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SUMMARY ‘
. Two interim evaluation reports have been prepared for the Oakland Fund for Children and Youth
and are submitted to the City Council for informational purposes. The interim evaluation reports
concern grantee services and programs initiated July 1, 2009 through two quarters of activity
completed this fiscal year. The [nterim After School Program Evaluation Findings Report |
submitted by the firm Public Profit covers 68 school based and 9 community based after school :
programs. The Interim Evaluation Report submitted by the firm See Change covers the 58
programs within the strategy areas of early childhood, summer, older youth, and physical and
behavioral health. These reports are included as Attachment A and Attachment B.

FISCAL IMPACT '
There are no fiscal impacts associated with this report.
BACKGROUND . |

In May 2009, the City approved the selection of two firms to conduct the 2009-2010 evaluation
for OFCY. OFCY’s evaluation spans 135 individual grantees within the OFCY program strategy
areas. Public Profit and See Change began contracted services as of July 1, 2009. The interim °
evaluation reports were completed in February, based on two quarters of grantee activity
reported as of January 2010.

OFCY tracking of grants activities through the online data management system customized by
Cityspan was initiated this fiscal year. The use of Cityspan by both the City and the Oakland
Unified School District (OUSD) allows more efficient collection of participant data and
enhanced cross system data sharing and analysis due to improved access to OUSD student
outcomes data.

The City Council approved a resolution in support of universal after school programs in 2004.
Based on that policy directive, OFCY began to leverage City dollars with After School
Education and Safety Program funds through collaboration with OUSD to develop high quality ;
citywide after school programs in support of the shared vision for positive student outcomes. The
selection of Public Profit to evaluate all publicly funded after school programs, extends the
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collaboration to a joint evaluation of the City’s after school initiative as a multi-funded but
increasingly seamless program model with positive outcomes for children and youth.

The selection of See Change to evaluate early childhood, older youth, summer, and physical and’
behavioral health programs using the Cityspan platform extends the opportunity for cross-system
data sharing access and analysis for thousands of Oakland youth enrolled in OFCY programs.

KEY ISSUES AND IMPACTS

Interim After School Program Evaluation (Public Profit Inc.) ' : |

Public Profit has been contracted to develop a comprehensive, citywide evaluation system !

spanning the 95 publicly-funded after school programs for the 2009-10 year. The joint evaluation

of all after school programs funded either by Oakland Unified School District or the Oakland

Fund for Children and Youth encompasses: '

1. All elementary and middle school based programs that receive support from both E
OFCY and QUSD via After School Education and Safety Program (ASES) and 21%
Century Community Learning Centers (21* CCC) grants.

2. 10 after school programs in community-based settings or charter schools that receive
support only from OFCY.

3. 17 high school-based programs that receive support from OUSD via the 21% Century
After School Safety and Enrichment for Teens (ASSETS) grant.

Public Profit’s approach relies upon best practice standards and provides feedback for the
purpose of program improvement. The evaluator assesses services based on an integrated model
of funding to support high quality school based services. The evaluation is based on a theory
that emphasizes the links between regular participation, high quality programming, and positive
student outcomes.

The comprehensive framework for evaluating the quality of the City’s after school programs
focuses on key elements for each program site: vision and mission, physical and emotional [
safety, enrollment and attendance, youth development, staff development, linkage with the [
school day, academic support, meaningful learning opportunities, equity and inclusion, and ’
family involvement. Since survey administration, site quality assessments, and cross system data
sharing are completed late in the school year, the complete analysis of participant outcomes and i
program quality will be available in the final after school evaluation report to be delivered in

November. :

Thie Public Profit interim report focuses on whether after school programs are on track to meet
their annual attendance goals and target number of young people served. Programs that are not
on target to meet their participation goals will be further assessed through site visits and work
with the OUSD After School Programs Office to identify any technical assistance needed.

1
'

An update on six after school programs that missed key performance indicators in last year’s i
2008-2009 evaluation is provided in Attachment C (Table A - Grantees with Missed 2008-2009 |
Performance Indicators), based on the interim evaluation report and findings from site visits.
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Feedback from Public Profit’s site review is provided to after school program providers, the i

OUSD After School Programs Office, and OFCY, and will be used to identify continuing
challenges and plans for improvement for these grantees.

The See Change evaluation covers 58 OFCY programs among four different strategy areas. The’
evaluation is designed to assess the value, effectiveness, quality and outcomes of the programs
composing the early childhood, summer, physical and behavioral health, and older youth
program strategy areas. The evaluation framework links the resources and conditions with the
intensity and duration of activities and best practices to assess program outcomes. For each
program strategy along the age continuum, individual logic models are developed in consultatmn
with the grantees as shown in the appendix. |

1
Interim Evaluation from See Change l
i
1
!

See Change uses a program quality assessment (PQA) tool for observation and rating of key

elements of program delivery such as physical and emotional safety, presence of caring adults, |
skill building, youth engagement, supportive peers, and diversity and identity. Since !
considerable data collection takes place in the spring, the complete analysis of results and [
outcomes for each strategy area and the results from the program quality assessments will be
included in the final report. |

The See Change interim evaluation documents each program’s progress toward reaching the
projected number of participants (or participant integrity) and projected service hours (service
integrity). This review of service delivery targets at mid-year enables OFCY to identify
programs with lower than expected participation. Some grantees may require additional training
for data entry using the new Cityspan system. Additional grant monitoring may be needed to
identify challenges and technical assistance recommended for some programs.

A review of baseline data comparing OFCY participants in 08-09 to other OUSD students is
included in this report. Over time and if the resources exist, the evaluators may be able to
provide multi-year analysis of participant and student outcome data.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

OFCY’s evaluations are based on “best practices” for assessing youth programs. -Each firm has
developed logic models to identify the context, resources, inputs, and measurements required to |
assess the achievement of better outcomes for children and youth. The evaluator then conducts
site visits, administers surveys to parents, youth, and providers, and applies a quality assessment
tool based on best practices by program type for each grant program. Participant tracking and
linkage to student outcome data will enable analysis at the strategy level as well as individual !
grantee evaluation.
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SUSTAINABLE OPPORTUNITIES

Economic: Evaluators hired and trained approximately 20 youth to be youth evaluators. The
OFCY evaluation system encourages grantees to increase productivity and cost effectiveness.

Envirenmental: The OFCY evaluation does not result in known environmental opportunities.
Social Equity: The OFCY evaluation system results in direct social benefits such as
organizational capacity building, youth development, and employment opportunities for
participating youth evaluators.

DISABILITY AND SENIOR CITIZEN ACCESS

This report has no direct impact on disability and senior citizen access issues.

RECOMMENDATION(S) AND RATIONALE

There are no recommendations associated with this report.

ACTION REQUESTED OF THE CITY COUNCIL
" There is no action requested.

Respectfully submitted,

Director, Department df Human Services

Prepared by: Sandra Taylor
Children and Youth Services Manager

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment A - Interim After School Program Evaluation

Attachment B - Interim Evaluation Report for Early Childhood, Older Youth,
Physical and Behavioral Health, and Summer Programs

Attachment C - Table A - Grantees with Missed 2008-2009 Performance Indicators

APPROVED ANP'FORWARDED TO
LIFE ENRICHMENT COMMITTEE:

Office of the City Administrator
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Programs Included in the Interim Report

The Oakland Fund for Children and Youth (OFCY) makes a
substantial financial commitment to after school programs in Beginning in 2009-10, after
Oakland, providing grants to 80 after school programs citywide, school programs supported
including 65 of the programs that receive state and federal funds either by the Oakland Fund -
through the Oakland Unified School District (OUSD). As a result, for Children and Youth or
OFCY and OUSD have substantially simitar informational needs with | Oakland Unified School
regard to the after school evaluation. District will be included in
) the citywide evaluation. 1
Since 2007-08, Public Profit has been contracted by the Oakland

Unified School District to evaluate its after school programs. Both OFCY and OUSD have agreed to |
commission Public Profit to develop one comprehensive, citywide evaluation system with a total of
95 publicly-funded after school programs for the 2009-10 school year, including all after school :
programs funded either by OUSD or OFCY. Community Bridge Video (CBV), a subcontractor to Pubhc
Profit, leads the youth evaluation component of the project.

Programs included in the citywide evaluation report include:

1. School-based programs that receive support from both OUSD -- via After Schoo! Education and
Safety Program (ASES) and 21® Century Community Learning Centers (21% CCLC) grants - and
the Oakland Fund for Children and Youth. This group includes nearly all elementary and
middle school-based programs in the report.’

2. After school programs in either community-based settings or in charter schools that receive
support only from OFCY. This group includes all programs in the Community/Charter group. i

3. School-based programs that receive support only from QUSD via the 21* Century After Schocll
Safety and Enrichment for Teens (ASSETS) grant. This group includes all high school-based
programs in the report.

Public Profit has been commissioned by OFCY and OUSD to deliver the evaluation design, provide
technical assistance to grantees, collect and analyze data, and report findings. CBY is responsible for
the youth evaluation component of the project, including recruiting youth evaluators from Met West
High School, implementing a youth evaluation and media production curriculum, and assisting youth

as they produce an interactive map of after school programs in Oakland. .

Staff from the Qakland Fund for Children and Youth, OUSD After School Programs Office, and OUSD
Office of Research and Assessment provide ongoing consultation and oversight of the evaluation.

" The after school program at Reach Academy elementary schaol does not receive direct OFCY support.

Oakland After School Programs
Interim Evaluation Report
February 2010
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Highlights from the Interim Report

- e ——— ——

Information presented in this report is based on after school program attendance and performance .
between July and December 2009. Since the majority of after school programs included in this study
operate on a school year schedule, this period encompasses roughly 40% of the program year. ‘:

Highlights from this report include:

+ After school programs supported by the Oakland Fund for Children and Youth (OFCY) and
Oakland Unified School District {QUSD} served 16,972 youth, or about 25% of the youth
population of Qakland. School-based after school in elementary schools served 7,229 youth,
middle school-based programs 3,852, high school programs 3,508, and community and
charter-based programs 2,383.

L)

» Available evidence suggests that the majority of after school programs are‘on track to meet
their annual attendance goals and target number of youth served. Programs’ strong '
performance on these measures suggests that they are reaching large numbers of youth and
maintaining targeted enrollment rates. See Table 1.

|
|

+ Based on common activity categories used by OFCY and QUSD, program attendance records
indicate that the most common after school activities were tutoring/academic assistance
(80% of after school attendees participated), sports or recreation (49%}, health/nutrition
(38%), and arts (36%).

* Overall, after school programs are providing quality services, meeting commonty accepted |
standards for program quality in four broad domains: physical and emotional safety; equity,l
access and inclusion; meaningful learning opportunities; and academic support. Very few |
observed programs had any reports of Limited Evidence for a particular quality practice, and
none were found by site visitors in need of immediate intervention.

"

* Available evidence indicates that after school program participants are attending school more
often - a proxy for school engagement - and being suspended less often - a proxy for pro-
social behaviors. See Table 1.

Table 1: Summary of Program Performance and Key Participant Qutcomes

Serving Targeted

On Track to Reach

Participants

Participants i

Number of Annual Attendance Demaonstrate School .

Program Type Unduplicated Youth Goals Day Attendance [::rgzgsg‘a:iinoggtgss

(90% or above) (85% or higher) Gains* P .
Elementary I
(n-52) 100% 96% 63% 15% |
Middte ‘
(n=16) 94% 69% 25% 31% :
High . :
(n=17) Not Required 29% 47% 71% )
(Cnh:i‘rgt;r/ Community 80% 80% Not Available Not Available :
Overall
(n=95) 96% 76% 52% 29%

“Measured as programs whose participants have a statistically significant improvement at the 95% or greater level of confidence.

QCakland After School Programs

Interim Evaluation Report
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THEORY OF ACTION FOR AFTER SCHOOL PROGRAMS IN OAKLAND i
After school programs can serve as a “launching pad” for student success, providing additional time
for young people to learn and practice important skills and to gain new experiences. Existing
research in the field suggests that students who come to high quality after school programs often are
most likely to demonstrate positive outcomes in a variety of dimensions, including socio-emotional
skills, engagement with school, and improved academic skills and performance. i

To guide the evaluation of Qakland after school programs, the evaluation team developed a Theory
of Action based on existing literature that emphasizes the links between regular participation, high
quality programming, and positive student outcomes.

This model distinguishes between two types of participant ocutcomes: direct outcomes and .
contributory. Direct outcomes can be observed during the program year and are more directly

influenced by students’ experiences in after school programs. For example, many after school f
programs offer a variety of activities that young people may not otherwise have the opportunity to
experience, such as music, organized sports, and visual arts. After school participants in turn have |
the opportunity to explore new interests and skills. ‘

After school program participation can also contribute to a variety of other positive outcomes that ;
are subject to a greater variety of external influences. For example, many after school programs ‘
provide homework help and tutoring, which can contribute to participants’ schoo!l success, but these
supports are less influential than the quality of instruction students receive in the classroom, factors
over which after school programs have limited control. ) '.

