadership, over 40% lost one or more credentialed site staff, and nearly two-thirds lost one or more non-credentialed site staff. Policy makers should review incentives in policy making that could assist after school programs in recruiting high quality staff and provide intentional strategies to retain them.

· Establish quality standards. As discussed, high-quality after school programs set well-defined goals and recruit skilled, experienced staff. Government education agencies should encourage the use of research to inform policy and practice. Many studies, such as the SAFE elements described by Durlak and colleagues (2010), or the development settings described by the positive youth developmental approach, can provide specific program elements and staff skill sets that can lead to positive program outcomes. In other words, high-quality programs should be promoted through a common system that builds on established quality standards. Policymakers should also encourage the use of assessment tools to monitor program quality for continuous program improvement. There are an increasing number of publicly available research-based assessment tools for this purpose, the article Measuring Youth Program Quality by Yohalem and Wilson-Ahlstrom (2009) provides an overview of available tools, including their purposes. It would be very advantageous for researchers and evaluators if the after school programs are consistent in how they define quality, and share common tools.
· Developing common yard sticks. Other than the government’s recent emphasis on academic outcomes, another reason why achievement outcomes are examined so frequently is that it is easy to measure and understand. In other words, it is a common yard stick that can be used widely across programs, sites, and sometimes states. There are also many tested, validated instruments on different academic subject contents that can be easily administered and interpreted. Meanwhile similar measurements for behavioral and socio-emotional outcomes are not quite as readily available for use. In this study, it is found that most ASSETs programs also emphasize the behavioral and socio-emotional development of their participants to a great extend, thus developing standardized measures to examine these outcomes among the ASSETs programs would be highly valuable.
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Appendix A:
Study Design

Table A1

Profile of 2009-10 ASSET (Grades 9-11) Participants by Study Sample (School Characteristics)
	 
	2009-10
	
	Data Received from Sample II 

	 
	Total in STAR
	Sample I
	Sample II
	
	Attendance Data
	Suspension Data
	Classroom behavior mark

	Number of Counties
	53
	29
	12
	
	11
	10
	7

	Number of Districts
	349
	112
	30
	
	25
	21
	12

	Number of Schools
	1,307
	396
	240
	
	129
	91
	158

	School Location (%)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	63%
	63%
	77%
	
	64%
	58%
	81%

	Suburban
	33%
	33%
	22%
	
	33%
	38%
	17%

	Rural
	4%
	4%
	2%
	 
	3%
	4%
	2%


Table A2

Profile of 2009-10 ASSET (Grades 9-11) Participants by Study Sample (Student Characteristics)
	 
	2009-10
	
	Data Received from Sample II 

	 
	Total in STAR
	Sample I
	Sample II
	
	Attendance Data
	Suspension Data
	Classroom behavior mark

	Number of Students
	188,421
	184,544
	119,029
	
	61,717
	44,014
	85,073

	Female
	50%
	50%
	50%
	
	51%
	51%
	49%

	Race/Ethnicity 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	African American/Black
	11%
	11%
	12%
	
	14%
	15%
	12%

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	10%
	11%
	9%
	
	10%
	9%
	9%

	Hispanic/Latino
	65%
	65%
	68%
	
	61%
	63%
	71%

	White
	11%
	10%
	9%
	
	12%
	10%
	6%

	Other
	3%
	3%
	2%
	
	3%
	3%
	2%

	Eng. Lang. Class. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Only
	39%
	37%
	35%
	
	42%
	43%
	32%

	I-FEP
	8%
	9%
	9%
	
	9%
	8%
	10%

	R-FEP
	29%
	30%
	32%
	
	25%
	25%
	34%

	English Learner
	24%
	24%
	24%
	
	24%
	24%
	24%

	Parent Education 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College Degree
	13%
	13%
	12%
	
	15%
	12%
	11%

	Some College
	16%
	16%
	14%
	
	17%
	16%
	14%

	High School (HS) Graduate
	22%
	22%
	22%
	
	24%
	25%
	21%

	Less than HS Grad
	27%
	27%
	26%
	
	26%
	28%
	26%

	No Response
	23%
	23%
	26%
	
	19%
	18%
	28%

	NSLP
	72%
	72%
	76%
	
	74%
	76%
	79%

	Student w/ Disabilities
	8%
	8%
	9%
	
	9%
	8%
	9%

	GATE
	12%
	12%
	13%
	
	16%
	15%
	14%

	Retained
	3%
	3%
	4%
	
	1%
	1%
	5%

	New to school
	41%
	40%
	39%
	
	41%
	41%
	39%

	Grade Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9th Grade
	34%
	34%
	34%
	
	33%
	33%
	35%

	10th Grade
	34%
	34%
	34%
	
	34%
	34%
	34%

	11th Grade
	32%
	32%
	32%
	
	33%
	33%
	31%

	Prior Year CST ELA Results
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Standardized Scale Score
	-0.250
	-0.240
	-0.274
	
	-0.216
	-0.261
	-0.300

	Prior Year CST Math Results
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Standardized Scale Score
	-0.270
	-0.270
	-0.319
	
	-0.242
	-0.226
	-0.360


Table A3
2009-10 Profile of ASSET (Grades 9-11) by Participation (Student Characteristics) in Sample I
	 
	Non-Part.
	Part.
	Freq. Part.

	Number of Students
	63,837
	166,466
	72,741

	 Female
	50%
	50%
	48%

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	

	African American/Black
	11%
	10%
	12%

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	11%
	11%
	11%

	Hispanic/Latino
	65%
	66%
	64%

	White
	11%
	11%
	10%

	Other
	2%
	2%
	3%

	Eng. Lang. Class. 
	
	
	

	English Only
	39%
	37%
	38%

	I-FEP
	8%
	9%
	9%

	R-FEP
	30%
	31%
	31%

	English Learner
	23%
	23%
	22%

	Parent Education 
	
	
	

	College Degree
	13%
	13%
	13%

	Some College
	16%
	16%
	16%

	High School (HS) Graduate
	21%
	22%
	22%

	Less than HS Grad
	26%
	27%
	27%

	No Response
	23%
	23%
	21%

	NSLP
	72%
	72%
	73%

	Student w/ Disabilities
	7%
	7%
	6%

	GATE
	12%
	13%
	12%

	* Retained
	3%
	3%
	2%

	*New to School
	38%
	37%
	33%

	Prior Year CST ELA Results
	
	
	

	Standardized Scale Score
	-0.235
	-0.224
	-0.189

	Prior Year CST Math Results
	
	
	

	Standardized Scale Score
	-0.273
	-0.259
	-0.253

	Grade Level
	
	
	

	9th Grade
	32.8%
	34%
	30%

	10th Grade
	34.8%
	35%
	36%

	11th Grade
	32.4%
	32%
	35%


Table A4

2009-10 Profile of ASSET (Grades 9-11) by Participation (Student Characteristics) in Sample II

	 
	Non-Part.
	Part.
	Freq. Part.

	Number of Students
	51,369
	133,953
	56,406

	 Female
	50%
	50%
	48%

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	

	African American/Black
	12%
	11%
	13%

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	12%
	12%
	12%

	Hispanic/Latino
	65%
	66%
	64%

	White
	9%
	9%
	8%

	Other
	2%
	2%
	3%

	Eng. Lang. Class. 
	
	
	

	English Only
	36%
	36%
	37%

	I-FEP
	9%
	9%
	9%

	R-FEP
	32%
	32%
	32%

	English Learner
	23%
	23%
	22%

	Parent Education 
	
	
	

	College Degree
	13.0
	13%
	13%

	Some College
	15.3
	15%
	15%

	High School (HS) Graduate
	21.6
	22%
	23%

	Less than HS Grad
	12.7
	26%
	26%

	No Response
	24.4
	24%
	23%

	NSLP
	73.5
	73%
	75%

	Student w/ Disabilities
	7.0
	7%
	7%

	GATE
	13.5
	14%
	14%

	* Retained
	3%
	3%
	2%

	*New to School
	37%
	37%
	33%

	Prior Year CST ELA Results
	
	
	

	Standardized Scale Score
	-0.249
	-0.241
	-0.206

	Prior Year CST Math Results
	
	
	

	Standardized Scale Score
	-0.294
	-0.287
	-0.278

	Grade Level
	
	
	

	9th Grade
	33.1%
	33.2%
	29.2%

	10th Grade
	34.8%
	34.9%
	35.5%

	11th Grade
	32.0%
	31.9%
	35.3%


Appendix B:
Program Structure and Implementation
Table B1
Sample III Grantee Level Region Results for Goals Set for Sites (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Academic improvement
	Improved day school attendance
	Improved homework completion
	Positive behavior change
	Improved program attendance
	Increased skill development

	Region 1
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 2
	9
	100.0%
	77.8%
	100.0%
	77.8%
	100.0%
	77.8%

	Region 3
	5
	100.0%
	20.0%
	100.0%
	20.0%
	80.0%
	20.0%

	Region 4
	33
	100.0%
	78.8%
	87.9%
	81.8%
	93.9%
	72.7%

	Region 5
	10
	100.0%
	90.0%
	100.0%
	90.0%
	100.0%
	70.0%

	Region 6
	8
	100.0%
	50.0%
	37.5%
	62.5%
	87.5%
	12.5%

	Region 7
	22
	100.0%
	90.9%
	45.5%
	72.7%
	90.9%
	22.7%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 9
	39
	97.4%
	28.2%
	30.8%
	25.6%
	43.6%
	25.6%

	Region 10
	7
	100.0%
	85.7%
	100.0%
	57.1%
	100.0%
	85.7%

	Region 11
	71
	60.6%
	100.0%
	49.3%
	49.3%
	97.2%
	56.3%


Table B2

Sample III Site Level Region Results for Features Emphasized a Great Deal (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Academic enrich.
	Homework
	Non-academic
	Program attendance
	Day school attendance
	Tutoring

	Region 1
	1
	0.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Region 2
	9
	88.9%
	77.8%
	77.8%
	66.7%
	88.9%
	66.7%

	Region 3
	6
	83.3%
	83.3%
	50.0%
	83.3%
	66.7%
	83.3%

	Region 4
	34
	88.2%
	79.4%
	85.3%
	73.5%
	58.8%
	70.6%

	Region 5
	10
	100.0%
	80.0%
	60.0%
	80.0%
	70.0%
	60.0%

	Region 6
	8
	100.0%
	87.5%
	75.0%
	87.5%
	75.0%
	100.0%

	Region 7
	21
	95.2%
	90.5%
	76.2%
	66.7%
	71.4%
	85.7%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 9
	39
	84.6%
	74.4%
	64.1%
	56.4%
	51.3%
	82.1%

	Region 10
	8
	87.5%
	87.5%
	37.5%
	50.0%
	12.5%
	62.5%

	Region 11
	75
	89.3%
	82.7%
	69.3%
	69.3%
	54.7%
	81.3%


Table B3

Sample III Site Level Region Results for Common Academic Activities Offered (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Academic enrich.
	CAHSEE prep
	College prep
	Homework assistance
	Language arts
	Math
	Tutoring

	Region 1
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 2
	9
	77.8%
	66.7%
	33.3%
	77.8%
	55.6%
	66.7%
	77.8%

	Region 3
	6
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	66.7%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 4
	34
	91.2%
	91.2%
	85.3%
	97.1%
	58.8%
	82.4%
	88.2%

	Region 5
	10
	100.0%
	60.0%
	80.0%
	90.0%
	40.0%
	70.0%
	90.0%

	Region 6
	8
	87.5%
	87.5%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	62.5%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 7
	21
	90.5%
	81.0%
	57.1%
	95.2%
	71.4%
	81.0%
	95.2%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 9
	39
	97.4%
	92.3%
	76.9%
	92.3%
	71.8%
	89.7%
	97.4%

	Region 10
	8
	75.0%
	87.5%
	87.5%
	100.0%
	50.0%
	75.0%
	100.0%

	Region 11
	75
	82.7%
	74.7%
	70.7%
	89.3%
	64.0%
	85.3%
	92.0%


Table B4

Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Less Common Academic Activities Offered (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Career technical ed.
	Computer program/IT
	Entrepreneur.
	Expanded library services
	History/social science
	Mentoring ops.
	Nutrition
	Remedial education
	Science

	Urbanicity 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City
	118
	48.3%
	36.4%
	31.4%
	49.2%
	45.9%
	68.6%
	43.2%
	39.8%
	47.5%

	Suburb
	57
	40.4%
	43.9%
	24.6%
	54.4%
	52.6%
	50.9%
	47.4%
	29.8%
	57.9%

	Town/rural 
	37
	45.9%
	35.1%
	13.5%
	59.5%
	54.1%
	24.3%
	43.2%
	45.9%
	54.1%

	Grantee type 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	District
	116
	45.7%
	38.8%
	29.3%
	56.0%
	42.2%
	57.8%
	47.4%
	38.8%
	50.9%

	COE
	38
	50.0%
	44.7%
	15.8%
	68.4%
	60.5%
	42.1%
	44.7%
	44.7%
	60.5%

	CBO
	51
	45.1%
	35.3%
	27.5%
	33.3%
	52.9%
	64.7%
	41.2%
	33.3%
	47.1%

	Other
	7
	28.6%
	14.3%
	28.6%
	42.9%
	57.1%
	42.9%
	14.3%
	28.6%
	42.9%

	Region
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Region 1
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 2
	9
	44.4%
	44.4%
	11.1%
	55.6%
	55.6%
	22.2%
	66.7%
	66.7%
	55.6%

	Region 3
	6
	50.0%
	50.0%
	33.3%
	66.7%
	83.3%
	50.0%
	100.0%
	66.7%
	66.7%

	Region 4
	34
	52.9%
	29.4%
	35.3%
	47.1%
	35.3%
	67.6%
	41.2%
	38.2%
	47.1%

	Region 5
	10
	50.0%
	30.0%
	10.0%
	40.0%
	60.0%
	40.0%
	20.0%
	40.0%
	40.0%

	Region 6
	8
	62.5%
	75.0%
	50.0%
	75.0%
	62.5%
	75.0%
	62.5%
	62.5%
	62.5%

	Region 7
	21
	42.9%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	81.0%
	57.1%
	42.9%
	47.6%
	47.6%
	57.1%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Region 9
	39
	61.5%
	48.7%
	25.6%
	64.1%
	48.7%
	61.5%
	41.0%
	46.2%
	59.0%

	Region 10
	8
	37.5%
	62.5%
	12.5%
	50.0%
	37.5%
	25.0%
	12.5%
	25.0%
	62.5%

	Region 11
	75
	32.0%
	30.7%
	24.0%
	37.3%
	46.7%
	61.3%
	42.7%
	24.0%
	44.0%


Table B5

Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Less Common Non-Academic Activities Offered (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Career development
	Computer/ Internet skills
	Coordinated school health services
	Counseling/ character ed.
	Mentoring opportunities
	School safety
	Service-learning
	Tutoring younger pupils

	Urbanicity 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	118
	50.0%
	53.4%
	15.3%
	39.8%
	58.5%
	22.9%
	50.8%
	48.3%