Figure 1: Theory of Action for Oakland After School Programs

In High Quality

Programs a Ve N\

Program Attendance

Has Direct Contributes to
Regular Physical/Emotional Safety J\ Benefits for Other Positive
Participation l N Equity, Access, and Inclusion _ Youth Outcomes
~ Meaningful Learning - Social skills

-..l//" Opportunities Pro-social behaviors

. New experiences
School Day Alignment / P Academic behaviors

Duration (school-based programs}) ’ A Safety and performance
Community/Family

Partnerships \School engagement/\ . jl/

Strong Management Practices |
i
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Regular Participation in After School

Research in the after school field finds that students who attend programs most often can
demonstrate the greatest changes in social, emotional, and academic performance. For example, an
evaluation of high quality after school programs found that students who attended regularly
demonstrated significant gains in standardized math scores (compared to similar students who were
unsupervised after school) and decreases in misconduct at school, including skipping school and
fighting with other students. 2 Another study found that students who participated regutarly in after
school programs for two or more school years had higher aspirations regarding graduation and college
and were less likely to drop out than their peers.? ‘

High Quality After School Programs ' |

After school pregram evaluations have found that the quality of after school programs is a key
component in affecting participant outcomes. High quality after school programs are both better |
able to recruit and retain students, and are more likely to be associated with positive ocutcomes for,
youth. Current research in after school suggests that high quality programs offer a combination of
recreation, academics, and enrichment activities, with a strong emphasis on hands-on, student
directed learning. This allows students to explore new subjects and skills that they may not
otherwise know of, and encourages their successful development socially, emotionally, and
academlcally r
Extending beyond what is offered is the way in which activities are offered. For example, an after
school program that creates a positive, supportive envirecnment for young people, in which they feel
comfortable expressing ideas and making mistakes, is associated with greater outcomes for
participants, regardless of the specific focus of the program.

The QOakland After School Theory of Action builds upon this idea, identifying common quality
elements for all after school programs, inclusive of setting or content- area focus. This allows the use
of a common evaluation framework for multiple after school programs.” The Theory of Action
prioritizes six quality elements:

1. Physical and emotional safety - Youth and staff are physically safe while in the program, and
participants build skills to help them make good decisions about their own and others’ safety.
Participants have the opportunity to use pro-social conflict mediation skills and to share their
thoughts and feelings.

2. Equity, access, and inclusion - Youth of all cultural, racial, linguistic, and developmental
backgrounds participate in after school, and participants are actively encouraged to interact with
a variety of peers. Staff model inclusive attitudes and behaviors.

Z Deborah Lowe Vandell, et al., Qutcomes Linked to High-Quality Afterschool Programs: Longitudinal Findings from the
Study of Promising Afterschool Programs, (Irvine, CA; University of California, Irvine, 2007).

* Harvard Family Research Project, “After School Programs in the 21st Century: Their Potential and What it Takes to
Achieve It,” Issues and Opportunities in Out-of-School Time Evaluation, Number 10, February 2008.
4 Charles Smith, Tom Devaney and Samantha Sugar, “Quality and Accountability in the Qut-of-School Time Sector,” New
Directions for Youth development, Number 121, Spring 2009.

Oakland After School Programs
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3. Meaningful learning opportunities - After school programs engage students as active learners in
challenging, relevant, and enriching learning experiences that provide rich opportunities for
youth to learn new skills that draw on their personal interests.

4. School-day alighment (school-based programs) - After school programs provide regular homework
support, academic intervention, and enrichment activities that extend upon key skills and

" concepts covered in the school days. Faculty and administrators communicate regularly with
after school programs about the learning and behavioral styles of individual students, effective
instructional technigques, and learning goals for program staff to pursue. In a reciprocal fashion,|
after school program staff can provide faculty with helpful insights into students’ interests and |
needs.

|

f
5. Community/Family partnerships—Programs incorporate local resources into pregramming and !
facilitate opportunities for young people to learn about and contribute to their community.
Parents and caregivers have meaningful opportunities to participate in after school programs;
programs serve as a link to other community resources for families. |

6. Strong management practices - After school programs have enough resources to provide quality
programming, including staff, space, and materials. Staff are well-trained in youth development
practices and have sufficient content-area expertise for the activities they lead; staff members
use feedback and performance data to inform the design and implementation of the program.

Benefits for Participants

Young people are affected by a wide array of infiuence in their lives, and after school is just one.
Therefore, the contribution of an after school program to a particular outcome should be understood
within the larger context of children’s lives; after school programs have a greater influence over | -
some outcomes than others. Figure 2 provides a visual representation of the relative impact that
after school programs have on student outcomes. The inner circle (orange) describes those outcomfles
that are most directly attributable to after school, as they are most closely related to what programs
do regularly. '

The outer circle depicts desirable outcomes to which after school can contribute, but that are
subject to numerous additional influences outside the purview of after school programs, including
school-day in\struction, family support, and students’ other extracurricular activities.

Qakland After School Programs
Interim Evaluation Report
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Figure 2: The Range of After School Outcomes

Direct Outcomes

New Experiences; Positive
Relationships with Others;
Safety; School Engagement

Contributory Outcomes
Pro-Social Behaviors;
Positive Academic
Behaviars; Improved
Academic Qutcomes
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In the Oakland After School Theory of Action, direct outcomes of program participation include
awareness of new interests and abilities, stronger social skills, enhanced safety and a greater

attachment to school. Contributory outcomes include improved pro-social behaviors (i.e., in settin
other than after school), stronger academic behaviors, and improved grades and test scores.
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PROGRAM PERFORMANCE AND YOUTH QUTCOMES

At a Glance: Enroliment and Attendance

This section summarizes key program performance After school programs are grouped by type

metrics by program type. Site-level data is provided in this report:

in Part Il and Il of this report. School-based programs supported by
OUSD are grouped based on type of

After school programs in Oakland served 16,972 school: elementary, middte, high.

children and youth in the first half of the 2009-10

program year, accounting for roughly 25% of 5-18 Comprehensive after school programs |

year-olds in the city.’ School-based programs served that receive OFCY funds, but are not

approximately 45% of the student population at supported by QUSD, are in the .

their host schools.® Attendance records provided by “charter/community” group.

grantees indicate that school-based after school in

elementary schools served 7,229 students, middie school-based programs 3,852, high school
programs 3,508, and community and charter-based programs 2,383,

b

Of the children and youth served in the first half of the 2009-10 program year, 36% are Latino/a, 38%
are African American, 11% are Asian/Pacific Islander, 3% are White, and 1% are of Native American
heritage.” The racial/ethnic heritage of youth served by program type is in Figure 3. \
Charter/Community-based programs serve a notably higher proportion of Native American youth than
other after school programs, largely because a program specifically for Native American youth is !
included among these programs. Available evidence suggests that of all after school program
participants, 33% are English Learners, and 6% are enrolled in a special education program,

r
e . ; - )
Figure 3: Participants’ Race/Ethnicity f

q
@ Elementary li: '
> | I ;

\ E Middte %I__— —

' % High* -

& Charter/Community : ] |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
% of Participants ;

8 African American O Asian/Pl Blatino/a ONative American - White OUnspecified/Other

*ASSETS-funded programs only.
Source: CitySpan attendance records for youth who attended after school between July and December 2009,

® From the 3-year population estimate from the American Community Survey (2006-08): 65,007 people ages 5-18 live in
Qakland. Downloaded November 30, 2009 from www.census.gov.

¢ Based on 2008-09 enroliment figures for schools that host a school-based after school program.

7 Race/ethnicity is available for 14,932 participants, approximately 90% of youth served. |
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After school programs supported by OFCY set goals for the number of young people they plan to
serve each year, as one measure of the programs’ reach in the community. After school programs m
Qakland are exceeding their targets in reaching the targeted number of youth as a whole, and 95% of
programs have met or exceeded their target number of youth served. Since high school after school
programs do not receive direct OFCY funding, they are excluded from this analysis. Site-by-site 1
results are available in the table that begins on page 21. : '

Figure 4: Program Integrity | |

. I

2 Elementary 127% t

> i

- !

E Middle 125% i

&n |
2

@  Charter/Community 128% i

T T T T T T *

100% 105% 110% 115% 120% 125% 130% i

Progress Toward Target Number of Youth Served

Source: CitySpan attendance records for 76 after school programs that receive OFCY funds.

After school programs in Oakland are expected to meet specific attendance targets based on their
grant funding amounts. QUSD school-based after school programs must meet an 85% attendance |
target established by the California Department of Education. Charter and community-based
programs’ targets are based on their OFCY Scope of Work.

Between July and December 2009, Oakland’s after school programs should have met about 40% of
their annual attendance target in order to be on track to meet their yearly attendance goal.® To

date, Qakland after school programs earned 44% of their target attendances for the year, including
42% for elementary school-based programs, 45% for programs in middle schools, 36% for high school
based programs and 49% for charter and community-based programs.

Among school-based after school programs, those serving elementary and middle schools are ‘
projected to meet or exceed their CDE-defined annual attendance goals, while high schools will need
to increase their attendance rates to meet the 85% attendance threshold. Charter and community-
based programs are projected to exceed their attendances goals established by OFCY.’

Table 3, which begins on page 21, provides site-by-site results that show that 75% of after school
programs in Qakland are on track to meet or exceed their targeted enrollment rate if they sustain
current attendance levels throughout the program year. .

8 Nearly all programs operate on a school-year calendar, and will have therefore operated for roughly 40% of the1r program
year by the end of December (i.e., four of nine months).

? Projected annual attendance is calculated by multiplying attendances recorded between June and December by 2.5. See
the Appendix for more information.
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Figure 5: Progress Toward Target Attendances
140% 123%
) ‘g’ 120% 105% 112%

E 100% 91%
'E 1
% 80% : |
'_ = — ] e 1
. S0 7% 45% ™ 49% |
O 40% 1 — |
g |
0% . g . ]
Elementary Middle High* Community/Charter |
- |

Program Type
BTo Date D Projected

*ASSETS-funded programs only.
Source: CitySpan attendance records for July through December 2009 and programs’ grant information, which deterrn1ne<
annual attendance goals.

Current after school research suggests that children and youth who attend high quality after school

programs most often demonstrate the strongest improvements. Younger children tend to attend after

school more often, as youth have more alternative choices and responsibilities in middle and high
school. Figure 6 describes the average retention rate by program type, calculated as the number of;
days attended divided by the number of days enrolled in after school.

School-based after school programs have high overall attendance rates, ranging from 72% in high

school to 87% in elementary school. Charter and community-based programs have a somewhat lower

attendance rate, reflecting the drop-in model that many programs in this category use, in which
youth may choose to attend as often as they prefer.

Figure 6: Participant Retention Rate
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*ASSETS-funded programs only.
Source: CitySpan attendance records for youth who attended after school hetween July and December 2009.
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Figure 7 maps after school programs that receive OFCY funding by their progress toward annual
enrollment goals and participants’ retention rate. Elementary school-based programs are designated
as blue circles, middle school-based programs are orange squares, and charter/community-based |
programs are brown crosses. See Appendix 2 for a figure that includes high school program
performance (i.e., Appendix 2 includes all programs in the evaluation).

Sites that are toward the upper right hand quadrant are meeting or exceeding targeted enrollment|
and have high retention rates, suggesting that these programs are both filling seats and retaining '
youth over time. Sites in the lower right hand corner are meeting or exceeding enrollment targets,
but have relatively low retention rates, suggesting that youth turnover is high. Those in the upper
left hand corner have relatively high retention rates, but have not yet met their targeted enroclment
numbers, suggesting that youth who attend do so regularly, but that more young people need to be

recruited. Programs in the lower left hand corner have not yet met their enrcllment targets, and the
youth who attend are there less frequently.

/

As noted earlier in this report, after school programs for youth in middle and high school-based {
programs tend to have lower attendance rates overall, as youth have more choices and
responsibilities in the afterschool hours. Similarly, after school programs that use a drop-in model
have lower retention rates by design. . i
Overall, most programs are clustered near the 40-50% mark for progress toward enrollment, as
expected. Elementary-based programs tend to be more closely clustered in the higher attendance
rate area of the graph, while middle and high school programs are more dispersed. Community and
charter-based programs tend to be reaching their enrollment targets, but are quite widely dispersed
with regard to participant retention, reflecting the drop-in nature of many programs in this category.
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Figure 7: After School Enrollment and Retention

Elomentary, Middle and Charter/Community

100% o

60% 7 -

20% 1

10%

(o]

o
X

75% Retention Rate
(Group average at mid-year)

x

Elementary
Middle
Charter/Community

T T T T i T T

30% 35% 0% 45%

Oskland After School Programs. Mid-Year Enrollment Target |

R - . B
interim Evaluation Report ! (40%) :

February 2010 -
15 of 31

80%

T
85%

AW 95% 100%




At a Glance: After School Activities o

After school programs in Oakland provide a variety of activities for children and youth,

ranging from arts-based enrichment such as music, visual arts, and dance, to homework help
and tutoring. OFCY and OUSD have established common activity definitions that allow |
multiple kinds of activities to be grouped into similar categories. The figures below rely on ‘
sites’ use of these categories. |

In the first half of the 2009-10 program year, the most common after school activities were |
tutoring/academic assistance (80% of after school attendees participated), sports or l
recreation (49%), health/nutrition (38%), and arts (36%). 1

Figure 8: Youth Served by Activity Type f
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Source: CitySpan attendance records for youth who attended after school between July and December 2009.
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After school programs tailor their offerings based on youths’ interests and needs. Figure 9"
describes the average amount of time that youth spend in different activities across the four
program types. Overall, after schoot program participants spend a substantial amount of time
in tutoring/academic assistance activities and sports and recreation.