	
Suburb
	57
	47.4%
	59.6%
	12.3%
	31.6%
	43.9%
	14.0%
	43.9%
	42.1%

	
Town/rural 
	37
	29.7%
	40.5%
	8.1%
	45.9%
	21.6%
	16.2%
	37.8%
	32.4%

	Grantee type 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	116
	45.7%
	50.0%
	19.0%
	37.9%
	52.6%
	19.0%
	45.7%
	50.0%

	
COE
	38
	34.2%
	55.3%
	2.6%
	50.0%
	31.6%
	18.4%
	42.1%
	28.9%

	
CBO
	51
	52.9%
	56.9%
	9.8%
	31.4%
	52.9%
	21.6%
	51.0%
	37.3%

	
Other
	7
	57.1%
	57.1%
	0.0%
	42.9%
	28.6%
	14.3%
	57.1%
	71.4%

	Region
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Region 1
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	
Region 2
	9
	33.3%
	44.4%
	22.2%
	55.6%
	11.1%
	11.1%
	22.2%
	11.1%

	
Region 3
	6
	50.0%
	83.3%
	0.0%
	66.7%
	66.7%
	50.0%
	50.0%
	83.3%

	
Region 4
	34
	50.0%
	58.8%
	35.3%
	41.2%
	61.8%
	17.6%
	55.9%
	64.7%

	
Region 5
	10
	50.0%
	30.0%
	0.0%
	20.0%
	50.0%
	40.0%
	50.0%
	30.0%

	
Region 6
	8
	75.0%
	62.5%
	12.5%
	75.0%
	75.0%
	50.0%
	75.0%
	75.0%

	
Region 7
	21
	42.9%
	61.9%
	4.8%
	42.9%
	28.6%
	14.3%
	57.1%
	38.1%

	
Region 8
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	
Region 9
	39
	51.3%
	53.8%
	7.7%
	53.8%
	46.2%
	23.1%
	48.7%
	30.8%

	
Region 10
	8
	37.5%
	62.5%
	12.5%
	37.5%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	37.5%
	12.5%

	
Region 11
	75
	40.0%
	48.0%
	10.7%
	24.0%
	53.3%
	14.7%
	38.7%
	45.3%


Table B6

Sample III Grantee Level Region Results for Sites that Met or Progressed Towards their Set Goals (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Academic improvement
	n
	Improved day school attendance
	n
	Improved homework completion
	n
	Positive behavior change
	n
	Improved program attendance
	n
	Increased skill development

	Region 1
	1
	0.0%
	1
	0.0%
	0
	--
	1
	0.0%
	1
	0.0%
	1
	0.0%

	Region 2
	9
	77.8%
	7
	71.4%
	9
	77.8%
	7
	100.0%
	9
	77.8%
	7
	100.0%

	Region 3
	5
	100.0%
	1
	100.0%
	5
	100.0%
	1
	0.0%
	4
	100.0%
	1
	100.0%

	Region 4
	33
	69.7%
	26
	84.6%
	29
	62.1%
	27
	77.8%
	31
	77.4%
	24
	79.2%

	Region 5
	10
	60.0%
	9
	55.6%
	10
	90.0%
	9
	66.7%
	10
	60.0%
	7
	85.7%

	Region 6
	8
	62.5%
	4
	25.0%
	3
	66.7%
	5
	80.0%
	7
	57.1%
	1
	0.0%

	Region 7
	22
	72.7%
	20
	75.0%
	10
	60.0%
	16
	93.8%
	20
	80.0%
	5
	80.0%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	1
	100.0%
	1
	100.0%
	1
	100.0%
	1
	100.0%
	1
	100.0%

	Region 9
	38
	34.2%
	11
	72.7%
	12
	75.0%
	10
	70.0%
	17
	82.4%
	10
	70.0%

	Region 10
	7
	85.7%
	6
	100.0%
	7
	100.0%
	4
	50.0%
	7
	100.0%
	6
	66.7%

	Region 11
	43
	30.2%
	71
	76.1%
	35
	80.0%
	35
	82.9%
	69
	82.6%
	40
	70.0%


Table B7
Sample III Site Level Region Results for Staff Recruitment and Retention (2010-11)

	
	
	Recruitment
	
	Retention

	Subgroup
	n
	Benefits
	Ops. for promotion
	Recognition of staff
	Salary
	Support education goals
	
	Benefits
	Ops. for promotion
	Recognition of staff
	Salary
	Support education goals

	Region 1
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 2
	9
	33.3%
	55.6%
	66.7%
	66.7%
	44.4%
	
	33.3%
	33.3%
	77.8%
	77.8%
	44.4%

	Region 3
	6
	16.7%
	16.7%
	33.3%
	50.0%
	16.7%
	
	33.3%
	33.3%
	66.7%
	66.7%
	33.3%

	Region 4
	34
	8.8%
	20.6%
	41.2%
	44.1%
	26.5%
	
	14.7%
	38.2%
	70.6%
	55.9%
	47.1%

	Region 5
	10
	30.0%
	10.0%
	30.0%
	70.0%
	10.0%
	
	10.0%
	20.0%
	70.0%
	50.0%
	20.0%

	Region 6
	8
	37.5%
	12.5%
	62.5%
	50.0%
	37.5%
	
	25.0%
	37.5%
	75.0%
	50.0%
	12.5%

	Region 7
	22
	13.6%
	9.1%
	22.7%
	45.5%
	22.7%
	
	4.5%
	22.7%
	54.5%
	40.9%
	31.8%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 9
	39
	23.1%
	23.1%
	30.8%
	56.4%
	33.3%
	
	33.3%
	33.3%
	66.7%
	51.3%
	38.5%

	Region 10
	8
	25.0%
	0.0%
	12.5%
	87.5%
	12.5%
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	25.0%
	37.5%
	12.5%

	Region 11
	75
	20.0%
	30.7%
	28.0%
	36.0%
	33.3%
	
	22.7%
	46.7%
	70.7%
	42.7%
	42.7%


Table B8

Sample III Site Level Region Results for Staff Turnover (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Site coordinator
	Credentialed site staff
	Non-credentialed site staff

	Region 1
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 2
	9
	0.0%
	0.0%
	55.6%

	Region 3
	6
	33.3%
	83.3%
	100.0%

	Region 4
	32
	40.6%
	56.3%
	75.0%

	Region 5
	10
	40.0%
	50.0%
	80.0%

	Region 6
	8
	37.5%
	62.5%
	75.0%

	Region 7
	21
	14.3%
	38.1%
	61.9%

	Region 8
	1
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 9
	38
	15.8%
	42.1%
	47.4%

	Region 10
	8
	12.5%
	87.5%
	37.5%

	Region 11
	70
	32.9%
	32.9%
	71.4%


Table B9

Sample III Site Level Region Results for Management Style (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Collaborative approach
	Top-down approach
	Combination of approaches
	Other

	Region 1
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 2
	9
	88.9%
	0.0%
	11.1%
	0.0%

	Region 3
	6
	83.3%
	16.7%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 4
	34
	85.3%
	14.7%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 5
	10
	90.0%
	10.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 6
	8
	87.5%
	0.0%
	12.5%
	0.0%

	Region 7
	21
	90.5%
	9.5%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 8
	1
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 9
	39
	94.9%
	0.0%
	2.6%
	2.6%

	Region 10
	8
	75.0%
	12.5%
	0.0%
	12.5%

	Region 11
	72
	80.6%
	13.9%
	4.2%
	1.4%


Table B10

Sample III Site Level Region Results for Professional Development Offered (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Yes
	No

	Region 1
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 2
	9
	88.9%
	11.1%

	Region 3
	6
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 4
	34
	91.2%
	8.8%

	Region 5
	10
	80.0%
	20.0%

	Region 6
	8
	87.5%
	12.5%

	Region 7
	20
	65.0%
	35.0%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 9
	39
	76.9%
	23.1%

	Region 10
	8
	87.5%
	12.5%

	Region 11
	72
	87.5%
	12.5%


Table B11
Sample III Site Level Region Results for Professional Development Providers (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	The CDE
	Federal agency
	CASRC
	Regional lead
	COE
	School district
	Day school staff
	After school program
	Nonprofit organization

	Region 1
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 2
	8
	37.5%
	0.0%
	25.0%
	62.5%
	37.5%
	62.5%
	50.0%
	50.0%
	0.0%

	Region 3
	6
	50.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	50.0%
	33.3%
	50.0%
	33.3%
	83.3%
	16.7%

	Region 4
	31
	25.8%
	3.2%
	16.1%
	54.8%
	25.8%
	54.8%
	41.9%
	64.5%
	61.3%

	Region 5
	8
	37.5%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	25.0%
	37.5%
	25.0%
	25.0%
	87.5%
	50.0%

	Region 6
	7
	57.1%
	0.0%
	28.6%
	71.4%
	71.4%
	71.4%
	57.1%
	100.0%
	28.6%

	Region 7
	13
	30.8%
	0.0%
	38.5%
	69.2%
	100.0%
	53.8%
	30.8%
	76.9%
	46.2%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 9
	30
	26.7%
	0.0%
	6.7%
	30.0%
	83.3%
	56.7%
	43.3%
	60.0%
	30.0%

	Region 10
	7
	57.1%
	0.0%
	28.6%
	71.4%
	57.1%
	28.6%
	14.3%
	85.7%
	14.3%

	Region 11
	63
	39.7%
	0.0%
	3.2%
	15.9%
	49.2%
	33.3%
	23.8%
	88.9%
	46.0%


Table B12

Sample III Site Level Region Results for Types of Professional Development (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	New employee orientation
	Job prep for site coordinators
	Job prep for instructors
	Trainings and/or workshops
	Program level meetings
	Site level meetings

	Region 1
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 2
	8
	50.0%
	37.5%
	25.0%
	62.5%
	75.0%
	50.0%

	Region 3
	6
	100.0%
	66.7%
	50.0%
	66.7%
	100.0%
	83.3%

	Region 4
	31
	77.4%
	48.4%
	41.9%
	87.1%
	83.9%
	83.9%

	Region 5
	8
	75.0%
	75.0%
	50.0%
	87.5%
	87.5%
	87.5%

	Region 6
	7
	85.7%
	85.7%
	100.0%
	57.1%
	100.0%
	85.7%

	Region 7
	13
	53.8%
	30.8%
	15.4%
	100.0%
	92.3%
	92.3%

	Region 8
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 9
	30
	60.0%
	46.7%
	46.7%
	93.3%
	83.3%
	73.3%

	Region 10
	7
	57.1%
	14.3%
	0.0%
	71.4%
	42.9%
	42.9%

	Region 11
	63
	85.7%
	58.7%
	54.0%
	81.0%
	92.1%
	84.1%


Table B13

Sample III Site Level Region Results for Common Professional Development Topics (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Federally mandated training
	Background info about ASP
	Site management
	Classroom management
	Behavior management
	Motivation/ engagement

	Region 1
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 2
	8
	62.5%
	62.5%
	37.5%
	25.0%
	50.0%
	62.5%

	Region 3
	6
	100.0%
	83.3%
	50.0%
	83.3%
	83.3%
	66.7%

	Region 4
	31
	64.5%
	83.9%
	71.0%
	67.7%
	71.0%
	74.2%

	Region 5
	8
	75.0%
	75.0%
	87.5%
	87.5%
	87.5%
	75.0%

	Region 6
	7
	100.0%
	85.7%
	85.7%
	71.4%
	100.0%
	85.7%

	Region 7
	13
	100.0%
	53.8%
	92.3%
	76.9%
	84.6%
	92.3%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Region 9
	30
	70.0%
	63.3%
	70.0%
	53.3%
	46.7%
	73.3%

	Region 10
	7
	42.9%
	57.1%
	42.9%
	85.7%
	28.6%
	42.9%

	Region 11
	63
	88.9%
	82.5%
	63.5%
	73.0%
	73.0%
	73.0%


Table B14
Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Less Common Professional Development Topics (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Info about human resources
	Conflict resolution
	Lesson planning
	Content-specific 
	Curriculum specific
	Technology
	Working with families/community

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	101
	56.4%
	51.5%
	56.4%
	37.6%
	36.6%
	28.7%
	44.6%

	
Suburb
	44
	59.1%
	59.1%
	56.8%
	31.8%
	29.5%
	50.0%
	59.1%

	
Town/rural
	30
	46.7%
	33.3%
	23.3%
	40.0%
	23.3%
	33.3%
	26.7%

	Grantee type 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
District
	95
	51.6%
	42.1%
	46.3%
	31.6%
	29.5%
	25.3%
	38.9%

	
COE
	28
	32.1%
	39.3%
	39.3%
	42.9%
	25.0%
	57.1%
	39.3%

	
CBO
	46
	78.3%
	73.9%
	67.4%
	41.3%
	45.7%
	41.3%
	63.0%

	
Other
	6
	50.0%
	50.0%
	50.0%
	50.0%
	16.7%
	33.3%
	33.3%

	Region
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Region 1
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%

	
Region 2
	8
	50.0%
	12.5%
	12.5%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	12.5%
	50.0%

	
Region 3
	6
	50.0%
	66.7%
	16.7%
	16.7%
	0.0%
	50.0%
	50.0%

	
Region 4
	31
	48.4%
	32.3%
	51.6%
	38.7%
	22.6%
	19.4%
	58.1%

	
Region 5
	8
	62.5%
	87.5%
	50.0%
	50.0%
	37.5%
	25.0%
	37.5%

	
Region 6
	7
	85.7%
	71.4%
	57.1%
	57.1%
	57.1%
	57.1%
	42.9%

	
Region 7
	13
	46.2%
	76.9%
	76.9%
	38.5%
	30.8%
	38.5%
	46.2%

	
Region 8
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	
Region 9
	30
	46.7%
	56.7%
	43.3%
	60.0%
	36.7%
	63.3%
	43.3%

	
Region 10
	7
	42.9%
	28.6%
	14.3%
	14.3%
	42.9%
	14.3%
	14.3%

	
Region 11
	63
	65.1%
	50.8%
	61.9%
	28.6%
	39.7%
	30.2%
	44.4%


Table B15
Sample IV Subgroup Results for Professional Development Desired by Site Staff about Activity Implementation (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Teaching academic skills
	Explaining homework materials
	Ideas to improve student learning
	Age-appropriate techniques
	Implementing non-academic activities
	Behavior management
	Leadership skills
(for site staff)

	Urbanicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
City
	97
	34.0%
	19.6%
	35.1%
	32.0%
	34.0%
	32.0%
	30.9%

	
Suburb
	14
	21.4%
	7.1%
	64.3%
	35.7%
	50.0%
	28.6%
	35.7%

	
Town/rural
	13
	23.1%
	0.0%
	38.5%
	23.1%
	15.4%
	23.1%
	23.1%

	Total 
	124
	31.5%
	16.1%
	38.7%
	31.5%
	33.9%
	30.6%
	30.6%


Appendix C:
Perceived Barriers to Student Participation

Table C1

Sample III Site Level Region Results Concerning Program Capacity (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Can enroll all interested students
	Cannot enroll all interested students

	Region 1
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 2
	9
	88.9%
	11.1%

	Region 3
	6
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 4
	34
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 5
	10
	70.0%
	30.0%

	Region 6
	8
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 7
	22
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 9
	39
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 10
	8
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 11
	74
	95.9%
	4.1%


Table C2

Sample III Site Level Region Results Concerning the Maintaining of a Waiting List (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Yes
	No