Students in high school based programs are notably more likely to participate in mentoring
and leadership development activities than youth in other program types. The relatively large
average time spent in child development activities among charter/community programs is
attributable to the fact that two after school programs for children with special needs are
included in this group.

Figure 9: :
Average Proportion of Hours by Activity Type
100% B Arts activities
0% O Career Education/
Employment training or
20% a %ﬁ!%t.a.e‘ifeelopment
activities
70% a Corprm_mity Services
activities
60% @ Computer training
@ .
3 50% ® Counseling/Mental health
I .
services
-
40% 8| eadership development
: activities
30% B ife skills development
activities
20% O Mentoring
10% B Nutrition/Health services
! 0% B Other
® Parent education/
& Parenting skills training
W Sports/Recreational
activities
B Tutoring/ Academic
Program Type Assistance

*ASSETS-funded programs onty, .
Source: CitySpan attendance records for youth who attended after school between July and December
2009.

19 see the Appendix for the average amount of time spent in different activities in table form.

Ay
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At a Glance: After School Program Quality

Site visits provide observationally-based data about key components of program quality, a key
component of the evaluation Theory of Action. Table 2 summarizes results of site visits
conducted by the evaluation team and Qakland After School Programs Office (for school-
based programs). The tables summarize - by program type - the observed point-of-service
quality in four domains: Physical and Emotional Safety; Equity, Access, and Inclusion;
Academic Support; Meaningful Learning Oppdrtunities. !

The rating scale used in the observations Is based on a three-point system:

+ Ample Evidence {3): Based on observations and conversations during the visit, the
program exceeds expectations.

» Sufficient Evidence (2): Based on observations and conversations during the visit, the
program meets expectations.

+ Limited Evidence (1): Based on observations and conversations during the visit, the
program does not meet expectations.

« Not Observed: Observer did not have the opportunity to observe element during the
visit or the element is not applicable to the program. Items marked “Not Observed”
are excluded from the calculaticn below.

Overall, after school programs are providing quality services to Oakland’s young people,
meeting commonly accepted standards for program quality in four broad domains. Very few
observed programs had any reports of Limited Evidence for a particular quality practice, and
none were found to need immediate intervention by site visitors.

Programs tended to score highest in the Physical & Emotional Safety and Equity, Access, and
Inclusion domains, reflecting the programs’ ability to support to the social and emotional
health of young peaple. The program-specific scores for Physical & Emotional Safety ranged
from 1.5 to 3.0; site-specific ranged for Equity, Access, and Inclusion ranged from 2 to 3.

Similarly, after school programs received high overall marks in the Academic Support domain,
which is recorded for programs that have specifically-targeted academic support activities,
such as homework help, tutoring, and school subject-related enrichment. Academic Support
ratings for individual programs ranged from 1.3 to 2.9.

School-based after school programs received somewhat lower ratings in the Meaningful
Learning Opportunities domain, which includes indicators such as staff members’ preparation,

" participants’ engagement in the activity, students’ opportunities to make choices, and the
use of multiple kinds of instructional strategies. Individual sites’ ratings in this domain ranged
from 1 to 2.75.

11 Site visits will be completed in spring 2010, and site-level point-of-service ratings will be reported in the annual
evaluation report.
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Table 2: Point-of-Service Quality

Site Type Physical & Equity, Access, and Meaningful Learning Academic
Yp Emotional Safety Inclusion Opportunities Support**

Elementary .
(n=58) 2.05 2.02 1.97 1.99
Middle
(n=14) 2.15 2.39 1.73 1.99
Community/Charter 2.02 2.00 7.03 2.00
(n=6) ' >, - )
High*-
(n=11) 2.01 1.98 1.85 1.90

*ASSETS-funded programs only.

** For activities with a clear academic support component.

Source: 89 site visit observations conducted by Public Profit and the Qakland After School Programs Office (for
school-based programs).

At a Glance: Participant Outcomes*?

The Theory of Action that guides the after school evaluation hypothesizes a variety of
potential outcomes for participants, many of which will be assessed through surveys
conducted in spring 2010. One key outcome measure for after school participants is their
sense of connection with positive community institutions, such as school.

Participants’ school day attendance rates are common ways to measure young people’s
connection with school; their suspension rates are one way to assess participants’ pro-social
skill development. Among students who participated in school-based after school programs
(the only group of participants for whom school day attendance was available), participants in
elementary, middle, and high school-based programs demonstrated statistically significant
improvements in their school day attendance rate,

'2 Data in this section is drawn from records provided by the Qakland Unified School District for school-based and
community programs. Similar data are not yet available for charter/community-based programs.
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Figure 10: Participants’ School Day Attendance Rate
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*ASSETS-funded programs only.
Source: CitySpan attendance records for youth who attended after school between July and December 2009
for whom two years of QUSD school attendance records were available.

Per student suspension rates describe the extent to which youth engage in negative behaviors
considered serious enough to require their temporary removatl from school. As in nearly all
school districts, suspensions are relatively infrequent in the Oakland Unified School District,
and are therefore subject to substantial variation.

For the first half of the program year, the per student suspension rate for after school
program participants was .14 suspensions per participant, a 30% decline from the prior years’
rate of .2 suspensions per participant.” Participants in high schoo! programs demonstrated
the greatest year-over-year decline, from .34 suspensions per student to .23. Middle school
participants’ rate declined from .3 to .22, and elementary participants’ rate from .06 to .02.
All changes in suspension rates amang after school program participants are statisticatly
significant.

13 Among the 10,126 OUSD students for whom two years of suspension data were available.
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SITE-LEVEL PROGRAM PERFORMANCE IN THE FIRST HALF OF 2009-10 !

Table 3 summarizes three inter-related performance indicators: enrollment, attendance, and
retention. Taken together, they allow readers to assess programs ability to recruit and retain
sufficient numbers of children and youth.

* Enrollment is the number of unduplicated children and youth served by an after
school program; it describes for the “reach” of the program.

+ Attendance is the number of unique visits to the after school program, a key measure
of program capacity. In the July-December period, most programs operated for about
40% of their expected days, and therefore should have reached about 40% of their .
targeted attendances. The yearly projected attendances should be greater than 85%
for school-based programs, per the California Department of Education, a primary
funding source for these programs.

* Retention is the average participant attendance rate in the after school program. It
measures the frequency with which youth attend after school.

Programs that had complete attendance information for the July - December program period
made strong progress in reaching the targeted number of young people and in sustaining
targeted attendance rates. For example, just three programs are notably below their program
integrity goal (i.e., reaching fewer than 90% of their targeted youth served). Similarly, as
noted earlier, three in four programs are on track to reach their annual attendance goals.

In keeping with the program models described above, school-based after school programs for
elementary and middle schools tended to serve young people more often, as measured by the
average days attended. Participants in community and charter-based programs attend fewer

days on average, reflecting the greater number of sites that provide drop-in style activities in i

this program category.

Table 3: Enrollment, Attendance & Retention by Site

Enroliment Attendance** Retention
OFCY Grantee Program Site Youth . Progress o Average Averag:,e
Served Integrity | To Date | Toward | Projection Days Attendapce

Target Rate,
Elementary
AspiraNet Acorn Woodland 174 129% 9,396 39% 98% 54 95% |
Higher Ground Allendale 119 132% 6,272 42% 105% 53 89%1
Oakland LEAF . Ascend 212 99% 12,056 34% B6% 57 98% |
(E:Zf]ttgf&%ﬂi’& )Y outh | Bella vista 170 | 228% 5,429 36% 90% 33 77% |
ﬁi‘;ﬂﬁ'}i;ffa”;'c“;;‘“y Bridges Academy 105 100% | 5,584 37% 93% 53 89% |
Higher Ground Brookfield 135 101% 6,185 41% 103% 46 65% |
Learning for Life Burckhalter 134 123% 7,387 49% 123% 35 88% |
AspiraNet Carl Munck 135 96% 8,493 60% 150% 66 99% |
Oakland Asian |
Student Educational | Cleveland 105 117% 6,284 42% 105% 60 97%
Services (OASES)
AspiraNet Community United 129 +108% 6,052 40% 100% 47 90%i
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Retention

Enrollment Attendance**
FCY Grantee i

° Program Stte S\; t:_:gl' Integrity | To Date ?:\%;?'sds Projection A‘;g;fe At):;i::laa%ﬁ:e

Target Rate
AspiraNet East Oakland Pride 141 130% 7,283 49% 121% 51 74%.
BACR Emerson 114 113% 6,767 45% 113% 59 92%
AspiraNet i’gggg’n?;“ 117 118% | 6,387 43% 106% 55 94|
BACR iscg‘fjrear;“;a 131 132% | 6,866 43% 108% 52 75%
EBAYC Franklin 257 215% 9,314 44% 110% 37 85%'
BACR Fred T. Korematsu 137 138% 6,796 45% 113% 50 65%:
Learning for Life Fruitvale 147 113% 7,355 49% 123% 50 87%
AspiraNet Futures Elementary 119 99% 5,371 36% 90% 45 85%:
EBAYC Garfield 266 223% 10,769 36% 90% 41 B88%:
BACR Glenview 81 90% 5,243 35% 87% 65 97%
BACR gc‘ﬁgzt Family 19 | 111% 6,595 44% 110% 56 91%!
AspiraNet Grass Valley 131 101% 6,607 44% 110% 50 79%,
BACR Greenteaf 110 122% 6,190 41% 104% 56 91%'
BACR Hoover 175 143% 8,214 55% 137% 47 83%
Learning for Life Horace Mann 159 133% 7,445 50% 125% 47 89%|
AspiraNet Howard 97 102% 5,037 34% 84% 52 89%|
AspiraNet lé](s;rr:iﬂir;aslchool 121 101% | 6,545 44% 110% 54 84%}
EBAYC La Escuelita 154 221% 5,573 37% 93% 37 87%|
BACR Lafayette 125 100% 7,331 49% 123% 59 97%!
Ujima Foundation Lakeview 129 1% 6,424 43% 107% 50 88%|
PMA Consulting Laurel 120 119% 6,106 41% 102% 51 91%|
?:?grz‘;sr?s?gga';?agtion Lazear 102 | 102 | 5,386 36% 90% 53 89%|
BACR Learring Withaut 103 | 100% | 5878 39% 98% 57 93%|
OASES Lincotn 179 108% 9,830 37% 91% 55 96%!
BACR M.L. King, Jr. 137 135% 7,488 50% 125% 55 70%)
EBAYC ‘é";‘;ﬁﬂ:}a{y school | 295 271% 5,428 36% 91% 27 85%[
Learning for Life Manzanita Seed 114 103% 6,413 43% 107% 56 67%1i
BACR Markham 94 99% 6,094 41% 102% 65 81%,
Learning for Life Marshall 109 110% 5,900 39% 98% 54 93%]
Learning for Life Maxwell Park 105 106% 5,898 39% 99% 56 91%!
Higher Ground iﬁ:d::f;‘a"d 331 339% 6,474 43% - 108% 20 99%!
Girls, Inc. Parker 122 101% 5,183 35% 87% 42 B4%]
BACR Peralta 162 104% 7,604 51% 127% 47 76%|
AspiraNet Piedmont Avenue 130 104% 7,584 51% 127% 58 93%|
BACR Place & Prescott 98 100% 4,757 29% 73% 49 7'8%Ji
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Retention

Enroliment Attendance**
OFCY Grantee Program Site Progress Average
5\2 or:tet; Integrity | To Date | Toward | Projection A\E)earasge Attendance
Target Y Rate
NA - Reach Academy*** 118 NA 5,236 5% 88% 44 72%
] Rise Community !
AspiraNet School 140 101% 5,835 39% 98% 42 93% .
BACR Sankofa 114 115% 6,328 32% 80% 56 85%
BACR Santa Fe 105 106% 4,785 32% 80% 46 92%
East Bay Agency for .
Chitdren Sequoia 98 103% 5,901 39% 98% 60 92%
Higher Ground Sobrante Park 135 102% 8,110 54% 136% 60 97%)
AspiraNet Think College Now 160 104% 8,688 58% 145% 54 89%
) - Average/Total | 7,229 127% 352,156 42% 105% 51 87%j
Higher Ground Alliance Academy 304 99% 13,959 70% 174% 46 88%,
Murphy and Bret Harte 165 101% 9,367 47% 117% 55 85%
Associates
BACR Claremont 206 132% 6,756 34% 84% 33 76%!
. Coliseumn College ‘
AspiraNet Prep Academy 134 60% 7,305 37% 91% 56 89%
Safe Passages Edna Brewer 269 106% 7,733 39% 97% 29 68%E
Elmhurst '
BACR Community Prep 312 97% 13,956 70% 174% 45 89%[
YMCA of the East Explore College
Bay Prep 169 9% 9,299 46% 116% 57 96%]
Safe Passages Frick 152 97% 6,658 33% 83% 40 89%!
BACR Madison 306 236% 14,530 97% 243% 48 57%]
AspiraNet Melrose Leadership 202 100% 11,274 29% 73% 56 98%|
EBAYC Roosevelt 376 T 340% 12,846 38% 96% 35 81%|
AspiraNet Roots 134 92% 4,209 29% 73% 31 82%|
Safe Passages United For Success 255 108% 7,388 41% 102% 29 79%| -
Urban Promise AR
Qakland LEAF Academy 287 190% 7,398 37% 92% 26 47%
Ujima Foundation | oSt Oakland 220 | 107% | 9,885 49% 124% 42 80%|
Middle
Eagle Village Westlake 351 152% | 9,072 23% 57% 30 61%
Community Center
Average/Totat | 3,852 125% 151,635 45% 112% 41 79%!
Charter/Community
Ala Costa Center Ala Costa Centers 217 255% 20,476 44% 109% 47 85%?
Civicorps Civicorps Charter 213 107% 10,249 19% 74% 30 85%)
Lighthouse Lighthouse |
Community Charter | Community Charter 116 62% 11,933 27%. 67% 3 53%!
East Oakland Youth | Community After i
Development Center | School Program 236 189% 35,054 3% 128% 49 52%!
EBAC Hawthorne Family 112 130% 13,507 38% 95% 37 85%|
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Retention

Enroliment Attendance**
OFCY Grantee Program Site Progress Average
SYe Or:::; Integrity { To Date | Toward | Projection AvDe;rasge Attendance
Target 1Ay Rate
Resource Center '
OQakland Parks and OPR Inclusion
Recreation Center 195 108% 24,738 100% 251% 21 66%
Camp Fire USA Kids With Dreams 100 118% 10,994 47% 116% 39 1%
American indian Nurturing Native
Child Resource Pride s B3 208% 8,540 52% 130% 26 47%;
Center
Qakland Parks and Oakland Discovery
Recreation Centers 745 373% 27,428 55% 138% 5 6% ,
Smart Moves
East Oakland Boxing | Education and i
Association Enrichment 266 44% 61,981 50% 125% 66 50%i
Program :

Average/Total

2,283 128%

224,920

49%

123%

35

58%)

NA Bunche 158 NR 4,342 32% 80% 75% |
Coliseum College
NA Prep Academy 120 NR 4,503 29% 72% 2 75%
(CCPA) |
NA College Prep & 163 NR 7,060 37% 93% 44 75%[
Architecture
NA Dewey 3 NR 7,017 8% 70% 32 65%|
NA EXCEL 208 NR 1,956 9% 23% 9 34%'
NA Far West 142 NR 3,618 14% 36% 25 68% |
NA Life Academy 246 NR 6,175 41% 103% 27 80%'
NA Mandeta 139 NR 6,042 32% 80% 43 0% !
NA Media Academy 108 NR 3,591 19% 48% 33 68%|
NA Met West 134 NR 3,704 24% 61% 28 90%|
NA Oakland High 471 NR 10,414 42% 105% 25 37%]
NA Oakland Technical 733 NR 34,524 139% 347% 48 99%|
NA Robeson 56 NR 3,772 20% 50% 46 63%!
NA Rudsdale 174 NR 6,010 28% 70% 31 60%‘
Continuation
NA Skyline 312 NR 12,225 72% 180% 39 80%|
NA Street Academy 20 NR 2,977 22% 55% 33 88%i
Youth |
NA Empowerment 201 NR 6,310 27% 67% 32 75%!
School I
Average/Total | 3,508 NR 124,240 16% 91% 31 72%@

NR = Not required. School based programs in high schools are not required to set targets for unduplicated youth served. ! '
*ASSETS-funded programs only.
**State-funded after school programs are mandated to reach 85% of their targeted attendance to sustain their grants. !
***Reach Academy does not receive direct OFCY funding.
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SITE-LEVEL PARTICIPANT OUTCOMES

As described earlier in this report after school programs can affect a variety of student |
behaviors, skills, and attitudes, including their sense of belonging to positive institutions

(such as school}, social/emotional well-being, physical and emotional safety, academic !

behaviors, and academic performance.

At mid-year, the evaluation team looked at students’ school-day attendance and suspension !
rates as proxies for participants’ attachment to school. Paired samples t-tests compare this
year’s participants to themselves in the 2008-09 and 2009-10 school years.

Young people attending school-based after school programs at the elementary, middle, and
high school level are broadly demonstrating improvements in their school-day attendance rate

along with decreases in the per student suspension rate.

Table 4: Participants’ School Day Attendance and Suspension Rates' J
. , Participants’
School ;:;iﬂii:lt:nce Rate Per Student Suspeﬁsion
OFCY Grantee Program Site Rate ‘
2008- | 2009-10 | pent | 290 | 200" | pifference®
AspiraNet Acorn Woodland 95.54% | 97.22% 1.67%* 01 01 0.00
Higher Ground Allendale 94.95% | 96.44% 1.49%* R .00 -0.01
Oakland LEAF Ascend 96.89% | 97.49% 0.61% .01 .00 -0.01
EBAYC Bella Vista 97.43% | 98.11% 0.67% .00 .01 0.01
BACR Bridges Academy 96.84% | 97.48% 0.64% .00 .00 C:).OO
Higher Ground Brookfield 92.33% | 95.54% 3.21% .16 .0 -0.15
Learning for Life Burckhalter 94.11% | 95.33% 1.23%* .07 .00 -0.07
AspiraNet Carl Munck 94.29% | 97.13% | 2.84%" .00 .00 0.00
QASES Cleveland 97.28% | 98.38% 1.10%* .00 .00 Q.OO
AspiraNet Community United 95.92% | 97.37% | 1.45% 06 .00 {os*
AspiraNet East Qakland Pride 94.30% | 95.41% 1.11% A7 14 -0.03
BACR Emerson 94.76% | 95.83% 1.07% .00 .00 0.00
AspiraNet Encompass Academy 95.03% | 96.63% | 1.60%" .05 11 0.06
BACR Esperanza Academy 96.90% | 98.28% 1.37%" .00 .00 Q.OO
EBAYC Franklin 97.38% | 98.36% | 0.98%" .00 .00 10.00
BACR Fred T. Korematsu 94.99% | 96.70% | 1.71%* 14 .01 -0.13*
Learning for Life Fruitvale 95.29% | 96.52% 1.23%" .01 .04 0.03
AspiraNet Futures Elementary 91.83% | 95.77% 3.94%* .20 .10 L
EBAYC Garfield 95.24% | 96.45% | 1.20% 45 ] .09 -0.06
BACR Glenview 95.45% | 96.92% 1.47% .00 .00 0.00
BACR Global Family School 95.04% | 95.62% 0.58% .00 .00 0.00

' Data are not available for participants in Charter/Community-Based sites. The evaluation team is collaborating

with charter-based sites to access student data for use in the final report.
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Participants’ Per Stadent Suspens
School Day Attendance Rate pension
OFCY Grantee Program Site Rate
2008 | 2009-10 | % Point | 2008\ 2009 | pifference*
AspiraNet Grass Valley 96.90% | 97.23% 0.32% .13 .00 -0.13
BACR Greenleaf 95.47% | 97.44% 1.97%" .06 .00 -0.06
BACR Hoover 92.40% | 94.74% 2.34%* .05 .00 -0.05*
Learning for Life Horace Mann 95.10% | 95.65% 0.55% .05 .00 -0.05
AspiraNet Howard 93.77% | 95.97% 2.20%* .03 .00 -0.03
AspiraNet Internationat Community 95.94% | 97.19% 1.25%" .05 .00 -0.05
EBAYC La Escuelita 95.94% | 97.99% 2.05%" .0 .00 -0.01
BACR Lafayette 53.01% | 94.49% 1.48% 16 .02 -0.14
Ujima Foundation Lakeview 93.58% | 96.57% 2.99%* .07 .02 -0.05*
PMA Consulting Laurel . 96.35% | 97.36% 1.01%* .03 .00 -0.03
opanish speaking CILizens’ | | azear 96.08% | 96.67% | 0.60% | .11 | .08 -0.03
BACR Learning Without Limits 94.19% | 96.83% 2.64%" .01 .00 -0.01
OASES Lincoln 99.05% | 99.19% | 0.14% .00 .00 0.00
BACR M.L. King, Jr. 92.46% | 94.57% 2.11%" .25 .06 -0.19*
EBAYC Manzanita Community School 95.08% | 95.18% 0.11% .45 .47 (J.OZ
Learning for Life Manzanita Seed - 95.85% | 96.91% 1.06%* 10 01 -0.08
BACR ) Markham 95.07% | 95.94% 0.87% .03 .00 -0.03
Learning for Life Marshall 95.13% | 96.67% 1.54%* .07 00 -0.07
Learning for Life Maxwell Park 94.02% | 95.78% 1.76%* .09 .00 -0.09"
Higher Ground New Highland Academy 95.17% | 96.32% 1.14%" .02 .00 -0.02
Girls, Inc. . Parker 95.88% | 95.36% -0.53% 03 .00 -0.03
BACR Peralta 97.67% | 96.26% -1.41% .00 .00 0.00
AspiraNet Piedmont Avenue 94.14% | 94.93% 0.80% .00 .00 0.00
BACR Place ® Prescott 91.41% | 94.30% 2.89%" 09 .00 -0.09
NA Reach Academy*** 92.55% | 94.09% 1.54%* .20 .01 -b.18
AspiraNet Rise Community School 94.19% | 96.81% 2.61%* .00 .01 ().01
BACR Sankofa 93.37% | 94.26% 0.90% 33 .00 -0.33
BACR Santa Fe 91.04% [ 95.23% 4,18%* .03 .00 -0.03
East Bay Agency for Sequoia 95.89% | 96.89% | . 1.00% 00 | .00 0.00
Higher Ground Sobrante Park 94.43% | 94.92% 0.48% 10 .08 -0.03
AspiraNet Think College Now 97.04% | 97.80% 0.76%* 01 .02 0.01
Average/Total 95.21% | 96.53% | 1.32%* 0.06 | 0.02 -l04*
Higher Ground Alliance Academy 96.31% | 96.35% 0.04% .12 .08 -0.04
Murphy and Associates Bret Harte ) 95.97% | 95.66% -0.31% 31 .23 -0.08
BACR Claremont 95.97% | 94.98% -0.99%* .28 A2 -0.16"
AspiraNet Coliseurn College Prep 95.83% | 96.62% 0.79%* .20 .15 -0.05
Safe Passages Edna Brewer 96.91% | 96.94% 0.03% .14 13 -0.02
BACR Elmhurst Community Prep 96.66% | 96.44% -0.21% A3 .08 -0.05
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Participants’
School Day Attendance Rate

Participants’
Per Student Suspension

OFCY Grantee Program Site Rate
2005 | 2009-10 | *FEMt | 2005 | 2005 Différence*

YMCA of the East Bay Explore College Prep 95.23% | 97.22% 1.99%* 1.09 112 0.03
Safe Passages Frick 94.46% | 94.74% 0.28% .1 .23 -0.25*
BACR Madison 95.09% [ 95.51% 0.42% .0% .10 0.02
AspiraNet Melrose Leadership 96.01% | 97.07% 1.05%* 11 .09 -0.02
EBAYC Roosevelt 97.08% | 96.70% | -0.38% 22 .08 -0.14*
AspiraNet Roots 95.51% | 97.88% 2.38%* 37 .37 0.00
Safe Passages United For Success 94.18% | 94.73% 0.55% 33 23 -0.10*
Oakland LEAF Urban Promise Academy 96.20% | 96.81% 0.61% .20 23 0.03
Ujima Foundation West Oakland Middle 92.91% | 94.12% 1.21% 69 .25 -0.44*
Egi‘t‘zy‘“age Community Westlake 95.32% | 95.78% | 0.45% 48 | .46 -f).oz ’

Average/Total 95.66% | 96.06% 0.4* 0.3 0.22 -i08*

NA Bunche 89.99% | 99.47% | 9.47% .48 .34 -0.14°
NA Coliseum College Prep 95.79% | 95.50% -0.29% .55 .35 -0.20*
NA College Prep & Architecture 96.26% | 96.87% | 0.60% .56 43 -0.13
NA Dewey 88.86% | 99.37% | 10.51%* .27 .04 -0.24"
NA EXCEL 95.81% | 95.59% | -0.23% .30 .10 -0.20*
NA Far West 93.42% | 99.30% { 5.88%" .38 .06 -0.33*
NA Life Academy 96.47% | 96.82% | 0.35% .31 .08 -0.23*
NA Mandela 94.56% | 94.55% | 0.00% .44 .29 -0.14*
NA Media Academy 94,75% | 97.09% | 2.34%" A1 A3 -0.28°
NA Met West 96.02% | 99.95% | 3.94%* 16 04 -0.12°
NA Qakland High 97.05% | 97.30% | 0.25% 22 .08 -0.14
NA Oakland Technical 96.74% | 96.59% | -0.15% A2 .03 -0.09*
NA Robeson 96.77% | 93.24% | -3.53%* 16 .32 0.16
NA Rudsdale Continuation 88.37% | 96.00% | 7.63%" .25 .01 -0.24%
NA Skyline High School 95.97% | 95.85% - 12% 17 14 103
NA Street Academy 94.75% | 100.00% | 5.25%* .25 .00 -0.25
NA Youth Empowerment School 93.32% | 92.20% -1.12% 1.58 | 2.13 0:.54"
Average/Total. 95.00% | 96.79% 1.79"% .34 .23 e

* Statistically significant difference at p=.05 or less.
**ASSETS-funded programs only.