	Region 1
	1
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Region 2
	9
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Region 3
	6
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Region 4
	34
	14.7%
	85.3%

	Region 5
	10
	60.0%
	40.0%

	Region 6
	8
	12.5%
	87.5%

	Region 7
	22
	5.0%
	95.0%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 9
	39
	5.1%
	94.9%

	Region 10
	8
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Region 11
	75
	22.7%
	77.3%


Table C3

Sample III Site Level Region Results for Student Population Targeted (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	English learners
	At-risk academically
	At-risk due to emotional/ behavior issues

	Region 1
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 2
	9
	88.9%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 3
	6
	100.0%
	100.0%
	83.3%

	Region 4
	34
	64.7%
	94.1%
	70.6%

	Region 5
	10
	90.0%
	100.0%
	50.0%

	Region 6
	8
	75.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 7
	22
	81.8%
	100.0%
	77.3%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 9
	39
	82.1%
	92.3%
	76.9%

	Region 10
	8
	62.5%
	100.0%
	50.0%

	Region 11
	75
	77.3%
	90.7%
	65.3%


Table C4

Sample III Site Level Region Results for Techniques Used to Recruit Students (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Flyers
	School staff PR
	ASP Staff PR
	Student referral
	Teacher referral
	Parent referral

	Region 1
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Region 2
	9
	77.8%
	88.9%
	77.8%
	88.9%
	88.9%
	77.8%

	Region 3
	6
	100.0%
	83.3%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	83.3%

	Region 4
	34
	85.3%
	79.4%
	94.1%
	88.2%
	97.1%
	85.3%

	Region 5
	10
	100.0%
	80.0%
	80.0%
	90.0%
	80.0%
	70.0%

	Region 6
	8
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	87.5%
	87.5%
	75.0%

	Region 7
	22
	100.0%
	95.5%
	95.5%
	77.3%
	90.9%
	63.6%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 9
	39
	89.7%
	87.2%
	92.3%
	87.2%
	89.7%
	56.4%

	Region 10
	8
	87.5%
	75.0%
	87.5%
	75.0%
	100.0%
	50.0%

	Region 11
	75
	93.3%
	69.3%
	89.3%
	86.7%
	82.7%
	60.0%


Table C5
Sample III Site Level Region Results for Student Recruitment Barriers (2010-11)
	
	
	Resources 
	
	Students

	Subgroup
	n
	Lack of staff
	Transportation
	Cost
	
	Lack of parental support
	Student disinterest
	Other after school activities
	Supervise siblings after school
	Students work after school

	Region 1
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 2
	9
	0.0%
	44.4%
	0.0%
	
	44.4%
	66.7%
	44.4%
	11.1%
	22.2%

	Region 3
	6
	16.7%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	
	33.3%
	33.3%
	16.7%
	33.3%
	50.0%

	Region 4
	34
	20.6%
	29.4%
	5.9%
	
	44.1%
	55.9%
	29.4%
	52.9%
	52.9%

	Region 5
	10
	30.0%
	30.0%
	0.0%
	
	30.0%
	40.0%
	60.0%
	60.0%
	70.0%

	Region 6
	8
	12.5%
	25.0%
	12.5%
	
	25.0%
	12.5%
	25.0%
	25.0%
	37.5%

	Region 7
	22
	9.1%
	13.6%
	4.5%
	
	31.8%
	31.8%
	36.4%
	31.8%
	45.5%

	Region 8
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 9
	39
	25.6%
	43.6%
	5.1%
	
	33.3%
	35.9%
	48.7%
	43.6%
	41.0%

	Region 10
	8
	50.0%
	25.0%
	0.0%
	
	25.0%
	25.0%
	37.5%
	37.5%
	25.0%

	Region 11
	75
	25.3%
	29.3%
	2.7%
	
	34.7%
	33.3%
	29.3%
	33.3%
	28.0%


Table C6
Sample III Site Level Region Results for Student Retention Barriers (2010-11)
	
	
	Resources 
	
	Students

	Subgroup
	n
	Lack of staff
	Transportation
	Cost
	
	Lack of parental support
	Student disinterest
	Other after school activities
	Supervise siblings after school
	Students work after school

	Region 1
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 2
	9
	33.3%
	33.3%
	0.0%
	
	44.4%
	55.6%
	44.4%
	22.2%
	33.3%

	Region 3
	6
	16.7%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	
	33.3%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	33.3%

	Region 4
	34
	32.4%
	44.1%
	2.9%
	
	38.2%
	44.1%
	35.3%
	52.9%
	41.2%

	Region 5
	10
	20.0%
	10.0%
	0.0%
	
	20.0%
	40.0%
	40.0%
	30.0%
	30.0%

	Region 6
	8
	12.5%
	0.0%
	12.5%
	
	12.5%
	37.5%
	37.5%
	62.5%
	50.0%

	Region 7
	22
	18.2%
	31.8%
	0.0%
	
	22.7%
	31.8%
	40.9%
	45.5%
	36.4%

	Region 8
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Region 9
	39
	33.3%
	33.3%
	0.0%
	
	28.2%
	33.3%
	46.2%
	46.2%
	48.7%

	Region 10
	8
	37.5%
	37.5%
	0.0%
	
	50.0%
	75.0%
	62.5%
	75.0%
	62.5%

	Region 11
	75
	20.0%
	36.0%
	2.7%
	
	28.0%
	38.7%
	42.7%
	30.7%
	21.3%


Table C7
Sample IV Site Coordinator Survey Results for Student Barriers (2010-11)
	Obstacle
	City
(n = 15)
	Suburb
(n = 2)
	Town/rural
(n = 1)
	Total
(n = 18)

	None
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Must take care of siblings
	93.3%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	94.4%

	Work after school
	73.3%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	77.8%

	Lack of transportation
	40.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	44.4%

	Program location
	6.7%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	11.1%

	Language barrier
	6.7%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	5.6%

	Other
	33.3%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	33.3%


Table C8
Sample IV Site Staff Survey Results for Student Barriers (2010-11)
	Obstacle
	City
(n = 94)
	Suburb
(n = 14)
	Town/rural
(n = 12)
	Total
(n = 120)

	None
	12.8%
	28.6%
	8.3%
	14.2%

	Take care of siblings
	62.8%
	50.0%
	75.0%
	62.5%

	Work after school
	50.0%
	42.9%
	58.3%
	50.0%

	Lack of transportation
	35.1%
	35.7%
	33.3%
	35.0%

	Program location
	2.1%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	1.7%

	Language barrier
	16.0%
	14.3%
	0.0%
	14.2%

	Other
	23.4%
	14.3%
	8.3%
	20.8%


Appendix D:
Local Partnerships

Table D1

Sample III Site Level Subgroup Results for Community Involvement (2010-11)

	Subgroup
	n
	Yes
	No

	Region 1
	1
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Region 2
	8
	87.5%
	12.5%

	Region 3
	6
	66.7%
	33.3%

	Region 4
	34
	82.4%
	17.6%

	Region 5
	10
	70.0%
	30.0%

	Region 6
	8
	87.5%
	12.5%

	Region 7
	21
	90.5%
	9.5%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 9
	39
	76.9%
	23.1%

	Region 10
	8
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Region 11
	71
	77.5%
	22.5%


Table D2

Sample III Site Level Region Results for Organizations that Play a Role in the After School Sites (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	None
	Charter schools
	Public schools
	District
	Colleges or universities
	COE

	Region 1
	0
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Region 2
	7
	0.0%
	42.9%
	100.0%
	85.7%
	0.0%
	28.6%

	Region 3
	4
	0.0%
	0.0%
	75.0%
	100.0%
	25.0%
	75.0%

	Region 4
	28
	3.6%
	7.1%
	50.0%
	60.7%
	46.4%
	21.4%

	Region 5
	7
	0.0%
	0.0%
	85.7%
	71.4%
	42.9%
	42.9%

	Region 6
	7
	0.0%
	0.0%
	71.4%
	100.0%
	85.7%
	71.4%

	Region 7
	19
	0.0%
	0.0%
	52.6%
	57.9%
	26.3%
	52.6%

	Region 8
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 9
	30
	6.7%
	0.0%
	53.3%
	43.3%
	33.3%
	40.0%

	Region 10
	8
	25.0%
	0.0%
	62.5%
	62.5%
	0.0%
	50.0%

	Region 11
	55
	7.3%
	36.4%
	34.5%
	38.2%
	41.8%
	38.2%


Table D3

Sample III Site Level Region Results for Community Members that Play a Role in the After School Sites (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	None
	Parents
	College students
	School or district staff
	Employees/ owners of local business
	Employees of city/county agencies
	Members of local nonprofits

	Region 1
	0
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Region 2
	7
	0.0%
	57.1%
	42.9%
	85.7%
	85.7%
	71.4%
	85.7%

	Region 3
	4
	0.0%
	100.0%
	50.0%
	50.0%
	25.0%
	75.0%
	100.0%

	Region 4
	28
	0.0%
	67.9%
	71.4%
	60.7%
	42.9%
	21.4%
	85.7%

	Region 5
	7
	14.3%
	42.9%
	57.1%
	85.7%
	57.1%
	57.1%
	85.7%

	Region 6
	7
	0.0%
	57.1%
	71.4%
	85.7%
	42.9%
	71.4%
	57.1%

	Region 7
	19
	0.0%
	42.1%
	52.6%
	73.7%
	26.3%
	36.8%
	42.1%

	Region 8
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 9
	30
	0.0%
	60.0%
	70.0%
	70.0%
	50.0%
	33.3%
	70.0%

	Region 10
	8
	1.8%
	100.0%
	37.5%
	62.5%
	50.0%
	25.0%
	37.5%

	Region 11
	55
	1.2%
	70.9%
	58.2%
	60.0%
	27.3%
	20.0%
	54.5%


Table D4

Sample III Site Level Region Results for Roles that LEAs Play at the After School Sites (2008-09 through 2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Program management
	Data collection for evaluation
	Fund raising
	Set/revise program goals
	Implement programs
	Provide goods/ supplies
	Staff recruitment
	Staff hiring process
	Staff review process
	Provide PD

	Region 1
	0
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Region 2
	6
	100.0%
	100.0%
	83.3%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	85.7%
	100.0%

	Region 3
	4
	75.0%
	75.0%
	25.0%
	75.0%
	75.0%
	75.0%
	75.0%
	75.0%
	75.0%
	75.0%

	Region 4
	24
	25.0%
	37.5%
	4.2%
	41.7%
	20.8%
	41.7%
	37.5%
	29.2%
	29.2%
	45.8%

	Region 5
	6
	33.3%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	50.0%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	50.0%

	Region 6
	7
	57.1%
	57.1%
	28.6%
	71.4%
	57.1%
	42.9%
	42.9%
	28.6%
	28.6%
	85.7%

	Region 7
	16
	81.3%
	68.8%
	31.3%
	68.8%
	68.8%
	56.3%
	56.3%
	56.3%
	62.5%
	68.8%

	Region 8
	1
	100.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Region 9
	26
	46.2%
	57.7%
	30.8%
	34.6%
	65.4%
	26.9%
	46.2%
	30.8%
	23.1%
	53.8%

	Region 10
	6
	83.3%
	100.0%
	16.7%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	50.0%
	33.3%
	83.3%
	66.7%
	66.7%

	Region 11
	42
	45.2%
	40.5%
	16.7%
	40.5%
	42.9%
	33.3%
	42.9%
	26.2%
	33.3%
	45.2%


Table D5

Sample III Site Level Region Results for Roles that Parents Play at the After School Sites (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Program management
	Data collection for evaluation
	Fund raising
	Set/revise program goals
	Implement programs
	Provide goods/ supplies
	Staff recruitment
	Staff hiring process
	Staff review process
	Provide PD

	Region 1
	0
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Region 2
	4
	0.0%
	75.0%
	25.0%
	25.0%
	75.0%
	25.0%
	25.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 3
	4
	25.0%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	25.0%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 4
	19
	15.8%
	15.8%
	26.3%
	5.3%
	10.5%
	31.6%
	10.5%
	10.5%
	5.3%
	10.5%

	Region 5
	3
	0.0%
	33.3%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	33.3%
	0.0%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 6
	4
	25.0%
	25.0%
	75.0%
	25.0%
	50.0%
	75.0%
	28.6%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	25.0%

	Region 7
	18
	12.5%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	25.0%
	37.5%
	12.5%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 8
	0
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Region 9
	18
	0.0%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	44.4%
	38.9%
	33.3%
	27.8%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	22.2%

	Region 10
	8
	0.0%
	0.0%
	12.5%
	12.5%
	12.5%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	12.5%
	12.5%
	0.0%

	Region 11
	39
	0.0%
	15.4%
	20.5%
	10.3%
	7.7%
	23.1%
	15.4%
	2.6%
	5.1%
	0.0%


Table D6
Sample III Site Level Region Results for Roles that Other Community Members Play at the After School Sites (2010-11)
	Subgroup
	n
	Program management
	Data collection for evaluation
	Fund raising
	Set/revise program goals
	Implement programs
	Provide goods/ supplies
	Staff recruitment
	Staff hiring process
	Staff review process
	Provide PD

	Region 1
	0
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Region 2
	7
	0.0%
	42.9%
	14.3%
	42.9%
	42.9%
	71.4%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	42.9%

	Region 3
	4
	25.0%
	0.0%
	25.0%
	50.0%
	75.0%
	0.0%
	25.0%
	25.0%
	0.0%
	75.0%

	Region 4
	28
	3.6%
	10.7%
	28.6%
	25.0%
	35.7%
	46.4%
	28.6%
	21.4%
	25.0%
	28.6%

	Region 5
	7
	0.0%
	0.0%
	28.6%
	14.3%
	0.0%
	28.6%
	0.0%
	14.3%
	14.3%
	42.9%

	Region 6
	6
	16.7%
	33.3%
	83.3%
	50.0%
	33.3%
	100.0%
	83.3%
	16.7%
	0.0%
	66.7%

	Region 7
	19
	5.3%
	5.3%
	10.5%
	15.8%
	15.8%
	15.8%
	15.8%
	0.0%
	5.3%
	26.3%

	Region 8
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Region 9
	30
	3.3%
	23.3%
	30.0%
	36.7%
	40.0%
	43.3%
	23.3%
	10.0%
	0.0%
	23.3%

	Region 10
	8
	0.0%
	0.0%
	12.5%
	0.0%
	37.5%
	50.0%
	12.5%
	0.0%
	12.5%
	0.0%

	Region 11
	53
	9.4%
	9.4%
	17.0%
	15.1%
	20.8%
	32.1%
	20.8%
	9.4%
	5.7%
	28.3%


Appendix E:
Program Settings, Participant Satisfaction, and Perceived Effectiveness

Table E1

Sample IV High School Observation Program Quality Ratings (2009-10 to 2010-11)

	Site ID
	Urbanicity
	Grantee type
	Relation
w/ Adults
	Relation
w/ Peers
	Engage
	Cognitive Growth
	Structure
	Autonomy
	Orderliness
	Overall Rating

	Site ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HS01
	City
	District
	5
	5
	4
	4
	6
	5
	5
	5