***Reach Academy does not receive direct OFCY funding.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Average Hours by Activity Type

Program Type

Activity Category Elementary Middle Cg::r;t;ri::y High*
Arts activities 26 44 33 20
Ca(egr Educat]'onl Employment 15 38 16 43
training or assistance

Child development activities 28 44 70~

Community Services activities 16 20 23 4
Computer training 17 37 15
Counseling/Mental health services 11 8

Leadership development activities 21 26 12 37
Life skills development activities 18 38 18 25
Mentoring 13 22 32 77
Nutrition/Health services 19 16 32

Other 27 34 30 39
Parent education/Parenting skills 3 12

training

Sports/Recreational activities 38 43 38 35
Tutoring/Academic Assistance 36 43 35 65

* ASSETS funded programs only.
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Appendix 2: After School Enrollment and Rotontion
Elementary, Middle, High and Chartor/Community
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‘Appendix 3: Data Sources & Calculations

Data sources and calculation methods are listed in the order in which they appear.

Data
Source/Calculation

Children/Youth
Served

Pfogram Type

Participants’
Race/Ethnicity

English Learner
Status

Special Education
Placement

" Target Attendances -
School-Based
Programs

Target Attendances -
Charter/Community
Programs

After School
Retention Rate

Description

Based on attendance records kept by each program site on CitySpan, an online
attendance database.

School-based programs supported by the Oakland Unified School District are

sub-divided based on the type of school they are based in - Elementary, Middle,

or High. After school programs that are not supported by OUSD are grouped
together as Charter/Community programs.

Based on program enrollment records entered into CitySpan and matched with
QUSD student files, where avallable

Based on QUSD student records; after school attendance records are matched
with QUSD student files.

Based on QUSD student records; after school attendance records are matched
with QUSD student, files. ¢

Based on program’s state and federal grant amounts. For elementary and
middle school programs, target yearly attendances are calculated by dividing
the total grant by $7.50, the per student per day funding allocation. E.g., a

$100,000 grant should cover up to 13,333 attendances, or about 79 students per

day for the program year.

For high schools, target attendances are calculated by dividing the total grant -

by $10. E.g., a $150,000 grant should cover up to 15,000 attendances.

The California Department of Education (CDE) has set 85% targets for all after
school programs: those that reach 85% or more of their targeted attendances
are considered compliant.

Progress toward target attendance is calculated by dividing the target annual
attendances by the actual attendances to date (Actual Attendances/Target
Attendances). ‘

Based on sites’ Scope of Work with the Oakland Fund for Children and Youth,
which sets targets for annual program attendance.

Progress toward target attendance is calculated by dividing the target annual
attendances by the actual attendances to date {(Actual Aggregate
Attendances/Target Aggregate Attendances).

The after school retention rate is calculated by dividing the actual number of
days a student attended after school by the days she/he was enrolled (Actual
Student Attendances/Days Enrolled in After School).
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Data
Source/Calculation

Youth Served by
Activity Type

Hours by Activity
Type

After School Program

Quality

School Day
Attendance

Suspensions

Program Attendance
- Yearly Projection

Oakland After School Programs
Interim Evaluation Report

February 2010
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Description i

Drawn from CitySpan program attendance rates, listing the unduplicated r
number of children and youth who participated in each of 13 different types of |
activities.

Average hours participant spent in each activity type, sub-divided by program
type. ‘

Based on observational data collected by trained observers on the Qakland i’
after school evaluation team and Oakland After School Programs Office
(OUSD). Observational items are aggregated into four domains: physical & |

emotional safety; equity, access & inclusion; academic support; and meaningful
{earning opportunities.

Drawn from QUSD student records, and reported only for those students who '
have both 2008-09 and 2009-10 school day attendance data available. “

Drawn from OUSD student records. Per student suspension rate is calculated as
the total number of suspensions divided by the number of unduplicated
participants {Suspensions/Students).

After school programs operate on the same schedule as the public schools: 180
total program days, 40% of which take place between August and December.
The projected annual attendance for school-based programs is calculated by
multiplying the actual attendances in August-December by 2.5, then dividing
that figure by the annual target attendances. !

For example, a program that had 1,000 attendances in the August-December
period would have an estimated annual attendance figure of 2,500.
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February, 2010 Oakland Fund for Children and Youth
: interim Evaluation Report

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ' !

This report focuses on the Evaluation of four Oakland Fund for Children and Youth (OFCY) strategy
areas and the individual grantees within these strategy areas. Data and analysis represent the work to
date of the 2009-10 evaluation cycle in which See Change is investigating the value, effectiveness,
quality and outcomes of the following Oakland Fund for Children and Youth Strategy Areas: Summer,
Early Childhood, Physical & Behavioral Health, and Older Youth.

This is the first year that See Change has evaluated OFCY Early Childhood, Older Youth, Physical &’
Behavioral Health, and Summer programming. The first six months of our contract have involved the
design and implementation of new evaluation systems. At the time this report was prepared, signiﬁca{nt
data collection at program sites (survey administration and program quality site visits) had not yet l
occurred but was scheduled for Spring 2010. This report provides an update on the evaluation and
program progress to date. The final report will provide a more comprehensive view of OFCY programs

and their outcomes.
|

The OFCY Interim Evaluation Report of Early Childhood, Older Youth, Physical & Behavioral Health,
and Summer Programs accomplishes the following objectives:

1. Reports on program level progress to date toward program goals for participation and service,

2. Summarizes evaluation work to date of the 2009-10 evaluation cycle including program outcome
identification and Summer 2009 Evaluation,

3. Reports on Strategy Area implementation, from the perspective of activity category popularity,

4. Establishes baselines for OFCY participants in school attachment, school behavior and school
performance indicators.

The following research questions and headlines are discussed in this report:

How much and what kinds of service does OFCY provide? How much are program participants
participating? :

=» OFCY program activities are centered around Child Development, Parent Education & Involvement
and Other (Early Childhood); Leadership Development (Older Youth); Sports/Recreation and Lgfe '
Skills (Physical & Behavioral Health); Arts, Sports/Recreation and Tutoring/Academics (Summer).

How has OFCY strategy translated into goals at individual programs?

=>» OFCY programs focus on outcomes related to parent/caregiver outcomes (Early Childhood),
academic skills (Older Youth), life skills (Physical & Behavioral Health), and creative skills and
physical skills (Summer).

What is the overall effect of OFCY funding on the well-being of children and youth in Oakland?

< Baseline school attendance, behavior and performance data from 2008-09 show that OFCY Older
Youth, Physical & Behavioral Health and Summer participants were on par with Oakland Unified
School District students overall in 2008-09.

- | ,
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Are Summer programs high quality, and thus as capable as possible of producing positive outcomes?

=» Program Quality fundamentals are solid across the board for Summer programs. (Program Quahry
Assessments for other Strategy Areas are being implemented this Spring).

What positive outcomes are occurring for Summer program participants?

= Analysis of Summer Digital Stories (individual program participant qualitative data) reveals
reference to a range of outcomes. Summer Digital Stories show that OFCY is achieving their goal of
supporting Oakland youth through a variety of means with Summer programming.
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2009-10 OFCY EVALUATION RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The following table outlines See Change’s research process to date, describing research questions,

overall effect of OFCY funding; 2) individual program impacts on outcomes; and 3) outcomes for all

OFCY participants.

L

I
[
I
i
methodology, and data sources. The research questions are drawn from three areas of interest: 1) the i
|
|
[

2009-10 OFCY Interim Report Evaluation Research Questions

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

|

| Overall Effect of OFCY Funding on Programs and Children, Youth & Families in Oakland

How much and what kinds of
service does OFCY provide?
How much are program
participants participating?

METHODOLOGY

See Change examines attendance
data (dosage), units of service
and activities provided.

DATA SOURCE

Cityspan database, i
populated by OFCY
grantees with data about
services provided and
activity participation rates

How has the OFCY strategy
translated into goals at individual
programs?

See Change reviews the Logic
Model Cutcomes for individuals
programs, and the distribution of
program outcomes from the
Logic Model Templates across
Strategy Areas and OFCY
overall.

Program outcomes
identified in Logic Modei
specification meetings by
Executive Directors, _
Program Directors and in |
some cases program staff

What is the overall effect of OFCY
funding on the well-being of
children and youth in Oakland?

Are Summer programs high
quality, and thus as capable as
possible of producing positive
outcomes?

What positive outcomes are
occurring for Summer program
participants?

See Change shares bascline
student behavior and
achievement data, which will
serve as the foundation for
longer-term analysis of OFCY’s
impact on Oakland children and

Individual Program Impact on Qutcomes (Summer only for the Interim

See Change reviews Program
Quality Assessment observation
tool (PQA) results for summer
programs.

Qutcomes for OFCY Participants (Summer only for the Interim Report)

See Change analyzes Digital
Stories created in 2009 summer,
and shares baseline school
promotion, attendance and
behavioral data.

Student behavior and -
achievement data from
QOUSD matched with OFCY
data by first name, last
name and grade

Program Quality
Assessment site visit
observations and interviews
with program staff

Digital stories created by |
participants and program
staff from a sample of
grantees; OUSD matched
student data '

i
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The following section outlines individual OFCY grantee progress towards enrollment and service
delivery goals, using the measurements below. Note that becausc this report is an interim report,

Cakiand Fund for Children and Youth

Interim Evaluation Report

GRANTEE PARTICIPATION PROGRESS

projected versus actual percentages may be lower than expected for some programs.

Metrics Used in Participation Tables

Metric

Description

Annual Projected
Participants

Total unduplicated projected
participants for 2009-10

Number of Participants o
Mid-Year

Total unduplicated participants who
attended up to mid-year, defined as the
deadline for the second Quarterly
Report — January 15"

Participant Integrity — Ratio
of Mid-Year to Annual
Projected Participants

Number of Unduplicated Participants
to Mid-Year over Number of Annual
Projected Unduplicated Participants

Annual Projected Service
Hours

“Total projected Units of Service

expected for 2009-10

Service Hours (Units of
Service) to Mid-Year

Total completed Units of Service up to
Mid-Year, defined as the deadline for
the sccond Quarterly Report — January
15"

Service Integrity — Ratio of
Mid-Year to Annual Projected
Service Hours

Number of service hours to mid-year
over the Annual Projected Service
Hours

o
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Hours,

_Empowerment

Bring Me a Book Parent Education and 378 47.30% 24,765 10,660 50.80%
Foundation Involvement, Child
Development .
Children's Hospital & Child Development 168 225 133.00% 9,039 5,323 60.90%
Research Center at L
Qakland
City of Oakland - San Community Service, Parent 45 67 148.90% 47,374 16,276 34.00%
Antonio Even Start Education and Involvement
East Bay Agency for Child Development, Parent 100 158 158.00% 15,504 18,331 118.20%
Children - Hawthorne Education and Involvement
Family Resource Center
Parent-Child Education .
& Support
Family Paths, Inc. - The | Counseling/Mental Health 500 43 8.60% 20,297 3,123 15.00%
Qakland Early Childhood
Mental Health
Collaborative
Jump Start Child Development 225 190 84.40% 62,458 8,307 13.30%
La Clinica de La Raza Nutrition/ Health, . 260 515 198.1% 5,492 2,048 37.30%
Counseling/Mental Health ‘
Muscum of Children's Parent Education and 972 761 78.30% 18,697 8,997 48.10%
Art (MOCHA) Involvement
(OPR - Sandboxes to Arts, Child Development, 400 73 18.30% 17,848 7.271 41.00%
Community Nutrition/ Health
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Older Youth Progress Toward Enroliment and Service Delivery Goals
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21.60%