	HS02
	City
	CBO 
	6
	5
	4
	5
	4
	5
	6
	5

	HS03
	City
	District
	7
	5
	7
	4
	7
	5
	7
	6

	HS04
	City
	District
	3
	3
	6
	5
	7
	6
	6
	5

	HS05
	City
	District
	7
	5
	6
	6
	5
	5
	3
	5

	HS06
	City
	District
	6
	7
	6
	5
	7
	6
	6
	6

	HS07
	City
	District
	6
	5
	6
	5
	7
	6
	6
	6

	HS08
	City
	District
	6
	6
	6
	2
	7
	3
	4
	5

	HS09
	City
	District
	7
	6
	6
	6
	7
	5
	6
	6

	HS10
	City
	District
	6
	6
	5
	5
	5
	7
	6
	6

	HS11
	City
	District
	5
	6
	5
	4
	4
	4
	6
	5

	HS12
	City
	District
	5
	6
	7
	7
	6
	6
	7
	6

	HS13
	City
	CBO 
	7
	7
	7
	5
	7
	4
	7
	6

	HS14
	City
	District
	5
	5
	6
	4
	6
	6
	6
	5

	HS15
	Suburb
	District
	5
	7
	6
	3
	6
	3
	6
	5


Table E2

Sample IV High School Observation Program Quality Ratings Continued (2009-10 to 2010-11)

	Site ID
	Urbanicity
	Grantee type
	Relation
w/ Adults
	Relation
w/ Peers
	Engage
	Cognitive Growth
	Structure
	Autonomy
	Orderliness
	Overall Rating

	Site ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HS16
	City
	District
	4
	6
	7
	2
	7
	6
	6
	5

	HS17
	City
	District
	5
	5
	6
	4
	6
	5
	6
	5

	HS18
	Suburb
	COE
	7
	6
	6
	5
	5
	4
	6
	6

	HS19
	Town/rural
	COE
	6
	6
	6
	6
	6
	5
	6
	6

	HS20
	City
	COE
	6
	5
	6
	6
	7
	6
	7
	6

	Mean ratings
	--
	--
	5.7
	5.6
	5.9
	4.65
	6.1
	5.1
	5.9
	5.5


Appendix F:
Cross-Sectional Analysis Subgroup Results

Table F1

Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Standardized CST ELA Scale Score for 2009-10 (Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	224,839
	0.027
	(0.004)
	**
	
	133,185
	0.039
	(0.005)
	**

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Urban
	140,970
	0.020
	(0.005)
	**
	
	82,739
	0.032
	(0.007)
	**

	
Rural
	8,186
	0.087
	(0.021)
	**
	
	5,831
	0.102
	(0.024)
	**

	
Suburban
	72,563
	0.034
	(0.008)
	**
	
	42,468
	0.045
	(0.01)
	**

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Advanced
	30,310
	0.018
	(0.011)
	
	
	18,021
	0.022
	(0.013)
	

	
Proficient
	55,503
	0.016
	(0.008)
	
	
	32,844
	0.022
	(0.01)
	*

	
Basic
	76,146
	0.031
	(0.007)
	**
	
	45,239
	0.046
	(0.008)
	**

	
Below Basic
	39,486
	0.040
	(0.01)
	**
	
	23,218
	0.056
	(0.011)
	**

	
Far Below Basic
	23,394
	0.031
	(0.01)
	**
	
	13,863
	0.061
	(0.011)
	**

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
English Learner
	53,399
	0.033
	(0.007)
	**
	
	31,372
	0.059
	(0.008)
	**

	
English Only
	82,763
	0.024
	(0.007)
	**
	
	49,377
	0.025
	(0.009)
	**

	
I-FEP
	19,476
	0.045
	(0.013)
	**
	
	11,307
	0.061
	(0.014)
	**

	
R-FEP
	69,201
	0.023
	(0.008)
	**
	
	41,129
	0.041
	(0.009)
	**

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Asian/Pacific Islander
	24,425
	0.015
	(0.012)
	
	
	14,612
	0.018
	(0.014)
	

	
African American/Black
	21,508
	0.039
	(0.012)
	**
	
	13,614
	0.047
	(0.014)
	**

	
Hispanic/Latino
	148,701
	0.031
	(0.005)
	**
	
	87,387
	0.050
	(0.006)
	**

	
Other
	5,488
	-0.012
	(0.021)
	
	
	3,399
	-0.015
	(0.023)
	

	
White
	24,717
	0.011
	(0.014)
	
	
	14,173
	0.011
	(0.016)
	

	GATE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
No
	195,828
	0.026
	(0.004)
	**
	
	116,515
	0.040
	(0.005)
	**

	
Yes
	29,011
	0.032
	(0.011)
	**
	
	16,670
	0.043
	(0.014)
	**

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Female
	112,219
	0.033
	(0.006)
	**
	
	64,628
	0.046
	(0.007)
	**

	
Male
	112,620
	0.021
	(0.006)
	**
	
	68,557
	0.034
	(0.007)
	**

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Advanced
	10,677
	0.009
	(0.02)
	
	
	6,413
	0.011
	(0.022)
	

	
Proficient
	38,865
	0.016
	(0.009)
	
	
	22,780
	0.023
	(0.01)
	*

	
Basic
	56,640
	0.016
	(0.008)
	*
	
	33,318
	0.028
	(0.009)
	**

	
Below Basic
	81,745
	0.041
	(0.007)
	**
	
	48,675
	0.055
	(0.008)
	**

	
Far Below Basic
	36,912
	0.026
	(0.009)
	**
	
	21,999
	0.048
	(0.01)
	**

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
No
	63,621
	0.024
	(0.009)
	**
	
	37,199
	0.023
	(0.01)
	*

	
Yes
	161,218
	0.029
	(0.004)
	**
	
	95,986
	0.046
	(0.005)
	**

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
College
	29,432
	0.005
	(0.012)
	
	
	17,243
	0.000
	(0.012)
	

	
Some College
	34,702
	0.026
	(0.009)
	**
	
	20,739
	0.032
	(0.011)
	**

	
High School
	48,972
	0.030
	(0.008)
	**
	
	29,021
	0.047
	(0.009)
	**

	
Less Than High School
	60,194
	0.039
	(0.008)
	**
	
	35,838
	0.059
	(0.009)
	**

	
Non Response
	51,539
	0.026
	(0.009)
	**
	
	30,344
	0.039
	(0.01)
	**

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
No
	210,351
	0.027
	(0.004)
	**
	
	124,557
	0.038
	(0.006)
	**

	
Yes
	14,488
	0.043
	(0.01)
	**
	
	8,628
	0.061
	(0.012)
	**

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
No
	74,062
	0.035
	(0.008)
	**
	
	43,701
	0.042
	(0.009)
	**

	
Yes
	150,777
	0.024
	(0.004)
	**
	
	89,484
	0.038
	(0.006)
	**


Note. Participation effect estimates control for 2008-09 CST scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

Table F2

Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Standardized CST Math Scale Score for 2009-10 (Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	212,412
	0.012
	(0.006)
	*
	
	125,673
	0.026
	(0.007)
	**

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Urban
	133,821
	0.006
	(0.007)
	
	
	78,458
	0.022
	(0.009)
	*

	
Rural
	7,644
	0.046
	(0.034)
	
	
	5,463
	0.064
	(0.04)
	

	
Suburban
	68,044
	0.013
	(0.01)
	
	
	39,739
	0.017
	(0.013)
	

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Advanced
	29,676
	-0.006
	(0.015)
	
	
	17,640
	0.001
	(0.017)
	

	
Proficient
	53,655
	0.000
	(0.01)
	
	
	31,710
	0.009
	(0.012)
	

	
Basic
	72,120
	0.016
	(0.009)
	
	
	42,826
	0.026
	(0.01)
	**

	
Below Basic
	36,246
	0.025
	(0.01)
	*
	
	21,296
	0.035
	(0.012)
	**

	
Far Below Basic
	20,715
	0.024
	(0.01)
	*
	
	12,201
	0.037
	(0.013)
	**

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
English Learner
	49,761
	0.034
	(0.008)
	**
	
	29,219
	0.055
	(0.01)
	**

	
English Only
	77,454
	-0.009
	(0.01)
	
	
	46,086
	-0.012
	(0.012)
	

	
I-FEP
	18,659
	0.009
	(0.015)
	
	
	10,831
	0.037
	(0.016)
	*

	
R-FEP
	66,538
	0.022
	(0.01)
	*
	
	39,537
	0.046
	(0.012)
	**

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Asian/Pacific Islander
	23,743
	0.016
	(0.018)
	
	
	14,191
	0.023
	(0.021)
	

	
African American/Black
	20,027
	-0.019
	(0.017)
	
	
	12,683
	-0.017
	(0.017)
	

	
Hispanic/Latino
	140,408
	0.019
	(0.007)
	**
	
	82,425
	0.041
	(0.008)
	**

	
Other
	5,078
	-0.044
	(0.034)
	
	
	3,141
	-0.058
	(0.036)
	

	
White
	23,156
	0.002
	(0.014)
	
	
	13,233
	0.007
	(0.02)
	

	GATE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
No
	184,045
	0.010
	(0.006)
	
	
	109,382
	0.026
	(0.008)
	**

	
Yes
	28,367
	0.012
	(0.015)
	
	
	16,291
	0.030
	(0.019)
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Female
	106,633
	0.016
	(0.007)
	*
	
	61,345
	0.024
	(0.009)
	**

	
Male
	105,779
	0.008
	(0.008)
	
	
	64,328
	0.026
	(0.009)
	**

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Advanced
	10,610
	0.007
	(0.032)
	
	
	6,371
	0.035
	(0.038)
	

	
Proficient
	38,268
	-0.010
	(0.016)
	
	
	22,442
	0.013
	(0.017)
	

	
Basic
	54,742
	0.015
	(0.01)
	
	
	32,147
	0.026
	(0.012)
	*

	
Below Basic
	76,016
	0.024
	(0.008)
	**
	
	45,225
	0.031
	(0.009)
	**

	
Far Below Basic
	32,776
	-0.007
	(0.009)
	
	
	19,488
	-0.003
	(0.011)
	

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
No
	59,729
	0.008
	(0.011)
	
	
	34,883
	0.013
	(0.013)
	

	
Yes
	152,683
	0.014
	(0.007)
	*
	
	90,790
	0.032
	(0.008)
	**

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
College
	28,204
	0.009
	(0.016)
	
	
	16,492
	0.013
	(0.018)
	

	
Some College
	32,797
	0.012
	(0.016)
	
	
	19,560
	0.018
	(0.017)
	

	
High School
	46,300
	0.015
	(0.011)
	
	
	27,383
	0.036
	(0.012)
	**

	
Less Than High School
	56,795
	0.018
	(0.01)
	
	
	33,816
	0.041
	(0.012)
	**

	
Non Response
	48,316
	0.003
	(0.01)
	
	
	28,422
	0.007
	(0.011)
	

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
No
	200,414
	0.011
	(0.006)
	
	
	118,547
	0.025
	(0.007)
	**

	
Yes
	11,998
	0.037
	(0.019)
	
	
	7,126
	0.053
	(0.021)
	*

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
No
	69,335
	0.007
	(0.011)
	
	
	40,815
	0.014
	(0.012)
	

	
Yes
	143,077
	0.014
	(0.006)
	*
	
	84,858
	0.031
	(0.008)
	**


Note. Participation effect estimates control for 2008-09 CST scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

Table F3

Estimated Effect of After School Participation on CAHSEE ELA Pass/Fail Indicator for 2009-10 (Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	76,380
	0.108
	(0.041)
	**
	
	45,715
	0.106
	(0.044)
	*

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	47,479
	0.095
	(0.044)
	*
	
	28,070
	0.082
	(0.048)
	

	Rural
	2,846
	0.103
	(0.196)
	
	
	2,057
	0.055
	(0.206)
	

	Suburban
	24,846
	0.127
	(0.089)
	
	
	14,796
	0.140
	(0.095)
	

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	11,220
	-0.047
	(0.714)
	
	
	6,734
	-0.190
	(0.77)
	

	Proficient
	21,007
	0.140
	(0.278)
	
	
	12,647
	0.066
	(0.29)
	

	Basic
	24,869
	0.032
	(0.062)
	
	
	14,874
	0.011
	(0.067)
	

	Below Basic
	13,395
	0.177
	(0.056)
	**
	
	7,986
	0.171
	(0.059)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	5,889
	0.166
	(0.09)
	
	
	3,474
	0.286
	(0.096)
	**

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Learner
	18,370
	0.052
	(0.054)
	
	
	10,940
	0.081
	(0.059)
	

	English Only
	28,262
	0.224
	(0.074)
	**
	
	16,981
	0.169
	(0.079)
	*

	I-FEP
	6,579
	0.064
	(0.148)
	
	
	3,887
	0.135
	(0.161)
	

	R-FEP
	23,169
	0.050
	(0.079)
	
	
	13,907
	0.090
	(0.093)
	

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	8,355
	0.046
	(0.115)
	
	
	5,039
	0.089
	(0.126)
	

	African American/Black
	7,379
	0.416
	(0.136)
	**
	
	4,694
	0.377
	(0.138)
	**

	Hispanic/Latino
	50,361
	0.061
	(0.045)
	
	
	29,932
	0.075
	(0.051)
	

	Other
	1,874
	-0.232
	(0.218)
	
	
	1,152
	-0.245
	(0.238)
	

	White
	8,411
	0.136
	(0.129)
	
	
	4,898
	0.016
	(0.141)
	

	GATE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No 
	66,472
	0.111
	(0.041)
	**
	
	39,943
	0.111
	(0.044)
	*

	Yes
	9,908
	-0.068
	(0.23)
	
	
	5,772
	-0.079
	(0.266)
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	38,154
	0.106
	(0.059)
	
	
	22,129
	0.106
	(0.067)
	

	Male
	38,226
	0.106
	(0.05)
	*
	
	23,586
	0.106
	(0.056)
	

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	3,103
	-0.145
	(0.485)
	
	
	1,901
	-0.277
	(0.535)
	

	Proficient
	13,222
	0.086
	(0.16)
	
	
	7,871
	0.113
	(0.179)
	

	Basic
	20,040
	0.146
	(0.088)
	
	
	11,900
	0.119
	(0.095)
	

	Below Basic
	28,131
	0.081
	(0.053)
	
	
	16,970
	0.091
	(0.056)
	

	Far Below Basic
	11,884
	0.113
	(0.075)
	
	
	7,073
	0.089
	(0.081)
	

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	21,652
	0.189
	(0.083)
	*
	
	12,723
	0.164
	(0.096)
	

	Yes
	54,728
	0.085
	(0.044)
	
	
	32,992
	0.092
	(0.048)
	

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College
	10,035
	0.026
	(0.119)
	
	
	5,940
	-0.031
	(0.131)
	

	Some College
	11,638
	0.335
	(0.144)
	*
	
	6,973
	0.263
	(0.147)
	

	High School
	17,018
	0.169
	(0.078)
	*
	
	10,170
	0.206
	(0.083)
	*

	Less Than High School
	20,219
	0.048
	(0.064)
	
	
	12,184
	0.069
	(0.07)
	

	Non Response
	17,470
	0.032
	(0.071)
	
	
	10,448
	0.009
	(0.08)
	

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	70,783
	0.107
	(0.042)
	**
	
	42,331
	0.111
	(0.045)
	*

	Yes
	5,597
	0.113
	(0.117)
	
	
	3,384
	0.090
	(0.129)
	

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	23,738
	0.129
	(0.08)
	
	
	14,032
	0.111
	(0.087)
	

	Yes
	52,642
	0.101
	(0.046)
	*
	
	31,683
	0.105
	(0.049)
	*


Note. Participation effect estimates control for 2008-09 CAHSEE Binary scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant.
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.
Table F4

Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Standardized CAHSEE ELA Scale Score for 2009-10 (Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	76,380
	1.584
	(0.264)
	**
	
	45,715
	1.796
	(0.315)
	**

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	47,479
	1.328
	(0.318)
	**
	
	28,070
	1.557
	(0.393)
	**

	Rural
	2,846
	0.574
	(1.105)
	
	
	2,057
	0.142
	(1.214)
	

	Suburban
	24,846
	2.131
	(0.5)
	**
	
	14,796
	2.376
	(0.581)
	**

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	11,220
	1.727
	(0.671)
	*
	
	6,734
	2.051
	(0.713)
	**

	Proficient
	21,007
	1.235
	(0.494)
	*
	
	12,647
	1.125
	(0.576)
	

	Basic
	24,869
	0.672
	(0.41)
	
	
	14,874
	0.922
	(0.458)
	*

	Below Basic
	13,395
	3.221
	(0.688)
	**
	
	7,986
	3.490
	(0.726)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	5,889
	3.150
	(0.987)
	**
	
	3,474
	4.353
	(1.155)
	**

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Learner
	18,370
	1.790
	(0.544)
	**
	
	10,940
	2.478
	(0.604)
	**

	English Only
	28,262
	1.679
	(0.414)
	**
	
	16,981
	1.536
	(0.483)
	**

	I-FEP
	6,579
	1.648
	(0.839)
	
	
	3,887
	1.995
	(0.884)
	*

	R-FEP
	23,169
	1.444
	(0.404)
	**
	
	13,907
	1.829
	(0.459)
	**

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	8,355
	1.784
	(0.757)
	*
	
	5,039
	1.585
	(0.863)
	

	African American/Black
	7,379
	3.494
	(0.794)
	**
	
	4,694
	3.645
	(0.872)
	**

	Hispanic/Latino
	50,361
	1.489
	(0.308)
	**
	
	29,932
	2.031
	(0.353)
	**

	Other
	1,874
	-0.409
	(1.453)
	
	
	1,152
	-0.830
	(1.675)
	

	White
	8,411
	0.378
	(0.679)
	
	
	4,898
	-0.433
	(0.782)
	

	GATE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No 
	66,472
	1.611
	(0.285)
	**
	
	39,943
	1.885
	(0.335)
	**

	Yes
	9,908
	1.471
	(0.644)
	*
	
	5,772
	1.650
	(0.725)
	*

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	38,154
	1.443
	(0.352)
	**
	
	22,129
	1.891
	(0.401)
	**

	Male
	38,226
	1.521
	(0.38)
	**
	
	23,586
	1.645
	(0.446)
	**

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	3,103
	1.316
	(1.397)
	
	
	1,901
	0.901
	(1.495)
	

	Proficient
	13,222
	1.373
	(0.537)
	*
	
	7,871
	1.282
	(0.609)
	*

	Basic
	20,040
	1.336
	(0.455)
	**
	
	11,900
	1.402
	(0.498)
	**

	Below Basic
	28,131
	1.627
	(0.425)
	**
	
	16,970
	1.893
	(0.46)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	11,884
	2.068
	(0.669)
	**
	
	7,073
	2.798
	(0.757)
	**

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	21,652
	1.600
	(0.478)
	**
	
	12,723
	1.494
	(0.547)
	**

	Yes
	54,728
	1.563
	(0.311)
	**
	
	32,992
	1.921
	(0.35)
	**

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College
	10,035
	0.413
	(0.739)
	
	
	5,940
	0.095
	(0.813)
	

	Some College
	11,638
	2.870
	(0.909)
	**
	
	6,973
	2.826
	(0.937)
	**

	High School
	17,018
	1.436
	(0.5)
	**
	
	10,170
	1.807
	(0.566)
	**

	Less Than High School
	20,219
	1.681
	(0.453)
	**
	
	12,184
	2.105
	(0.516)
	**

	Non Response
	17,470
	1.284
	(0.489)
	**
	
	10,448
	1.552
	(0.588)
	**

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	70,783
	1.395
	(0.266)
	**
	
	42,331
	1.604
	(0.32)
	**

	Yes
	5,597
	4.057
	(1.113)
	**
	
	3,384
	4.592
	(1.168)
	**

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	23,738
	1.120
	(0.445)
	*
	
	14,032
	1.067
	(0.527)
	*

	Yes
	52,642
	1.804
	(0.313)
	**
	
	31,683
	2.144
	(0.354)
	**


Note. Participation effect estimates control for 2008-09 CAHSEE Binary scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant.
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

Table F5

Estimated Effect of After School Participation on CAHSEE Math Pass/Fail Indicator for 2009-10 (Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	76,294
	0.161
	(0.038)
	**
	
	45,655
	0.251
	(0.045)
	**

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	47,428
	0.151
	(0.047)
	**
	
	28,031
	0.213
	(0.055)
	**

	Rural
	2,840
	-0.069
	(0.119)
	
	
	2,057
	0.016
	(0.167)
	

	Suburban
	24,804
	0.202
	(0.073)
	**
	
	14,770
	0.337
	(0.088)
	**

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	11,220
	-0.371
	(0.516)
	
	
	6,736
	-0.294
	(0.563)
	

	Proficient
	21,036
	0.396
	(0.151)
	**
	
	12,673
	0.540
	(0.158)
	**

	Basic
	24,898
	0.108
	(0.052)
	*
	
	14,874
	0.199
	(0.058)
	**

	Below Basic
	13,332
	0.217
	(0.061)
	**
	
	7,935
	0.284
	(0.066)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	5,808
	0.289
	(0.084)
	**
	
	3,437
	0.317
	(0.094)
	**

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Learner
	18,279
	0.119
	(0.06)
	*
	
	10,881
	0.233
	(0.066)
	**

	English Only
	28,192
	0.237
	(0.054)
	**
	
	16,935
	0.282
	(0.062)
	**

	I-FEP
	6,586
	0.173
	(0.139)
	
	
	3,885
	0.387
	(0.155)
	*

	R-FEP
	23,237
	0.192
	(0.075)
	**
	
	13,954
	0.340
	(0.086)
	**

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	8,352
	0.283
	(0.173)
	
	
	5,040
	0.335
	(0.211)
	

	African American/Black
	7,331
	0.417
	(0.1)
	**
	
	4,654
	0.475
	(0.108)
	**

	Hispanic/Latino
	50,351
	0.111
	(0.041)
	**
	
	29,929
	0.227
	(0.048)
	**

	Other
	1,869
	0.070
	(0.174)
	
	
	1,144
	0.110
	(0.208)
	

	White
	8,391
	0.012
	(0.114)
	
	
	4,888
	0.099
	(0.134)
	

	GATE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No 
	66,372
	0.154
	(0.037)
	**
	
	39,878
	0.246
	(0.043)
	**

	Yes
	9,922
	0.564
	(0.363)
	
	
	5,777
	0.813
	(0.364)
	*

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	38,193
	0.114
	(0.046)
	*
	
	22,135
	0.197
	(0.056)
	**

	Male
	38,101
	0.212
	(0.052)
	**
	
	23,520
	0.302
	(0.058)
	**

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	3,105
	2.076
	(1.408)
	
	
	1,902
	16.890
	(1.018)
	**

	Proficient
	13,229
	0.473
	(0.401)
	
	
	7,878
	0.534
	(0.425)
	

	Basic
	20,020
	0.198
	(0.086)
	*
	
	11,884
	0.313
	(0.097)
	**

	Below Basic
	28,151
	0.148
	(0.05)
	**
	
	16,984
	0.240
	(0.056)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	11,789
	0.165
	(0.062)
	**
	
	7,007
	0.244
	(0.071)
	**

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	21,653
	0.213
	(0.087)
	*
	
	12,719
	0.291
	(0.096)
	**

	Yes
	54,641
	0.143
	(0.041)
	**
	
	32,936
	0.239
	(0.045)
	**

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College
	9,992
	-0.005
	(0.124)
	
	
	5,923
	0.056
	(0.135)
	

	Some College
	11,652
	0.343
	(0.142)
	*
	
	6,970
	0.371
	(0.146)
	*

	High School
	16,983
	0.135
	(0.07)
	
	
	10,172
	0.235
	(0.08)
	**

	Less Than High School
	20,242
	0.141
	(0.057)
	*
	
	12,178
	0.301
	(0.068)
	**

	Non Response
	17,425
	0.150
	(0.063)
	*
	
	10,412
	0.183
	(0.072)
	*

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	70,836
	0.153
	(0.038)
	**
	
	42,355
	0.249
	(0.047)
	**

	Yes
	5,458
	0.290
	(0.11)
	**
	
	3,300
	0.377
	(0.12)
	**

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	23,723
	0.184
	(0.071)
	**
	
	14,042
	0.245
	(0.087)
	**

	Yes
	52,571
	0.153
	(0.043)
	**
	
	31,613
	0.254
	(0.047)
	**


Note. Participation effect estimates control for 2008-09 CAHSEE Binary scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant.
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.
Table F6

Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Standardized CAHSEE Math Scale Score for 2009-10 (Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	76,294
	2.303
	(0.46)
	**
	
	45,655
	3.673
	(0.587)
	**

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	47,428
	1.664
	(0.505)
	**
	
	28,031
	2.621
	(0.655)
	**

	Rural
	2,840
	4.033
	(1.804)
	*
	
	2,057
	4.654
	(1.884)
	*

	Suburban
	24,804
	3.395
	(0.96)
	**
	
	14,770
	5.501
	(1.199)
	**

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	11,220
	2.318
	(0.889)
	**
	
	6,736
	3.486
	(1.011)
	**

	Proficient
	21,036
	2.066
	(0.709)
	**
	
	12,673
	3.239
	(0.774)
	**

	Basic
	24,898
	1.989
	(0.586)
	**
	
	14,874
	3.122
	(0.633)
	**

	Below Basic
	13,332
	2.597
	(0.655)
	**
	
	7,935
	3.639
	(0.715)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	5,808
	3.789
	(0.873)
	**
	
	3,437
	4.789
	(0.998)
	**

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Learner
	18,279
	1.926
	(0.635)
	**
	
	10,881
	3.569
	(0.733)
	**

	English Only
	28,192
	2.943
	(0.608)
	**
	
	16,935
	3.549
	(0.725)
	**

	I-FEP
	6,586
	1.987
	(1.227)
	
	
	3,885
	4.224
	(1.419)
	**

	R-FEP
	23,237
	2.271
	(0.69)
	**
	
	13,954
	4.171
	(0.83)
	**

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	8,352
	3.659
	(1.492)
	*
	
	5,040
	4.307
	(1.853)
	*

	African American/Black
	7,331
	4.463
	(1.158)
	**
	
	4,654
	5.489
	(1.203)
	**

	Hispanic/Latino
	50,351
	1.703
	(0.503)
	**
	
	29,929
	3.587
	(0.612)
	**

	Other
	1,869
	-0.151
	(1.85)
	
	
	1,144
	1.070
	(1.98)
	

	White
	8,391
	2.274
	(0.752)
	**
	
	4,888
	2.910
	(0.956)
	**

	GATE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No 
	66,372
	2.292
	(0.46)
	**
	
	39,878
	3.751
	(0.563)
	**

	Yes
	9,922
	2.250
	(1.003)
	*
	
	5,777
	4.110
	(1.201)
	**

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	38,193
	2.836
	(0.597)
	**
	
	22,135
	4.356
	(0.746)
	**

	Male
	38,101
	1.897
	(0.576)
	**
	
	23,520
	3.018
	(0.667)
	**

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	3,105
	3.565
	(1.386)
	*
	
	1,902
	4.533
	(1.866)
	*

	Proficient
	13,229
	0.765
	(0.949)
	
	
	7,878
	2.042
	(1.067)
	

	Basic
	20,020
	2.958
	(0.816)
	**
	
	11,884
	4.197
	(0.937)
	**

	Below Basic
	28,151
	2.313
	(0.569)
	**
	
	16,984
	3.850
	(0.672)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	11,789
	2.043
	(0.855)
	*
	
	7,007
	3.340
	(0.942)
	**

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	21,653
	2.799
	(0.86)
	**
	
	12,719
	3.913
	(0.974)
	**

	Yes
	54,641
	2.069
	(0.465)
	**
	
	32,936
	3.598
	(0.576)
	**

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College
	9,992
	2.349
	(0.897)
	**
	
	5,923
	3.077
	(1.083)
	**

	Some College
	11,652
	2.185
	(1.307)
	
	
	6,970
	3.156
	(1.409)
	*

	High School
	16,983
	1.936
	(0.737)
	**
	
	10,172
	3.397
	(0.874)
	**

	Less Than High School
	20,242
	2.402
	(0.702)
	**
	
	12,178
	4.455
	(0.845)
	**

	Non Response
	17,425
	2.352
	(0.713)
	**
	
	10,412
	3.349
	(0.852)
	**

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	70,836
	2.218
	(0.463)
	**
	
	42,355
	3.600
	(0.594)
	**

	Yes
	5,458
	3.371
	(0.98)
	**
	
	3,300
	4.523
	(1.111)
	**

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	23,723
	3.137
	(0.78)
	**
	
	14,042
	3.992
	(1.034)
	**

	Yes
	52,571
	1.913
	(0.487)
	**
	
	31,613
	3.518
	(0.595)
	**


Note. Participation effect estimates control for 2008-09 CAHSEE Binary scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant.
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.
Table F7

Estimated Effect for After School Participation on Standardized CELDT Scale Score for 2009-10(Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	43,568
	0.024
	(0.01)
	*
	
	25,366
	0.067
	(0.012)
	**

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	27,263
	0.045
	(0.013)
	**
	
	15,730
	0.091
	(0.016)
	**

	Rural
	1,554
	0.004
	(0.036)
	
	
	1,212
	0.016
	(0.037)
	

	Suburban
	14,129
	-0.013
	(0.016)
	
	
	8,030
	0.023
	(0.019)
	

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	135
	0.211
	(0.282)
	
	
	85
	0.185
	(0.291)
	

	Proficient
	1,404
	0.000
	(0.036)
	
	
	860
	0.031
	(0.04)
	

	Basic
	12,668
	0.000
	(0.015)
	
	
	7,445
	0.029
	(0.018)
	

	Below Basic
	17,106
	0.037
	(0.012)
	**
	
	9,933
	0.072
	(0.014)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	12,255
	0.040
	(0.024)
	
	
	7,043
	0.081
	(0.027)
	**

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Learner
	43,144
	0.026
	(0.01)
	**
	
	25,092
	0.068
	(0.012)
	**

	English Only
	237
	-0.109
	(0.179)
	
	
	153
	-0.085
	(0.196)
	

	I-FEP
	66
	-0.039
	(0.124)
	