Life Skills, Leadership 177 8,087 103.85%
Care Services Agency - Development
Young Men in Leadership
(YMIL) Project ,
Alameda County Medical | Career Education, Mentoring 400 149 37.30% 10,232 7,620 74.50%
Center - Modcl
Neighborhood
Alameda Family Services | Sports/Recreation, Nutrition/ 300 172 57.30% 50,762 13,750 29.20%
- DreamCatcher Health
Alternatives in Actton - 300 223 74.33% 19163 11131 58%
HOME Project Oakland Parcnt Education and
Involvement, Nutrition/Health
Services
Asian Community Mcntal | Leadership Development, 330 207 62.70% 7,787 14,641 188.02%
Health Services - Sports/Recreation
Asian/Pacific Islander .
Youth Promoling
Advocacy and Leadership
Centro Legal de la Raza Carcer Educalion, 51 50 98.00% 5,621 2,178 38.75%
Tutoring/Academics i
East Bay Asian Youth® not available 426 | not 33865 25957 T1%
Center (Wildcats available
Wellness Center) Tutoring/Academics
o 8

sego chanpge

avnlysiran chrnagh o o lons



February, 2010

Olderdyonuth
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Eastside Arts Alliance Carcer Education, Life Skills 168 194 |  11550% | 50,120 19,729 39.36%
Family Violence Law Leadership Development 40 66 165.00% 6,703 1,946 43.70%
Center - RAP Project . :
Girls Inc of Alameda Career Education 64 62 96.88% 5,993 5,938 99.08%
County (Eureka! Teen
Internship Program) .
Leadership Excellence Life Skills, Community 200 121 60.50% 33,568 4223 14.70%
(Y outh Leadership Service,
Program) .
Next Step Learning Tutoring/Academics, 105 77 73.30% 33,005 11,451 34.60%
Center Mentoring
Oakland Kids First (Real Leadership Development, 790 576 72.90% 23,062 8,948 38.80%
Hard) Tutoring/Academics
QASES (SOAR New Tutoring/Academics, 50 55 110.00% 4,990 2,889 57.90%
Immigrant Services) Leadership Development
Opera Piccola Arts, Career Education 200 145 72.50% 14,578 3,659 25.10%
Spanish Spcaking Citizens | Counscling/Mental Health, 67 67 100.00% 4761 2100 44.11%
Foundation (LIBRE) Leadership Development
Spanish Speaking Citizens | Lecadership Development, 54 110 203.70% 17,429 15,268 87.60%
Foundation (YLACC) Carcer Education

- - - 9
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fonFLctivities,

The Youth Employment | Career Educatio 100 143 143.00% | . 22,584 33,356 147.70%
Partnership, Inc.

Youth ALIVE! Leadership Development, 44 46 104.50% 12,933 13,295 102.80%
Nutrition/ Health

Youth Together, Inc. Leadership Development 1423 533 37.46% 58,888 23,174 36.35%

Youth UpRising Youth-to-youth grant making 260 219 84.2% 70,181 10,059 14.3%
activities

seoc change
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Physical & Behavioral Health Progress Toward Enroflment and Service Delivery Goals
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143.07%

AIDS Project of the East 204 7.11% :

Bay

America SCORES Bay Sports/Recreation 350 162 46.29% 35,754 15,927 44.55%

Area

American Lung Nutrition/ Health 900 109 12.11% 2226 543 24.39%

Association - Qakland

Kicks Asthma

Bay Area Outreach and Sporis/Recreation, 30 36 1260.00% 4,361 2,372 54.39%

Recreation Program - Nutrition/ Health

Sports and Recreation for

Disabled Youth

Big Brothers Big Sisters | Mentoring 115 106 92.17% 4,336 2,182 50.32%

of the Bay Area

First Place for Youth Counscling/Mental 800 426 53.25% 15,140 4,225 27.91%
Health, Life Skills

Native American Health | Sports/Recreation, Arts 170 148 87.06% 41,392 21,250 51.34%

Center activities ’

Oakland Bascd Urban Nutrition/ Health 450 348 77.33% 11,760 9,735 82.78%

Garden OBUGS

QOakland International Tutoring/Academics, 126 182 144.44% 13,700 9,823 71.70%

High School - Refugee Sports/Recreation

and [mmigrant Wellness '

Project

Playworks Other 315 440 139.68% 75,970 30,903 40.68%

Project Re-Connect Counseling/Mental 101 88 87.13% 20,585 6,511 31.63%
Health, Life Skills

-— ’ E ; M 11
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Through the Looking
Glass - Services to
Children with Disability
Issues
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Counseling/Mental
Health, Life Skills

Unity Council -
Neighborhood Sports
Initiative

Sports/Recreation

700

653 93.29%

51,541

31,564

61.24%

o
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Summer Progress Toward Enrcliment and Service Delivery Goals

S nime dRrogram,
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! Aim High

Arts activities, Life Skills,
Mentoring, Sports/Recreation,
Tutoring/Academics

OFCY Interim Evaluation Report

Alta Bates Summit Nutrition/ Health, 54 57 105.6% 11,664 8,527 73.1%
Foundation Sports/Recreation
American Indian Child Arts activities 36 58 161.1% 4,209 3,066 72.8%
Resource Center
(Summer Urban Rez)
Destiny Aris Cenier Arts activities 60 71 118.3% 2952 3858 130.1%
East Bay Asian Youth Sports/Recreation 200 269 134.5% 13,840 18,168 131.3%
Center (San Antonio
Suminer Sports Initiative
SASSI)
East Oakland Yeouth Arts activities, Career 155 155 100.0% 39,135 287,745 735.3%
Development Center Education, Community
(SCEP) Service, Nutrition/ Health,

Other, Sports/Recreation,

Tutoring/Academics N

- 13
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Family Support Services | Life Skills, Mentoring, -80 86 107.5"-/_“ 15,124 15,179 100.4%
of the Bay Arca (Kinship | Nutrition/ Health,
Summer Youth Program- | Sports/Recreation,
KSYP) Tutoring/Academics
Girls Inc. of Alameda Life Skills, Nutrition/ Health, 85 45 52.9% 5,293 8,616 162.8%
County (Concordia Park | Sports/Recreation
Young Girls Summer
Program)
Girls Inc. (Furcka Teen Community Service, 33 83 100% 7,480 9425 126.0%
Achievement Summer Tutoring/Academics
Program)
Leadership Excellence Arls activities, Community 60 113 188.3% 9,690 8,647 89.2%
{Oakland Freedom Service, Tutoring/Academics
School)
Marcus A, Foster Community Service 30 36 120.0% 4,332 4,600 106.2%
Educational Institute
(Prescott Circus Theatre
Summer Program)
QOakland Leaf (UPA; Arts activitics, Nutrition/ 100 108 108.0% 9,213 8,278 89.9%
Oakland Peace Camp} Health
OASES (Summer Tutering/Academics, Lifc 48 49 102.1% 5,032 5,395 107.2%
Playhouse) Skills

o » 14
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SuntedBrogran iopFActivities nisHl|H o s, 2 )
OPR (Oakland Discovery | Tutoring/Academics, Life 200 745 372.5% 49,787.5 27428 55.1%
Centers -- Suminer) skills development
OPR (Summer Camp Physical Education/Sports; 300 310 103.3% 23,620 103,582 438.5%
Explosion) Academic Skills

Reinforcement
@ 15
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GRANTEE LOGIC MODELING AND OUTCOMES ' i

Logic Modeling is a tool used in evaluation to map the links between programming and desired
population effects known as outputs and outcomes. In June, See Change and OFCY hosted the Indicator
Summit, a day-long event whose main goal was to gather substantial input from programs about their
anticipated outcomes. At the Indicator Summit, each strategy area worked in small groups to define a'set
of outcomes that best represent the potential community/population change created by their programs.
Summer, Older Youth and Physical & Behavioral Health strategy areas had similar outcome lists;
accordingly, their set of possible outcomes is very similar. |
I
In Fall 2009, each grantee met with an Evaluation Coach fo customize their own Logic Model, mcludmg :
choosing outcomes from those template lists developed with programs at the Indicator Summit. LOglC
Model Templates, which were used during these meetings, and which include lists of all possible
outcome choices, are included in this document in Appendix A.

In this section, we report on the popularity of each outcome category by strategy area. We also includ;e
tables that show exactly which outcomes within outcome categories were chosen by each grantee. |

|
|

16
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Early Childhood Outcomes

The most popular outcomes chosen by Early Childhood Programs were under the Parent/Caregiver
Outcomes category, followed by Developmental Outcomes for Children. '

Popularity of Qutcome Categories for Early Chifdhood

Popularity index*

Logic Model Program Outcomes
(Early Childhood)
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0.4
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0.1 1

o i

_

Developmental Qutcomes Parent or Caregiver Educator or Provider

Category of Outcomes

*Popularity index is the number of chosen outcomes over the number of possible outcome choices per category.
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Early Childhood Program Qutcomes by Grantee .
Devetopmental Quicomes for Children ParenUCaregive; Qutcomes Educator and Provider Qutcomes
&
& o > >
& 3 a &N s
a\) ‘BQ e(\ o bcb .o °‘0° eb
& & B o oA F
S S S FSe
& N
P S ¢ GG
o '\\"oj-o"‘\ - &° 0\0(«'5’ e®
tcd (\é & h’;-," <o O ﬁc'-.
& & &N & &
&£ 7S R &P
o . S o
c.“" Sl ) &

Program A P

ringiMeTalBookiE oundation X X X X X
Childrén's]Haspital8{ResegrchlCenterfat

Jakland X X X X X X X
Citfoli@akandiSanmAntoniclEven]Stan X X X X X X X

astBayAgericyllodChildredBHawthorne]
camtlylResourcalCenten X X X X X X X

anelyiBathsNincEArhelCakland]E ary;

= hildhood|Mental[kealth{Coltaborative X X X X X

umplStartl X X X X X X
DERESandboxesito]lCommimit

m rment| X X X

elllinkitolChildrendEartyiG hidhoodMenta
HealthlSarvicesliorHighlRiskIChildren!
falCtinicaldellfalitaza
MiIseTmofChildren'STARI{MOCHA
[T hrolighlthiellTookinglGlass
Numterof, Programs KR TRORR . S~ A10:

G B




|
i
t
1

February, 2010 OFCY

Interim Evaluation Report

Older Youth Outcomes

*  Academic Skills and Knowledge of and Valuing of Self were the most popular outcome category

for Older Youth Programs.
*  Physical Skills was the least popular outcome category for Older Youth Programs.

Popularity of Outcome Categories for Older Youth

Logic Model Program Outcomes
(All Older Youth)

1
0.9
% 0.8
8 07
£ 06
£ os
Tgl 0.4
8 0.3 -
0.2 et e —
D1 Fa v '{_——1[' K ; s ST
0 T T t t t
Knowledge  Life Skills Creative Physical Skills Academic Self
of Self Skills Skills Sufficiency
and Job
Readiness

Category of Outcomes

*Popularity index is the number of chosen outcomes in a category over the number of possible outcome

choices per category, except for Academic Skills and Self-Sufficiency and Job Readiness. Due to the
mutually exclusive nature of outcomes under Academic Skills, the popularity of this category is the
percentage of programs choosing ANY “Academic Skills” oulcomes.

The following chart demonstrates differences in focus within the Older Youth Strategy Area between

Career & College Readiness programs, and Leadership programs.
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Popularity of Outcome Categories for Older Youth:

Career and College Readiness compared to Leadership Programs

Logic Model Program Qutcomes
(Older Youth Subcategories)

0.9

0.8

O Leadership Popularity @ Career Popularity

0.7
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0.5

0.4

0.3
0.2 1

Popularity Index*

Knowledge of Self

Life Skills Creative Skills Physical Skills Academic Skills Self Sufficiency and

Category of Outcomes

Job Readiness

—

*Popularity index is the number of chosen outcomes in a category over the number of possible outcomes

choices per category, except for Academic Skills and Self-Sufficiency and Job Reddiness. Due to the
mutually exclusive nature of outcomes under Academic Skills, the popularity of this category is the
percentage of programs choosing ANY “Academic Skills” outcomes.
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Older Youth Program Outcomes by Grantee — Creative, Physical & Academic Skills
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Physical & Behavioral Heafth Qutcomes

* Life and Leadership Skills was the most popular outcome category for Physical & Behaworal
Health Programs, followed closely by Physical Skills.

* Creative Skills was the least popular outcome category for Physical & Behavioral Health
programs.

Popularity of Outcome Cdtegories for Physical & Behavioral Health Programs

Logic Model Program Outcomes
(Physical and Behavioral Health)
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Knowledge of Life Skills Creative Skills  Phwysical Skills  Academic Skills
Self

Category of Outcomes

*Popularity index is the number of chosen outcomes over the number of possible outcome choices per
category.

**Due to the mutually exclusive nature of outcomes under Academic Skills, the popularity of this category is

the percentage of programs choosing ANY Academic Skills outcomes.
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Physical & Behavioral Health Program Outcomes by Grantee — Knowledge & Valuing of Self, and Life Skills
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Physical & Behavioral Health Program Outcomes by Grantee — Creative, Physical & Academic Skills
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Summer Qutcomes

¢

3

*  The most popular Summer Program outcome categories were Creative Skills and Physical Skills.

Popularity of Outcome Categories for Summer Programs

Logic Model Program Qutcomes
(Summer)
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Popularity Index*
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Self

Category of Outcomes

*Popularity index is the number of chosen outcomes over the number of possible cutcome choices per
category. |

**Due to the mutually exclusive nature of outcomes under Academic Skills, the popularity of this categor

the percentage of programs choosing ANY Academic Skills outcomes.
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Summer Program Outcomes by Grantee — Knowledge & Valuing of Self, and Life Skills

Knowledge of and Valuing of Self

OFCY Interim Evaluation Report
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Summer Program Outcomes by Grantee — Creative, Physical & Academic Skills
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STRATEGY AREA ACTIVITIES
|
All programming falls in onc of fourteen activity areas, or Other. This section shows how activities are
distributed over the different strategy arcas. i
* Early Childhood focuses on Child Development, Parent Education & Involvement, and Other.
Based on conversations with grantecs, we believe that Other represents Caregiver Support or |
Educator/Provider Support. These activities, however, are not available in the OFCY/Cityspan
list for 2009-10. '
* Older Youth programs focus on Leadership Development. '
¢ Physical & Behavioral Health focuses on Life Skills and Sports/Recreation.
*  Summer programs focus on Arts, Sports/Recreation, and Tutoring/Academics.

Strategy Area % total units of service spent on each activity type (15% or over is highlighted in green)

Physical & |
Early Oider Behavioral . |
Childhood | Youth Health Summer
5% 2% 15%
3% - 1%
2% ' 2% 9%
12% 5% 3%
2% 14% -
1% 3%
A AT ' : % R 3%
[Entonns R - 4% 4% 5%
14% 5% 13% 8%
) | )
2650 4% 1% 6%
- 4% - R
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BASELINE SCHOOL PERFORMANCE INDICATORS AND POPULATION COMPARISONS

»

In order to begin preparing for longer-term data which will be available in the future through the OFC!Y
Cityspan database and through partnerships with OUSD, this section provides some baseline school
performance and behavior indicators for 2008-09 OUSD students who are part1c1patmg in OFCY Older
Youth, Physical & Behavioral Health, and Summer grantee 2009-10 programming. Additionally, this ’
section compares ethnicity distributions for the QUSD student and OFCY Early Childhood, Older

Youth, Physical & Behavioral Health, and Summer strategy area participant populations. |

'

*  OFCY and non-OFCY OUSD students performed very similarly with respect to school ;
indicators of performance and behavior.
¢ OFCY served a distribution of ethnicities very similar to the population served by OUSD.

This is a baseline measurement because it does not reflect possibie effects of OFCY programming on
these indicators (due to the historical nature of the 2008-09 data). In the final report, Sec Change will
report on any changes in these indicators over the course of 2009-10 for OFCY. In the final report, See
Change will also examine this data by strategy area. l
!

Metrics used for Baseline OUSD School Performance Table

Metric Description
Average attendance Days attended/Days cnrolled, averaged over students
% Students with no suspensions (Number of students with 0 suspensions)/(Total number
of students}
Average Language Arts end-of-year Average ELA end-of-year benchmark: ELA (Language
benchmark, based on test scores Arts) end-of-year test score, averaged over students

Average Math end-of-year benchmark, | Math end-of-year test score, averaged over students
based on test scores

% Students promoted (Number of students promoted to next grade level)/(Total
number of students)
% Students in gifted education (Number of students participating in GATE - Gified

education)/{ Total number of students)

o 30
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Baseline of OUSD K-12 Students Compared to OFCY Older Youth, Physical & Behavioral Health, and
Summer Programming — School Attachment and Behavior Indicators’

08-09 OUSD students OFCY participants who
who are not OFCY are also 08-09 OUSD
Indicator | participants (n=35,419)2 students (n=2086)3
Average attendance (Days l‘
attended/days enrolied) 94.8% 95.3%
% Students with no suspensions 93.0% 91.1% ‘
Average Language Arts end-of-year ‘
benchmark 71.0% 65.9% i
I
Average Math end-of-year benchmark 67.3% 60.2%
9% students promoted 98.2% 99.3%
% students in GATE 23.2% 30.2%

QUSD Students compared to OFCY Early Childhood, Older Youth, Physical & Behavioral Health and
Summer program participants — Ethnicity '

Ethnicity % OUSD students? % OFCY participants
African American 36.3 36.28
Hispanic or Latino 33.7 35.67
Asian or Pacific Islander 16.1 12.66
While 6.8 2.85
Multiple or No Response 5.4 9.45
American Indian or Alaskan Native 0.4 3.09

" OUSD and OFCY records were matched by three fields (first name, last name and grade), before the data was rendered
anonymous by replacing first name and last name fields with a numerical identifier.

* 08-09 QUSD students who are not OFCY participants refers to 2008-09 Qakland Unified School District students who were
not able to be matched with 2009-10 OFCY participant rosters. (n=35,419)

3 OFCY Participants who are also OUSD Students refers to 2009-10 OFCY participants who were matched with 2008-09
QUSD rosters. (n=2086) . :

“From QUSD fact sheet published at: hup://publicportal.ousd k12.ca.us/1994108 1819383273 3/site/default.asp

o>
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SUMMER STRATEGY AREA EVALUATION

The Summer Program evaluation consisted of Program Quality Assessment, a Logic Model site visit,
and Digital Storytelling.

Program Quality Assessment

Program Quality Criteria ‘ .
Based on research in the youth development field, the PQA uses the following criteria for program observation:'

Physical & Emotional Safety
1) Physical club location and space is adequate
and welcoming,
2) Adult uses positive behavior management
techniques. :
3) Adult encourages the participation of all
youth, regardless evident or unapparent
differences between students.
4) Activities are well organized.
5) Behavioral norms exist among youth.

‘

Caring Adults
6} Adult values vouth's uniqueness.
7y Adult engages with youth,
&) Youth interact positively with adults.
9) Adult is available to youth during activities
and drop-in times.

Skill Building

10} Teaching strategies accommodate different
learning styles.

11} Activity challenges youth intellectually
and/or creatively.

12) Adults help vouth to gauge their progress.
13) Activity requires age-appropriate analytical
thinking.

14) Adults design activities that are engaging
and fun for the youth.

o

se¢o chengo

Based on their average score (2.5 overall), all summer programs are quality programs.

Program Quality Assessment is a key element of ongoing efforts to support Summer, Physical &
Behavioral Health, Older Youth and Early Childhood programs. Results can be used to facilitate
improved outcomes and determine areas for potential technical assistance and training. Completed site
visit protocols are shared with Executive Directors, Program Directors, See Change staff and OFCY. |
Executive Directors are also welcome to share results with their staff, youth, and community partners. |

Supportive Peers
15} Youth are friendly with one another.

16} Youth show respect for one another.

17) Youth participate in teamwork.

18) Youth listen and respond actively to peers.
19) Adults guide positive peer interactions.

20) Participation by youth is even and equitable.

Youth Engagement
21) Adult encourages youth to contribute.

22) Youth contribute opinions, ideas and/or
COTCErnS,

23) Youth are responsible for an entire activity
or the program overall.

Diversity/Identity

24. Adult challenges language or practices that
would stereotype individuals or groups.

25. Youth feel comfortable sharing about their

cultural backgrounds.
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. PQA Rating Scale : !
The following scale is used to rate nearly every element in the protocol: '
(3) Ample Evidence: Based on observations and conversations during the visit, the program
greatly exceeds expectations. The program demonstrates excellence. o
(2) Sufficient Evidence: Based on observations and conversations during the visit, the
program meets expectations. The program demonstrates quality. '
(1) Limited Evidence: Based on observations and conversations during the visit, the
program does not meet expectations. The program demonstrates need for training and
assistance. |

|

Overall Results for the Summer Programs. !

* Results for Physical & Emotional Safety, Caring Adults, Skill Building, Fun, Supportive Peers
and Youth Engagement were good across the board, as shown in chart below. The aggregate
Summer Strategy Area Program average for these fundamental areas was no less than 2, :
indicating that the program met expectations. |

* The area of Youth Engagement, and particularly youth leadership, is an area for potential growth
for Summer Programs as a whole.

* Asa Strategy Area, Summer Programming 1s meeting or exceeding expectations for quality
programming.

* Program-level PQA results are available in table form in Appendix B.

Summer PQA Results by Category !
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|
Digital Storytelling |

Digital Storytelling is a unique method of gathering qualitative data from program participants by
coaching them in the creation of short media pieces where they describe their experience with a (
program. Finished digital stories are typically short video-like presentations, which can be shared and’
analyzed as qualitative data.

Method
During the summer, digital storytelling workshops were conducted on-site with a sample of Summer .
programs’; three trainings were held with program staff and two were held with program participants.!Of
the five programs who received training, four provided completed stories; the fifth program was not able
to complete the stories during the summer. A total of 27 stories were created by participants including
youth—as young as 8 years old—in the program, youth leaders, summer interns, and program alumni.

Results |
Qualitative analysis of d1g1tal storics revealed evidence of the followmg Program Outcomes and .
Outcomes Beyond Program in Summer programs: o

Program Outcomes Reflected in the Digital Stories
* Increased scnse of mastery and accomplishment
* Increased self-cfficacy in program areas
* Increased sense of belongingness
* Increased knowledge of and valuing of one’s own cultural backgrounds
* Increased self-awareness, self-confidence, and sense of future possibility
* Skiils for building peer relationships
* Skills for self-expression and awareness of community context
e Skills for healthy living
« Skills for creative self-expression
= Skills for team sports
* Recreation and athletic skills
* Academic skills

Qutcomes Beyond Program in the Stories
* Improved effort at difficult or long-term tasks
* Increased connections to community and intentional choices to aftect change
* Increased choices that intentionally further personal development
* Maintenance and expansion of supportive relationships
* Increased acquisition of skills necessary for leadership
* Increased self-expression
* Increased motivation to lcarn

> Destiny Arts, 1 story; Girls Inc. Concordia Park, 4 stories; East Oakland Youth Development Center (EOYDC), 15 storics;
American Indian Child Resource Center (AICRC), 7 stories; OPR Discover Center, 0 stories. Because of its stories, the |
EQYDC was asked to present to the Magic Johnson Empowerment Center during a conference in Los Angeles.
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Fun

During summer programming, the emphasis is on fun and new expecricnces. It is an opportunity for
youth to make new friends, try new things, and have a place where they fecl that they belong. Digital |
stories reflected this theme. In general, the stories expressed how excited the youth are to be in the
programs: they have a lot of fun, get to spend time with friends and meet new ones, and are able to take
field trips to places they would not have otherwise visited. Because the summer programs run all day for
many weeks, the youth seem to develop a deep bond with the program and their peers at the program.
Several stories spoke of the program as a “family” and a “home away from home.”

Skifls : ;
Other stories, particularly from older youth who had participated in the program for multiple summers,
called out the skills they had learned and their increased self-knowledge as a result of participation.
Some of the skills were program-specific, for cxample, martial arts skills or fashion design, but a .
number of youth recognized skills they learned that are applicable in other areas of their lives: leadership
skills, writing skills, teamwork, and self-expression. In particular, program alumni who created storics
discussed the application of these skills in college and in future jobs.

“Many skills were tested and learned over the course of the summer. Time management, |
patience, and leadership were just a few of the attributes I needed...any alum will take j
the knowledge they gained at [the program] and use it to be successful in the future.” |I

i t
]

Self-knowledge
In addition to skills, the youth gained knowledge and developed a deeper understanding of thcmselvesf.
For some of the youth, they discovered an area that they were passionate about, whether it was sports,.
computers, or nature, and pursued that interest outside of the program. Other youth recognized that they
had gained confidence, perseverance, and an ability to succeed, even while outside of their comfort
zone. The youth in the program realize the impact that they will be able to make because of their
participation in the program:

“I've grown by following in the youth leaders footsteps. Now, this is my generation and
we re making a legacy to follow.” :

2 | 3s
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Summer Baseline Indicators: School Attachment, Behavior and Academic Success

Metrics used for Baseline OUSD School Performance Table

Metric

Description

Average attendance

Days attended/Days enrolled, averaged over students

% Students with no suspensions

{Number of students with 0 suspensions)/(Total number

of students)

Average Language Arts end-of-year
benchmark, test score

ELA (Language Arts) end-of-year test score, averaged

over students

Lest score

Avcrage Math end-of-year benchmark,

Math end-of-year test score, averaged over students

% Students promoted

{Number of students promoted to next grade level)(Total
numbcer of students)

-

% Students in GATE

{Number of students participating in GATE - Gifted

education)/(Total number of students)

.Baseline of OUSD K-12 Students Compared to OFCY Participants (Older Youth, Physical & Behavioral

Health, and Summer Programs), and Summer OFCY participants

School Attachment and Behavior indicators® =4
OFCY 2009 Summer
participants who | OFCY participants
are also OUSD who were also
QUSD students? students? OUSD students®
Indicator (n=35,419) (n=2086) (n=202)
Average attendance (Days
attended/days enrolled) 94.8% 95.3% 96.56%
9% Students with no suspensions 93.0% 91.1% 98.72%
Average Language Arts end-of-year
benchmark 71.0% 65.9% 70.7%
Average Math end-of-year test score
{Math benchmark) 67.3% 60.2% 66.0%
% students promoted 98.2% 99.3% 99.1%
9% students in GATE 23.2% 30.2% 24.1%

S QUSD and QFCY records were matched by three fields (first name, last name and grade), before the data was rendered

anonymous by replacing first name and last name fields with a numerical identifier.
T QUSD Students refers to 2008-09 Qakland Unified School District students who were not able to be matched with 2009- iO

OFCY participant rosters. (n=35,419)

!
[
|
|
}
{
i

u

I
|

__{:_ﬁ_ —_—— e ————

8 OFCY Participants who are also OUSD Students refers to 2009-10 OFCY Older Youth, Physical & Behavioral Health or.
Summer program participants who were matched with 2008-09 OUSD rosters. (n=2086)

% 2009 Summer OFCY Participams who were also OUSD Students refers to participanis in 2009 Summer OFCY programs

{2009-10 grant cycle) who were matched with 2008-09 OUSD rosters. {(n=202)
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CONCLUSIOCN

Overall, the first six months of the OFCY evaluation study of Early Childhood, Older Youth, Physical &
Behavioral Health, and Summer Programs has progressed smoothly. See Change has built strong
relationships with OFCY and many grantces through the Indicator Summit, Quarterly Meetings,

individual grantee conversations and site visits, as well as less formal communication. ‘

The results reported in this interim report will be complemented by upcoming evaluation projects in
2010, including Program Quality Assessment site visits for Early Childhood, Older Youth and Physical
& Behavioral Health programs, youth and adult-caregiver surveys, a youth-led participatory action
research evaluation project {currently underway), and the use of sms technology (tcxtlng) in a real-time
youth outcomes pilot project.