	
	42
	-0.105
	(0.16)
	

	R-FEP
	121
	-0.223
	(0.123)
	
	
	79
	-0.104
	(0.137)
	

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	4,237
	-0.009
	(0.027)
	
	
	2,587
	0.043
	(0.034)
	

	African American/Black
	241
	0.045
	(0.092)
	
	
	180
	0.075
	(0.098)
	

	Hispanic/Latino
	38,369
	0.028
	(0.011)
	**
	
	22,157
	0.070
	(0.013)
	**

	Other
	250
	-0.013
	(0.071)
	
	
	142
	-0.019
	(0.071)
	

	White
	471
	0.020
	(0.049)
	
	
	300
	0.023
	(0.058)
	

	GATE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	42,999
	0.023
	(0.01)
	*
	
	25,036
	0.065
	(0.012)
	**

	Yes
	569
	0.128
	(0.102)
	
	
	330
	0.165
	(0.109)
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	19,249
	0.021
	(0.014)
	
	
	10,930
	0.069
	(0.016)
	**

	Male
	24,319
	0.027
	(0.014)
	*
	
	14,436
	0.064
	(0.015)
	**

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	354
	-0.072
	(0.063)
	
	
	210
	-0.034
	(0.068)
	

	Proficient
	2,736
	0.075
	(0.035)
	*
	
	1,618
	0.115
	(0.037)
	**

	Basic
	7,757
	0.027
	(0.022)
	
	
	4,453
	0.053
	(0.024)
	*

	Below Basic
	19,851
	0.015
	(0.013)
	
	
	11,625
	0.058
	(0.016)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	12,870
	0.031
	(0.02)
	
	
	7,460
	0.075
	(0.023)
	**

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	6,446
	0.027
	(0.02)
	
	
	3,778
	0.076
	(0.024)
	**

	Yes
	37,122
	0.024
	(0.011)
	*
	
	21,588
	0.065
	(0.013)
	**

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College
	2,006
	0.009
	(0.034)
	
	
	1,154
	0.059
	(0.037)
	

	Some College
	2,347
	0.013
	(0.029)
	
	
	1,350
	0.058
	(0.035)
	

	High School
	8,143
	0.037
	(0.029)
	
	
	4,756
	0.066
	(0.03)
	*

	Less Than High School
	18,519
	0.025
	(0.014)
	
	
	10,826
	0.071
	(0.016)
	**

	Non Response
	12,553
	0.023
	(0.016)
	
	
	7,280
	0.064
	(0.021)
	**

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	37,701
	0.024
	(0.011)
	*
	
	21,998
	0.063
	(0.013)
	**

	Yes
	5,867
	0.008
	(0.021)
	
	
	3,368
	0.048
	(0.025)
	

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	11,455
	0.011
	(0.019)
	
	
	6,653
	0.037
	(0.022)
	

	Yes
	32,113
	0.029
	(0.011)
	**
	
	18,713
	0.076
	(0.014)
	**


Note. Participation effect estimates control for 2008-09 CELDT scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant

Table F8

Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Aerobic Capacity for 2009-10 (Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	70,278
	0.301
	(0.037)
	**
	
	39,420
	0.471
	(0.045)
	**

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	44,449
	0.260
	(0.046)
	**
	
	24,746
	0.411
	(0.058)
	**

	Rural
	2,408
	0.424
	(0.167)
	*
	
	1,694
	0.569
	(0.216)
	*

	Suburban
	22,384
	0.317
	(0.064)
	**
	
	12,244
	0.487
	(0.08)
	**

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	9,108
	0.145
	(0.076)
	
	
	5,213
	0.194
	(0.09)
	*

	Proficient
	15,868
	0.352
	(0.074)
	**
	
	8,822
	0.505
	(0.079)
	**

	Basic
	24,021
	0.302
	(0.057)
	**
	
	13,541
	0.468
	(0.066)
	**

	Below Basic
	12,925
	0.266
	(0.066)
	**
	
	7,168
	0.503
	(0.076)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	8,356
	0.431
	(0.065)
	**
	
	4,676
	0.688
	(0.081)
	**

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Learner
	17,826
	0.356
	(0.059)
	**
	
	9,872
	0.619
	(0.071)
	**

	English Only
	25,651
	0.361
	(0.059)
	**
	
	14,561
	0.523
	(0.069)
	**

	I-FEP
	6,066
	0.339
	(0.089)
	**
	
	3,334
	0.515
	(0.101)
	**

	R-FEP
	20,735
	0.180
	(0.065)
	**
	
	11,653
	0.313
	(0.077)
	**

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	7,050
	0.132
	(0.101)
	
	
	4,019
	-0.132
	(0.097)
	

	African American/Black
	6,635
	0.459
	(0.11)
	**
	
	4,040
	-0.080
	(0.106)
	

	Hispanic/Latino
	47,528
	0.324
	(0.045)
	**
	
	26,301
	0.048
	(0.041)
	

	Other
	1,614
	0.629
	(0.165)
	**
	
	963
	-0.197
	(0.2)
	

	White
	7,451
	0.060
	(0.091)
	
	
	4,097
	-0.097
	(0.096)
	

	Gate
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	61,278
	0.319
	(0.04)
	**
	
	34,466
	0.498
	(0.048)
	**

	Yes
	9,000
	0.150
	(0.071)
	*
	
	4,954
	0.260
	(0.088)
	**

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	34,900
	0.262
	(0.046)
	**
	
	19,038
	0.374
	(0.057)
	**

	Male
	35,378
	0.335
	(0.051)
	**
	
	20,382
	0.526
	(0.058)
	**

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	5,467
	0.131
	(0.102)
	
	
	3,191
	0.160
	(0.109)
	

	Proficient
	16,509
	0.381
	(0.074)
	**
	
	9,344
	0.507
	(0.082)
	**

	Basic
	19,234
	0.187
	(0.063)
	**
	
	10,724
	0.343
	(0.074)
	**

	Below Basic
	20,542
	0.314
	(0.057)
	**
	
	11,388
	0.555
	(0.065)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	8,526
	0.555
	(0.068)
	**
	
	4,773
	0.675
	(0.081)
	**

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	18,643
	0.323
	(0.058)
	**
	
	10,453
	0.538
	(0.07)
	**

	Yes
	51,635
	0.295
	(0.044)
	**
	
	28,967
	0.455
	(0.052)
	**

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College
	8,710
	0.172
	(0.082)
	*
	
	4,868
	0.179
	(0.093)
	

	Some College
	11,011
	0.340
	(0.087)
	**
	
	6,313
	0.516
	(0.094)
	**

	High School
	15,550
	0.436
	(0.06)
	**
	
	8,663
	0.673
	(0.07)
	**

	Less Than High School
	19,171
	0.287
	(0.078)
	**
	
	10,764
	0.471
	(0.089)
	**

	Non Response
	15,836
	0.245
	(0.062)
	**
	
	8,812
	0.432
	(0.071)
	**

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	65,832
	0.293
	(0.039)
	**
	
	36,929
	0.459
	(0.046)
	**

	Yes
	4,446
	0.493
	(0.11)
	**
	
	2,491
	0.750
	(0.128)
	**

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	19,771
	0.342
	(0.078)
	**
	
	11,107
	0.460
	(0.084)
	**

	Yes
	50,507
	0.286
	(0.042)
	**
	
	28,313
	0.474
	(0.053)
	**


Note. Participation effect estimates reflect percent change in likelihood of attaining healthy fitness zone, controlling for 2008-09 ELA CST scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant

Table F9

Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Body Composition for 2009-10 (Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	70,278
	0.011
	(0.031)
	
	
	39,420
	0.007
	(0.035)
	

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	44,449
	0.025
	(0.035)
	
	
	24,746
	0.029
	(0.041)
	

	Rural
	2,408
	0.004
	(0.236)
	
	
	1,694
	-0.035
	(0.226)
	

	Suburban
	22,384
	-0.006
	(0.058)
	
	
	12,244
	-0.027
	(0.065)
	

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	9,108
	-0.065
	(0.079)
	
	
	5,213
	-0.066
	(0.093)
	

	Proficient
	15,868
	0.088
	(0.073)
	
	
	8,822
	0.092
	(0.075)
	

	Basic
	24,021
	-0.043
	(0.054)
	
	
	13,541
	-0.053
	(0.056)
	

	Below Basic
	12,925
	0.039
	(0.062)
	
	
	7,168
	0.033
	(0.072)
	

	Far Below Basic
	8,356
	0.062
	(0.065)
	
	
	4,676
	0.064
	(0.076)
	

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Learner
	17,826
	0.054
	(0.048)
	
	
	9,872
	0.077
	(0.058)
	

	English Only
	25,651
	-0.040
	(0.057)
	
	
	14,561
	-0.068
	(0.063)
	

	I-FEP
	6,066
	-0.007
	(0.088)
	
	
	3,334
	0.058
	(0.1)
	

	R-FEP
	20,735
	0.043
	(0.053)
	
	
	11,653
	0.027
	(0.06)
	

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	7,050
	-0.082
	(0.079)
	
	
	4,019
	-0.132
	(0.097)
	

	African American/Black
	6,635
	-0.047
	(0.096)
	
	
	4,040
	-0.080
	(0.106)
	

	Hispanic/Latino
	47,528
	0.041
	(0.036)
	
	
	26,301
	0.048
	(0.041)
	

	Other
	1,614
	-0.172
	(0.167)
	
	
	963
	-0.197
	(0.2)
	

	White
	7,451
	-0.092
	(0.079)
	
	
	4,097
	-0.097
	(0.096)
	

	Gate
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	61,278
	0.007
	(0.034)
	
	
	34,466
	0.003
	(0.037)
	

	Yes
	9,000
	0.030
	(0.073)
	
	
	4,954
	0.032
	(0.089)
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	34,900
	0.041
	(0.04)
	
	
	19,038
	0.054
	(0.045)
	

	Male
	35,378
	-0.020
	(0.045)
	
	
	20,382
	-0.038
	(0.05)
	

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	5,467
	0.026
	(0.112)
	
	
	3,191
	-0.020
	(0.125)
	

	Proficient
	16,509
	-0.048
	(0.058)
	
	
	9,344
	-0.052
	(0.067)
	

	Basic
	19,234
	0.030
	(0.062)
	
	
	10,724
	0.043
	(0.067)
	

	Below Basic
	20,542
	0.019
	(0.053)
	
	
	11,388
	0.033
	(0.056)
	

	Far Below Basic
	8,526
	0.049
	(0.066)
	
	
	4,773
	-0.029
	(0.078)
	

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	18,643
	-0.065
	(0.052)
	
	
	10,453
	-0.045
	(0.059)
	

	Yes
	51,635
	0.037
	(0.035)
	
	
	28,967
	0.027
	(0.039)
	

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College
	8,710
	-0.118
	(0.076)
	
	
	4,868
	-0.203
	(0.089)
	

	Some College
	11,011
	-0.053
	(0.075)
	
	
	6,313
	-0.073
	(0.08)
	

	High School
	15,550
	0.019
	(0.059)
	
	
	8,663
	0.033
	(0.067)
	

	Less Than High School
	19,171
	0.104
	(0.06)
	
	
	10,764
	0.112
	(0.068)
	

	Non Response
	15,836
	0.002
	(0.052)
	
	
	8,812
	0.032
	(0.059)
	

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	65,832
	0.006
	(0.032)
	
	
	36,929
	0.004
	(0.036)
	

	Yes
	4,446
	0.110
	(0.102)
	
	
	2,491
	0.071
	(0.114)
	

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	19,771
	-0.014
	(0.064)
	
	
	11,107
	-0.044
	(0.069)
	

	Yes
	50,507
	0.020
	(0.034)
	
	
	28,313
	0.023
	(0.039)
	


Note. Participation effect estimates reflect percent change in likelihood of attaining healthy fitness zone, controlling for 2008-09 ELA CST scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant

Table F10

Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Abdominal Strength for 2009-10 (Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	70,278
	0.192
	(0.049)
	**
	
	39,420
	0.368
	(0.059)
	**

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	44,449
	0.134
	(0.049)
	**
	
	24,746
	0.266
	(0.065)
	**

	Rural
	2,408
	0.855
	(0.29)
	*
	
	1,694
	1.071
	(0.178)
	**

	Suburban
	22,384
	0.281
	(0.12)
	*
	
	12,244
	0.494
	(0.136)
	**

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	9,108
	0.094
	(0.186)
	
	
	5,213
	0.284
	(0.177)
	

	Proficient
	15,868
	0.149
	(0.135)
	
	
	8,822
	0.303
	(0.148)
	

	Basic
	24,021
	0.167
	(0.078)
	*
	
	13,541
	0.342
	(0.088)
	**

	Below Basic
	12,925
	0.277
	(0.071)
	**
	
	7,168
	0.475
	(0.089)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	8,356
	0.252
	(0.086)
	**
	
	4,676
	0.416
	(0.103)
	**

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Learner
	17,826
	0.274
	(0.069)
	**
	
	9,872
	0.495
	(0.083)
	**

	English Only
	25,651
	0.222
	(0.103)
	*
	
	14,561
	0.398
	(0.112)
	**

	I-FEP
	6,066
	0.062
	(0.107)
	
	
	3,334
	0.382
	(0.142)
	*

	R-FEP
	20,735
	0.113
	(0.075)
	
	
	11,653
	0.220
	(0.089)
	*

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	7,050
	-0.053
	(0.115)
	
	
	4,019
	0.004
	(0.14)
	

	African American/Black
	6,635
	0.073
	(0.107)
	
	
	4,040
	0.146
	(0.124)
	

	Hispanic/Latino
	47,528
	0.267
	(0.058)
	**
	
	26,301
	0.496
	(0.07)
	**

	Other
	1,614
	0.226
	(0.225)
	
	
	963
	0.274
	(0.282)
	

	White
	7,451
	-0.050
	(0.136)
	
	
	4,097
	0.152
	(0.136)
	

	Gate
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	61,278
	0.209
	(0.05)
	**
	
	34,466
	0.370
	(0.061)
	**

	Yes
	9,000
	0.036
	(0.105)
	
	
	4,954
	0.336
	(0.123)
	*

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	34,900
	0.124
	(0.062)
	*
	
	19,038
	0.269
	(0.072)
	**

	Male
	35,378
	0.262
	(0.072)
	**
	
	20,382
	0.441
	(0.081)
	**

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	5,467
	0.357
	(0.243)
	
	
	3,191
	0.472
	(0.238)
	

	Proficient
	16,509
	-0.134
	(0.072)
	*
	
	9,344
	-0.046
	(0.092)
	

	Basic
	19,234
	0.276
	(0.102)
	*
	
	10,724
	0.548
	(0.117)
	**

	Below Basic
	20,542
	0.279
	(0.082)
	**
	
	11,388
	0.481
	(0.092)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	8,526
	0.278
	(0.084)
	**
	
	4,773
	0.386
	(0.11)
	**

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	18,643
	0.126
	(0.076)
	
	
	10,453
	0.351
	(0.083)
	**

	Yes
	51,635
	0.214
	(0.057)
	**
	
	28,967
	0.375
	(0.068)
	**

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College
	8,710
	0.069
	(0.107)
	
	
	4,868
	0.189
	(0.12)
	

	Some College
	11,011
	-0.020
	(0.103)
	
	
	6,313
	0.124
	(0.127)
	

	High School
	15,550
	0.475
	(0.107)
	**
	
	8,663
	0.702
	(0.121)
	**

	Less Than High School
	19,171
	0.183
	(0.102)
	
	
	10,764
	0.331
	(0.117)
	**

	Non Response
	15,836
	0.163
	(0.071)
	*
	
	8,812
	0.379
	(0.087)
	**

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	65,832
	0.182
	(0.051)
	**
	
	36,929
	0.365
	(0.061)
	**

	Yes
	4,446
	0.348
	(0.122)
	**
	
	2,491
	0.437
	(0.143)
	**

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	19,771
	0.276
	(0.098)
	**
	
	11,107
	0.592
	(0.11)
	**

	Yes
	50,507
	0.161
	(0.053)
	**
	
	28,313
	0.292
	(0.064)
	**


Note. Participation effect estimates reflect percent change in likelihood of attaining healthy fitness zone, controlling for 2008-09 ELA CST scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering ASP = After school participant.
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.
Table F11

Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Trunk Strength for 2009-10 (Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	70,278
	0.146
	(0.044)
	**
	
	39,420
	0.191
	(0.066)
	**

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	44,449
	0.115
	(0.056)
	*
	
	24,746
	0.155
	(0.071)
	*

	Rural
	2,408
	-0.038
	(0.52)
	
	
	1,694
	-0.137
	(0.683)
	

	Suburban
	22,384
	0.227
	(0.069)
	**
	
	12,244
	0.270
	(0.128)
	*

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	9,108
	0.097
	(0.137)
	
	
	5,213
	0.098
	(0.174)
	

	Proficient
	15,868
	0.079
	(0.115)
	
	
	8,822
	0.114
	(0.132)
	

	Basic
	24,021
	0.176
	(0.079)
	*
	
	13,541
	0.188
	(0.089)
	*

	Below Basic
	12,925
	0.164
	(0.09)
	
	
	7,168
	0.288
	(0.111)
	*

	Far Below Basic
	8,356
	0.171
	(0.094)
	
	
	4,676
	0.242
	(0.126)
	

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Learner
	17,826
	0.113
	(0.08)
	
	
	9,872
	0.179
	(0.115)
	

	English Only
	25,651
	0.090
	(0.079)
	
	
	14,561
	0.153
	(0.101)
	

	I-FEP
	6,066
	0.310
	(0.134)
	*
	
	3,334
	0.391
	(0.186)
	

	R-FEP
	20,735
	0.218
	(0.095)
	*
	
	11,653
	0.232
	(0.098)
	*

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	7,050
	0.084
	(0.149)
	
	
	4,019
	0.021
	(0.176)
	

	African American/Black
	6,635
	-0.010
	(0.166)
	
	
	4,040
	0.056
	(0.181)
	

	Hispanic/Latino
	47,528
	0.191
	(0.051)
	**
	
	26,301
	0.275
	(0.08)
	**

	Other
	1,614
	0.029
	(0.271)
	
	
	963
	0.013
	(0.328)
	

	White
	7,451
	0.070
	(0.149)
	
	
	4,097
	0.185
	(0.18)
	

	Gate
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	61,278
	0.147
	(0.046)
	**
	
	34,466
	0.182
	(0.069)
	*

	Yes
	9,000
	0.138
	(0.142)
	
	
	4,954
	0.282
	(0.171)
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	34,900
	0.117
	(0.065)
	
	
	19,038
	0.175
	(0.08)
	*

	Male
	35,378
	0.172
	(0.063)
	**
	
	20,382
	0.219
	(0.091)
	*

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	5,467
	0.204
	(0.267)
	
	
	3,191
	0.090
	(0.285)
	

	Proficient
	16,509
	0.017
	(0.101)
	
	
	9,344
	0.044
	(0.13)
	

	Basic
	19,234
	0.097
	(0.079)
	
	
	10,724
	0.135
	(0.106)
	

	Below Basic
	20,542
	0.253
	(0.081)
	**
	
	11,388
	0.298
	(0.099)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	8,526
	0.157
	(0.095)
	
	
	4,773
	0.296
	(0.134)
	*

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	18,643
	0.098
	(0.097)
	
	
	10,453
	0.196
	(0.148)
	

	Yes
	51,635
	0.161
	(0.051)
	**
	
	28,967
	0.192
	(0.069)
	**

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College
	8,710
	-0.044
	(0.146)
	
	
	4,868
	-0.034
	(0.178)
	

	Some College
	11,011
	0.150
	(0.103)
	
	
	6,313
	0.300
	(0.127)
	*

	High School
	15,550
	0.258
	(0.083)
	**
	
	8,663
	0.298
	(0.11)
	*

	Less Than High School
	19,171
	0.164
	(0.101)
	
	
	10,764
	0.095
	(0.112)
	

	Non Response
	15,836
	0.112
	(0.082)
	
	
	8,812
	0.282
	(0.102)
	*

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	65,832
	0.139
	(0.045)
	**
	
	36,929
	0.185
	(0.069)
	*

	Yes
	4,446
	0.243
	(0.157)
	
	
	2,491
	0.295
	(0.184)
	

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	19,771
	0.366
	(0.101)
	**
	
	11,107
	0.527
	(0.122)
	**

	Yes
	50,507
	0.073
	(0.051)
	
	
	28,313
	0.088
	(0.074)
	


Note. Participation effect estimates reflect percent change in likelihood of attaining healthy fitness zone, controlling for 2008-09 ELA CST scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant

Table F12

Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Upper Body Strength for 2009-10 (Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	70,278
	0.168
	(0.038)
	**
	
	39,420
	0.313
	(0.048)
	**

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	44,449
	0.105
	(0.05)
	*
	
	24,746
	0.211
	(0.066)
	**

	Rural
	2,408
	0.158
	(0.192)
	
	
	1,694
	0.182
	(0.206)
	

	Suburban
	22,384
	0.279
	(0.061)
	**
	
	12,244
	0.529
	(0.071)
	**

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	9,108
	-0.007
	(0.083)
	
	
	5,213
	0.106
	(0.107)
	

	Proficient
	15,868
	0.301
	(0.093)
	**
	
	8,822
	0.459
	(0.102)
	**

	Basic
	24,021
	0.143
	(0.061)
	*
	
	13,541
	0.280
	(0.07)
	**

	Below Basic
	12,925
	0.171
	(0.063)
	**
	
	7,168
	0.336
	(0.077)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	8,356
	0.157
	(0.069)
	*
	
	4,676
	0.302
	(0.087)
	**

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Learner
	17,826
	0.122
	(0.052)
	*
	
	9,872
	0.272
	(0.066)
	**

	English Only
	25,651
	0.272
	(0.069)
	**
	
	14,561
	0.418
	(0.082)
	**

	I-FEP
	6,066
	0.380
	(0.082)
	**
	
	3,334
	0.752
	(0.107)
	**

	R-FEP
	20,735
	0.036
	(0.068)
	
	
	11,653
	0.128
	(0.08)
	

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	7,050
	0.231
	(0.131)
	
	
	4,019
	0.313
	(0.158)
	

	African American/Black
	6,635
	0.105
	(0.141)
	
	
	4,040
	0.246
	(0.152)
	

	Hispanic/Latino
	47,528
	0.167
	(0.046)
	**
	
	26,301
	0.327
	(0.058)
	**

	Other
	1,614
	0.616
	(0.211)
	*
	
	963
	0.726
	(0.238)
	*

	White
	7,451
	0.075
	(0.086)
	
	
	4,097
	0.169
	(0.121)
	

	Gate
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	61,278
	0.159
	(0.04)
	**
	
	34,466
	0.293
	(0.05)
	**

	Yes
	9,000
	0.231
	(0.088)
	*
	
	4,954
	0.506
	(0.11)
	**

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	34,900
	0.082
	(0.049)
	
	
	19,038
	0.196
	(0.063)
	**

	Male
	35,378
	0.263
	(0.056)
	**
	
	20,382
	0.413
	(0.064)
	**

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	5,467
	0.121
	(0.13)
	
	
	3,191
	0.237
	(0.149)
	

	Proficient
	16,509
	0.092
	(0.064)
	
	
	9,344
	0.223
	(0.08)
	**

	Basic
	19,234
	0.147
	(0.077)
	
	
	10,724
	0.287
	(0.082)
	**

	Below Basic
	20,542
	0.253
	(0.069)
	**
	
	11,388
	0.424
	(0.078)
	**

	Far Below Basic
	8,526
	0.154
	(0.07)
	*
	
	4,773
	0.248
	(0.088)
	**

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	18,643
	0.207
	(0.055)
	**
	
	10,453
	0.435
	(0.074)
	**

	Yes
	51,635
	0.156
	(0.046)
	**
	
	28,967
	0.279
	(0.056)
	**

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College
	8,710
	0.099
	(0.09)
	
	
	4,868
	0.159
	(0.108)
	

	Some College
	11,011
	0.175
	(0.085)
	*
	
	6,313
	0.333
	(0.103)
	**

	High School
	15,550
	0.218
	(0.073)
	**
	
	8,663
	0.416
	(0.084)
	**

	Less Than High School
	19,171
	0.113
	(0.08)
	
	
	10,764
	0.210
	(0.085)
	*

	Non Response
	15,836
	0.226
	(0.067)
	**
	
	8,812
	0.428
	(0.086)
	**

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	65,832
	0.164
	(0.039)
	**
	
	36,929
	0.311
	(0.049)
	**

	Yes
	4,446
	0.243
	(0.092)
	*
	
	2,491
	0.369
	(0.114)
	**

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	19,771
	0.294
	(0.073)
	**
	
	11,107
	0.498
	(0.084)
	**

	Yes
	50,507
	0.122
	(0.045)
	**
	
	28,313
	0.247
	(0.056)
	**


Note. Participation effect estimates reflect percent change in likelihood of attaining healthy fitness zone, controlling for 2008-09 ELA CST scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant

Table F13

Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Flexibility for 2009-10(Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	70,278
	0.154
	(0.048)
	**
	
	39,420
	0.111
	(0.057)
	

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	44,449
	0.168
	(0.056)
	**
	
	24,746
	0.142
	(0.066)
	*

	Rural
	2,408
	0.066
	(0.156)
	
	
	1,694
	-0.010
	(0.148)
	

	Suburban
	22,384
	0.085
	(0.095)
	
	
	12,244
	0.057
	(0.128)
	

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	9,108
	0.143
	(0.138)
	
	
	5,213
	0.053
	(0.142)
	

	Proficient
	15,868
	0.294
	(0.118)
	*
	
	8,822
	0.239
	(0.127)
	

	Basic
	24,021
	0.099
	(0.077)
	
	
	13,541
	0.017
	(0.082)
	

	Below Basic
	12,925
	0.112
	(0.084)
	
	
	7,168
	0.142
	(0.099)
	

	Far Below Basic
	8,356
	0.172
	(0.071)
	*
	
	4,676
	0.197
	(0.096)
	

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Learner
	17,826
	0.106
	(0.064)
	
	
	9,872
	0.111
	(0.085)
	

	English Only
	25,651
	0.115
	(0.091)
	
	
	14,561
	0.095
	(0.095)
	

	I-FEP
	6,066
	0.165
	(0.116)
	
	
	3,334
	0.094
	(0.153)
	

	R-FEP
	20,735
	0.262
	(0.091)
	**
	
	11,653
	0.134
	(0.1)
	

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	7,050
	0.138
	(0.149)
	
	
	4,019
	0.199
	(0.157)
	

	African American/Black
	6,635
	0.176
	(0.191)
	
	
	4,040
	0.145
	(0.194)
	

	Hispanic/Latino
	47,528
	0.181
	(0.052)
	**
	
	26,301
	0.128
	(0.066)
	

	Other
	1,614
	-0.021
	(0.185)
	
	
	963
	-0.034
	(0.236)
	

	White
	7,451
	-0.040
	(0.11)
	
	
	4,097
	-0.079
	(0.118)
	

	Gate
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	61,278
	0.166
	(0.052)
	**
	
	34,466
	0.117
	(0.061)
	

	Yes
	9,000
	0.012
	(0.106)
	
	
	4,954
	0.036
	(0.126)
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	34,900
	0.180
	(0.063)
	**
	
	19,038
	0.161
	(0.078)
	*

	Male
	35,378
	0.125
	(0.065)
	
	
	20,382
	0.064
	(0.073)
	

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	5,467
	0.385
	(0.224)
	
	
	3,191
	0.300
	(0.23)
	

	Proficient
	16,509
	0.098
	(0.112)
	
	
	9,344
	0.021
	(0.106)
	

	Basic
	19,234
	0.204
	(0.103)
	
	
	10,724
	0.146
	(0.106)
	

	Below Basic
	20,542
	0.113
	(0.068)
	
	
	11,388
	0.078
	(0.088)
	

	Far Below Basic
	8,526
	0.155
	(0.072)
	*
	
	4,773
	0.161
	(0.099)
	

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	18,643
	0.092
	(0.071)
	
	
	10,453
	0.032
	(0.08)
	

	Yes
	51,635
	0.176
	(0.055)
	**
	
	28,967
	0.139
	(0.067)
	*

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College
	8,710
	0.094
	(0.109)
	
	
	4,868
	0.072
	(0.12)
	

	Some College
	11,011
	0.043
	(0.141)
	
	
	6,313
	-0.005
	(0.133)
	

	High School
	15,550
	0.086
	(0.08)
	
	
	8,663
	-0.006
	(0.089)
	

	Less Than High School
	19,171
	0.309
	(0.094)
	**
	
	10,764
	0.269
	(0.114)
	*

	Non Response
	15,836
	0.130
	(0.064)
	*
	
	8,812
	0.138
	(0.082)
	

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	65,832
	0.156
	(0.051)
	**
	
	36,929
	0.107
	(0.059)
	

	Yes
	4,446
	0.150
	(0.113)
	
	
	2,491
	0.176
	(0.136)
	

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	19,771
	0.183
	(0.112)
	
	
	11,107
	0.203
	(0.105)
	

	Yes
	50,507
	0.143
	(0.047)
	**
	
	28,313
	0.078
	(0.058)
	


Note. Participation effect estimates reflect percent change in likelihood of attaining healthy fitness zone, controlling for 2008-09 ELA CST scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant.
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

Table F14
Estimated Effect of After School Participation on School Attendance Rate for 2009-2010 (Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	65,617
	0.023
	(0.008)
	**
	
	35,552
	0.012
	(0.015)
	

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	6,302
	-0.003
	(0.025)
	
	
	3,506
	0.015
	(0.035)
	

	Proficient
	13,861
	0.030
	(0.016)
	
	
	7,408
	0.016
	(0.022)
	

	Basic
	22,239
	0.048
	(0.014)
	**
	
	12,031
	0.015
	(0.02)
	

	Below Basic
	15,142
	-0.004
	(0.012)
	
	
	8,277
	-0.015
	(0.016)
	

	Far Below Basic
	8,073
	0.005
	(0.015)
	
	
	4,330
	-0.008
	(0.021)
	

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Learner
	18,344
	0.007
	(0.011)
	
	
	9,764
	0.007
	(0.019)
	

	English Only
	21,047
	0.027
	(0.015)
	
	
	11,260
	0.019
	(0.02)
	

	I-FEP
	5,300
	0.019
	(0.021)
	
	
	2,881
	0.001
	(0.03)
	

	R-FEP
	20,926
	0.033
	(0.014)
	*
	
	11,647
	0.010
	(0.023)
	

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	5,942
	0.020
	(0.025)
	
	
	3,398
	0.055
	(0.038)
	

	African American/Black
	7,134
	0.023
	(0.024)
	
	
	4,019
	0.005
	(0.024)
	

	Hispanic/Latino
	46,350
	0.026
	(0.01)
	**
	
	24,898
	0.009
	(0.018)
	

	Other
	572
	-0.091
	(0.07)
	
	
	309
	-0.172
	(0.091)
	

	White
	5,619
	0.009
	(0.023)
	
	
	2,928
	0.027
	(0.033)
	

	GATE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	57,635
	0.023
	(0.008)
	**
	
	31,170
	0.007
	(0.014)
	

	Yes
	7,982
	-0.005
	(0.024)
	
	
	4,382
	-0.006
	(0.035)
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	33,173
	0.031
	(0.011)
	**
	
	17,674
	0.019
	(0.018)
	

	Male
	32,444
	0.014
	(0.012)
	
	
	17,878
	0.005
	(0.018)
	

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	1,382
	-0.058
	(0.067)
	
	
	790
	0.026
	(0.1)
	

	Proficient
	8,248
	0.030
	(0.022)
	
	
	4,417
	0.042
	(0.032)
	

	Basic
	17,381
	0.041
	(0.015)
	**
	
	9,332
	0.046
	(0.02)
	*

	Below Basic
	26,226
	0.017
	(0.01)
	
	
	14,207
	-0.012
	(0.018)
	

	Far Below Basic
	12,380
	0.001
	(0.012)
	
	
	6,806
	-0.039
	(0.015)
	**

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	17,888
	0.020
	(0.016)
	
	
	9,770
	0.017
	(0.022)
	

	Yes
	47,729
	0.023
	(0.009)
	*
	
	25,782
	0.010
	(0.016)
	

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College
	6,486
	0.000
	(0.022)
	
	
	3,625
	0.013
	(0.035)
	

	Some College
	8,019
	0.035
	(0.024)
	
	
	4,265
	-0.005
	(0.031)
	

	High School
	12,881
	0.027
	(0.015)
	
	
	6,762
	-0.011
	(0.02)
	

	Less Than High School
	18,305
	0.017
	(0.012)
	
	
	9,719
	0.008
	(0.025)
	

	Non Response
	19,926
	0.029
	(0.011)
	*
	
	11,181
	0.041
	(0.017)
	*

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	61,326
	0.021
	(0.009)
	*
	
	33,249
	0.013
	(0.016)
	

	Yes
	4,198
	0.048
	(0.017)
	**
	
	2,261
	0.010
	(0.024)
	

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	13,327
	0.028
	(0.017)
	
	
	7,265
	0.031
	(0.026)
	

	Yes
	52,290
	0.021
	(0.01)
	*
	
	28,287
	0.007
	(0.018)
	


Note. Participation effect estimates control of 2008-09 School Attendance Rates and ELA CST scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant.
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

Table F15

Estimated Effect of After School Participation on Suspension Record for 2009-2010 (Matched Sample): High Schools

	 
	All ASP
	 
	Frequent ASP

	Outcome
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 
	 
	N
	Estimate
	(SE)
	 

	ALL
	67,611
	-0.069
	(0.05)
	
	
	36,944
	-0.181
	(0.061)
	**

	School Location
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	43,664
	-0.064
	(0.064)
	
	
	23,450
	-0.197
	(0.082)
	*

	Rural
	2,799
	-0.107
	(0.17)
	
	
	2,063
	-0.154
	(0.125)
	

	Suburban
	21,063
	-0.067
	(0.086)
	
	
	11,397
	-0.106
	(0.103)
	

	ELA Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	8,910
	0.034
	(0.194)
	
	
	4,856
	-0.084
	(0.238)
	

	Proficient
	16,456
	-0.128
	(0.122)
	
	
	8,947
	-0.300
	(0.136)
	*

	Basic
	23,092
	-0.054
	(0.055)
	
	
	12,657
	-0.115
	(0.071)
	

	Below Basic
	11,918
	-0.041
	(0.075)
	
	
	6,520
	-0.128
	(0.077)
	

	Far Below Basic
	7,235
	-0.090
	(0.102)
	
	
	3,964
	-0.285
	(0.116)
	*

	English Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	English Learner
	16,455
	0.086
	(0.072)
	
	
	8,677
	-0.096
	(0.08)
	

	English Only
	27,574
	-0.184
	(0.06)
	**
	
	15,321
	-0.252
	(0.077)
	**

	I-FEP
	5,923
	0.175
	(0.12)
	
	
	3,188
	0.065
	(0.143)
	

	R-FEP
	17,659
	-0.107
	(0.11)
	
	
	9,758
	-0.333
	(0.119)
	**

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Asian/Pacific Islander
	10,121
	-0.165
	(0.112)
	
	
	5,876
	-0.207
	(0.131)
	

	African American/Black
	7,582
	-0.262
	(0.098)
	**
	
	4,586
	-0.394
	(0.116)
	**

	Hispanic/Latino
	41,149
	0.002
	(0.067)
	
	
	21,814
	-0.154
	(0.082)
	

	Other
	1,801
	-0.029
	(0.246)
	
	
	1,013
	-0.288
	(0.323)
	

	White
	6,958
	-0.019
	(0.124)
	
	
	3,655
	-0.026
	(0.148)
	

	GATE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	57,471
	-0.075
	(0.051)
	
	
	31,441
	-0.189
	(0.062)
	**

	Yes
	10,140
	0.115
	(0.144)
	
	
	5,503
	0.016
	(0.17)
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	34,178
	-0.033
	(0.069)
	
	
	18,103
	-0.190
	(0.097)
	

	Male
	33,433
	-0.091
	(0.053)
	
	
	18,841
	-0.190
	(0.057)
	**

	Math Performance Levels
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Advanced
	3,440
	-0.005
	(0.338)
	
	
	1,904
	-0.291
	(0.365)
	

	Proficient
	12,536
	-0.135
	(0.141)
	
	
	6,723
	-0.131
	(0.155)
	

	Basic
	17,738
	-0.097
	(0.092)
	
	
	9,629
	-0.210
	(0.107)
	

	Below Basic
	23,674
	-0.031
	(0.064)
	
	
	12,988
	-0.142
	(0.079)
	

	Far Below Basic
	10,223
	-0.057
	(0.08)
	
	
	5,700
	-0.224
	(0.088)
	*

	National School Lunch Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	19,638
	-0.133
	(0.074)
	
	
	10,734
	-0.168
	(0.084)
	*

	Yes
	47,973
	-0.048
	(0.054)
	
	
	26,210
	-0.190
	(0.068)
	**

	Parent Education Level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College
	8,785
	-0.352
	(0.106)
	**
	
	4,831
	-0.408
	(0.111)
	**

	Some College
	10,803
	-0.080
	(0.09)
	
	
	5,983
	-0.153
	(0.122)
	

	High School
	16,968
	-0.025
	(0.06)
	
	
	9,207
	-0.177
	(0.075)
	*

	Less Than High School
	18,217
	0.003
	(0.112)
	
	
	9,876
	-0.166
	(0.108)
	

	Non Response
	12,838
	-0.069
	(0.092)
	
	
	7,047
	-0.129
	(0.099)
	

	Special Education Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	63,249
	-0.077
	(0.048)
	
	
	34,458
	-0.203
	(0.061)
	**

	Yes
	4,362
	-0.001
	(0.129)
	
	
	2,486
	0.025
	(0.137)
	

	Title 1 Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	26,448
	-0.114
	(0.082)
	
	
	14,709
	-0.164
	(0.084)
	

	Yes
	41,163
	-0.044
	(0.059)
	
	
	22,235
	-0.199
	(0.078)
	*


Note. Participation effect estimates control for 2008-09 Suspension Record and ELA CST scores. Standard errors adjusted for school-level clustering. ASP = After school participant.
* p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.
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� Students at-risk of academic failure.


� In 2002, California voters passed a ballot initiative called Proposition 49, which was sponsored by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger to increase the state’s investment in after school programming. As it is written, Prop 49 provides funding to allow every public elementary and middle school in California to access state funds for after school programs.


� Education Code Section 8482.4 (g) required the Advisory Committee on Before and After School Programs to provide recommendations on reporting requirements for program evaluation and review consistent with subdivision (b) of Section 8483.55 to the CDE on June 30, 2007. The Advisory Committee’s recommendations were based on testimony received from national and local experts in the fields of education, after school programming, and evaluation. The CDE reviewed the Committee’s recommendations and presented them along with the CDE’s recommendations to the State Board on September 30, 2007. The State Board then adopted the requirements and research questions for program evaluation and review.


� The state Education Department says it can now calculate dropouts far more accurately using its new "Statewide Student Identifier System" in which every student is given a unique, anonymous ID number. With that, schools can track the whereabouts of missing students for the first time, and learn whether students are truly AWOL, or whether they are somewhere legitimate.


� In the probability-proportional-to-size ('PPS') sampling, the selection probability for each element is set to be proportional to its size measure, up to a maximum of 1. In a simple PPS design, these selection probabilities can then be used as the basis for Poisson sampling. Poisson sampling is a sampling process where each element of the population that is sampled is subjected to an independent Bernoulli trial which determines whether the element becomes part of the sample during the drawing of a single sample. The PPS approach can improve accuracy for a given sample size by concentrating sample on large elements that have the greatest impact on population estimates.


� Formerly known as the UCLA Office for Protection of Research Subjects (UCLA OPRS).


� Since we don’t know when EL students got reclassified (CELDT), when students moved out of the original school (mobility), and when students dropped out of school (dropout) in a given school, we decided to lag the exposure of ASP and examine its effect in the last two years of the study.


� For CAHSEE, we are not only interested in the ASP effect in the three year period, we are also interested in whether students passed the CAHSEE by the end of twelfth grade. Therefore, for CAHSEE we focused on the tenth grade cohort in 2007-08. Since, per CAHSEE regulations, tenth graders can only take the CAHSEE in the February or March administration, we are still able to investigate the ASP effect in all three years including its effect on students in 2007-08 when students are in tenth grade.


� For dropout, we are not only interested in the ASP effect in the three year period, we are also interested in whether students dropped out by the end of twelfth grade. Therefore, for dropout we focused on the tenth grade cohort in 2007-08


� School districts develop its own reclassification policy and procedure, guided by the four criteria set forth by the State Board of Education’s Reclassification Guidelines. The four criteria are comparison of performance in basic skills, assessment of English proficiency, teacher evaluation, and parent opinion and consultation.


� To simplify the analyses, we did not attempt to follow students once they left their schools. Thus, once a student leaves, there is no further data for that student for purposes of the mobility outcome analysis.


� The data set is in “person-period” form where each student contributes a row for every year an observed outcome is possible. For example, if student A is reclassified after the first year of the study, student A will only have one row. On the other hand, if student B is not reclassified during our study, student B will contribute three rows.


� School transfers are those students with CSIS’ exit codes 160, 165, 167, 180, 200, 240, 260, 280, 310, 370, and 460 during the period of July 1st to June 30th for each school year.


� ATLAS.ti Scientific Software Development GmbH, Nassauische Str. 58, D-10717 Berlin Germany


� A grounded theory is one that is inductively derived from the study of the phenomenon it represents. That is, it is discovered, developed, and provisionally verified through systematic data collection and analysis of the data.


� A detailed description of the items that comprise the composites is provided in the Appendix. A scale is considered reliable if it has an alpha of at least .70 (i.e., α ≥ .70). All of the composites met this criterion.


� The Kendall rank coefficient is often used as a � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Test_statistic" \o "Test statistic" �test statistic� in a � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Statistical_hypothesis_testing" \o "Statistical hypothesis testing" �statistical hypothesis test� to establish whether two variables may be regarded as statistically dependent. This test is � HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Non-parametric_statistics" \o "Non-parametric statistics" �non-parametric�, as it does not rely on any assumptions on the distributions of X or Y.


� See http://www.ccsesa.org/index/regionMap.cfm to view the CCSESA region map.


� Local education agencies are organizations, such as a public school district or county office of education, that directly oversee multiple schools.


� Scales were considered reliable if they had an alpha of at least .70 (i.e., α ≥ .70). All of the composites met this criterion.


� The Kendall rank coefficient is often used as a test statistic in a statistical hypothesis test to establish whether two variables may be regarded as statistically dependent. This test is non-parametric, as it does not rely on any assumptions on the distributions of X or Y.


� See the following for more about these traits: Austin & Duerr, 2005; Catalano, Berglund, Ryan, Lonczak, & Hawkins, 2004.


� Sample I includes all schools in the STAR database with an after school program and with at least 25 after school participants or at least 25% of all students participating, and this is the data used for examining statewide after school attendance patterns and estimating the effects of after school participation on participants’ academic achievement. Sample II includes a sample of 100 ASES/21st CCLC and its purpose is for examining behavioral and achievement outcomes such as school attendance, suspension record, etc.


� Please note the results reported in these two tables are based on the matched samples of participants and non-participants. The non-participants column reports the un-weighted number of students while the other results are weighted.


� All data provided by Sample II districts were reviewed and cleaned by the evaluation team. Attempts were made to contact districts that provided data with large amounts of student records showing over 180 days enrolled. In cases in which districts did not respond or were unable to provide revised data, cases with over 200 days enrolled were not included in the analysis. In many districts, duplicate cases for students were found. Using the assumption that students attended more than one school in a year, attendance values for duplicate cases were added together if the total number of days enrolled was less than 200 days. In instances where duplicate cases were greater than 200, the case with the highest number of days enrolled was included in the analysis.


�In STAR, students are categorized as having one of four types of language fluency based on a combination of their CELDT and prior year CST outcomes: Initially Fluent English Proficient (I-FEP), Reclassified Fluent English Proficient (R-FEP), English Learner (EL), and English Only (EO)


� This includes all students who ever attended ASP for any amount of time during the study period.


� The rate was set to be 0% for 2007-08 because students were selected based on their 2007-08 English Language Fluency designation in the STAR data file and 2007-08 is the first year of our three-year study of the after school program.


� The rate was set to be 0% for 2006-07 because 2006-07 is the baseline year of our three-year study where students were ninth-graders and had not yet had the chance to take CAHSEE.


�School transfers are those students with CSIS’ exit codes 160, 165, 167, 180, 200, 240, 260, 280, 310, 370, and 460 during the period of July 1st to June 30th for each school year. Dropouts are those students with any of the following codes: completion codes 104 or 2360, or exit codes 140, 270, 300, 400, 0r 420. Graduates are those students with completion codes of 100, 106, 108, or 250.


� The mobility rate is zero for 2007-08 because 2007-08 is Year 1 of our three-year study when students could be initially exposed to the possibility any ASP.


�The dropout rate is zero for 2007-08 because 2007-08 is Year 1 of our three-year study when students could be initially exposed to the possibility any ASP
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