In concept, this evaluation is working to shift the emphasis of reporting and analysis toward strategy
level approaches through investigation of program quality (a key precursor to achieving outcomes), and
children and youth outcomes assessment. For the final report, this will manifest in greater analysis of
school-based data by strategy area, as well as reporting on program quality and other evaluation
activities on the level of strategy area in addition to or instead of grantee level reporting.

Finally, See Change wants to commend OFCY programs for diving into this year’s evaluation and othler
new systems in 2009-10. While we’re confident that new evaluation and data collection (Cityspan)
systems offer new opportunities for OFCY programs, we recognize that these changes in the same year
pose a potential challenge to programs. Indecd we see evidence of these challenges in some ‘unexpect‘led
participant and service data figures.

See Change looks forward to continuing to support OFCY’s evaluation and learning agenda as we move
forward with the 2009-10 evaluation and future endeavors.
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APPENDICES

| Appendix A: Logic Model Outcomes and Templates

The following are lists of possible program outcomes for Early Childhood, Older Youth, Physical &
Behavioral Health and Summer strategy area programs. This information also included in the “Program
Outcomes” column of the Logic Model Templates on the following pages. i

Logic Model Program Outcomes — Early Childhood ‘
Developmental Qutcomes for Children :
® Improved attachment between children and their caregivers

* Improved social and emotional skills

* Improved cognitive skills |

Improved gross and fine motor skills i
Parent/Caregiver Qutcomes

® Improved parenting skills, including behavior management techniques, reading with children, advocating for child ;

* Improved access to community resources, including preschool programs, family support, health care, schools, and other educational resources
® Decreased isolation of caregivers . '
Educator & Provider Outcomes i

'

® Improved understanding of children's socioenmotional development, cognitive development, physical development, and health needs i
* Improved response to children’s socioemotional development, cognitive development, phvsical development, and health needs |

.

Logic Model Template — Program Outcomes — Older Youth, Physical & Behavioral Health and Summerf e
Increased Knowledge of and Valuing of Self I
1 Increased sense of mastery and accomplishment (i.e. “l worked hard, and [ performed successfully.”) .
2 Increased self-efficacy in program areas (i.e. “l am an athlete.” “l am a writer.” “l am a leader.” “l can be healthy.”)
3 Increased sense of belongingness (connectedness with friends, teammates, adult supporters, supportive institutions)
4*  Increased awareness of community contexts and relationships to oneself (i.c. “I am an impertant part of my communzty.”)
5% [ncreased sense of self-efficacy in affecting change, individually and within broader contexts (i.e. “I can affect change within my
commurtity™) ' [
6  Increased knowledge of and valuing of one’s cultural background
7* Increased knowledge, awareness, and valuing of diversity in community contexts and retationships to oneself, specifically
around race, ethnicity, culture, gender, physical or mental differences and sexual orientation
§  Increased self-awareness, self-confidence, and sense of future possibility (1.e. “I stand up for my values.” “l wanttobea
lawyer.” "1 am reliable.” *'[ need to get better at managing my anger.™)
Increased Skills
Increased life and leadership skills
9 Skitls for building peer relationships, e.g. working w/& getting along with others, conflict resolution, teamwork, cooperation,
sportsmanship, & supporting others
10*  Skills for self-expression and awareness of community context, including problem-solving and advocacy
11 Skills for healthy living, including nutrition and exercise, being in healthy relationships, or avoiding harmful substances and
activities
12 Skills for self-sufficiency, including financial literacy, job-seeking, and work-based skills; awareness of resources and how to
access them
Increased creative skills
13 Skills for self-expression, including visual and performing arts, creative writing, creating media, etc.
14 Skills for performance, including public speaking, working with other performers, managing a production, and coping with
performance anxiety
Increased physical skills
15 Skills for team sports, e.g. working w/& getting along w/others, conflict resolution, teamwork, cooperation, sportsmanship,
leadership, & supporting others
16  Recreational and athletic skills, including specific skills such as throwing and catching a ball, mantial arts, track & field, dance,
swimming, gymnastics or skill sets for a specific sport
Increased academic skills
17 Skills for elementary school students, including reading, language arts, math, computers, science, social studies, etc.

|
'® Qutcomes developed after Summer programming (and thus unavailable to some Summer programs) are indicated with a:n
asterix. !
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18  Skills for middle school students, including the above areas, plus skills for school success, such as organization, completing
homework
19 Skills for high school students, including academic content, plus college readiness, SAT prep, GED completion

o 39
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Older Youth and Physicol & Behavioral Health Logic Model Template — page 1

Relationship Buflding: Caring

Adults and Supportive Peers

* Multiple supporrive
relationships with adules ad
peers are available in the

Skill Bullding

* The program olTers
chaitenging and engaging
activities and leaming
experiences, with a partieular
focus on mastering new skills
over Bme

The program offtrs
opporunities for public
performance of skills learned

Exposure & Fun

* Supportive and enpgaging
activities and leaming
experiences, focusing on
caploration of fiure activities

Youth Enpgsgement &
Lcadership

“1 am an atkletr.” '] am a writzr.” 'l am a
leader.” “1 can be healthy.”)

1 increased sensc of belonpingness
{connoctedness with friends. tcammatres, adult
Smponlors, supportive institutions)

4 lncreased awarcness of communlty
contexts and relationships to cnesclf fie. ™l am
an imporan pat of my community.”)

5 Increased sense of self-cfficacy in affecting
change, individually and within broader contexs
{i.c. "] can afTect change within my communin™)
6 Increased keowledge of and vatulop of
one's cutturs! background

7 Increascd knowledge, anareness, and
valuing of diversity in community conteats and
rclationships to onesell, specifiealty around
race, cthnicity, culture, geader, physical or
mentat differcnces and sexual oricatation

E  Incrzascd sclf-awarcocss, sclf-confidence,
and sense of future possibitity (i.c. "1 stand up
for my values™ ~1 wans 10 be a lawver.” "1 am

reliable.” ) need 1o get betier at managing my
anper.”)
Incressed Skills

9 Increased life and leadership skilly

Skifts for building peer relationships, e.g.
working w/& peuing along with others, conflict
resolution, reamwork, cooperation.

-1
ey,
towards end
of program
-report in
aggrepate by
Sralegy arca
-report in
apgregate by
prograr
-crossiabs at
individual
level{i.e.
gender.
demographi
cs. acadenic
perforriancs

]

Transfer of seliefTicacy to noa-
program scuings (.. "] am an athiete, w
can play a cew spart.” "1 am a writer. so
can do well on this ¢lass assignment,” Vi
am a teader, so ¥ cas speak up with my
parents abaut something bothering me™ ~1
can be hrathy, so [ean sy row
alcohol.™)

Ircreased conneciions to setings
where one “belongss,™ and fzels vatued,
including factors of race. ethnicicy. culture,
gender, and soaaal orimtasion

Irereased connection 1o diverse
cultural souchstonces and outinoks, or
participation ia cultural practices

Increased connzctions o communiny
and intenzional choices 1o affect chanpe
{i.c. "l will work w improve my
communizy.” "1 am zesponsible (or making
rry commanity better.”)

Increased choices that intentionally
furthrz personal devglopmen: (Le. 1 witl
sigin up for this class.” "1 will get some
counscling.”)

Application of Tnereased Skills
Life and Leudorshuyy Shifs
Mainterance and expaasion of
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Meaningful opportunitics for
Imeolvomen: 2nd membership
in peer groap. and the larper
community exiss throaph the
propram.

Dhversitv and Identity

* The program values all forms
of diversiry,

* The program supports idemity
development through explicit
explaration of self in coniext,

sportamanskip, & aipperting others

10 Skills for self~expression and awareness of
commumity context, including problem-solving
arid advocary

11 Skills for healthy living. including nusrizion
and excreise, being in healthy relationskips, ar
avoiding harmiul substances and activirties

12 Skills for self-sufficiency. including
financiaf literacy, job-secking, and work-based
skills: awareness of resources and how to access
them

- Increased creative skitly

13 Skills for selfexpression, including visuzal
and performing ams. creative writing, creating
racdia, cic.

I4  Skills for performance, including public
speaking, werking with other performers,
manaping a production, and coping with
perfommance anxisty

* Increased pRysical skifls

ES  Skills for wam sports, ¢.g. working wid
petting along wiothers, conflict resolusion,
teamwaork, cooperation, sponsmanski,
teadership, & supponing others

I Recreational and athletic skills, including
sperific skills such as throwing and catching a
ball, manial ans, track & lisld. dance. swimming,
eyranastics or skill sets for a specific spont

« Increased academic skills
E7  Skilts for elememary school stidens,

supportive relationships (swong soctal
cetwork )

Improved chofees abowt personal
health and safety

Improved ability o cope with siress

Increased acquisiton of resaurces
neeessary for independenec, such us
Rousing, bank account. job, and other
sInports

Increased acquisiion of skills
tccessary for leadership. such os public
speaking, idemifiing problems, working
collaboratively, understunding of
comrmity advocacy,

Creginwe Skiils

Increased self-expression

Irercased ability 1o comprunicate via
Ciffezzm modalities

Phygical Skiils
Irereased physical activity outside the

program
Improved abilizy to cope with stress

P

-Rate of paricipation in
eatracurricelar activitios at school
-% chanpe in academic success
from this year {o last year

-% chanpe in graduxtion e for
paricipazing seniors

including reading. language ans. math.
commptiers, s¢ience, secial studics, etc,

18 Skills for middle school studenzs. incheding
the above ancas, phus skills for school sececss,
such as erpanization, complieting homework

19 Skills for high schoal tudents, inchuding
academic coment, plus college readiness, SAT
prep. GED completion )

Academic Skills
trercased motivation to leam
Increased schoo! succsss
Increased school attachment

sea change
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Relationship Buildlng: Caring Adults and

Nupportive Peery

* Mulnple supportive relationships with
adults and pecrs are avaiabls in the
program,

Shill Bullding
* The program offers challenging and
" engaging activities and learning
expericnees, with a panticular fecus on
mastzrng now skills over tirc
* Th: program offer opponiniics for
public performarce of skills learned

Exposure & Fun

* Suppartive and chgaging activizies and
Icaming eaperiences, focusiag on
cyploration of furere activites,

Youth Engagemen:

* Meaningful opponunitics for invalvement
ard memberhip in peer graup, and thz
larger comrtanuty eaist through the
program.

Dhersin and Ideatity

* The program s alues a1 forms of divenin,

* The program suppons identity
development theough explici: exploration
of seli'in conuest.

perfonmed surcossielly.”)
Inereased self-efiicacy in program

areas (i.c. "l am an athleze™ ~) am a wrdter.”

“lam a lzader,” “1 can be hrahthy.™
Increased sense of belongingness

{connectedness wath friends, trammates.

adult supponers, sUpporive institutions)

Increased bnow ledge of aad valuing of

ozrc™s eukiural background
- Increased self-awareness (e, 'l like
scienee.” “lwan? to be a lawrern” "lam
rcliable.” ] need to get betier at managing
1y anger.”)

Increased sense of future possibility

Increased Skilly
« dncreased fie shifls
* Skifis for building peer relatianships,
mctuding working with and pening along
with atkers, conflicl resalizion, wamwork,
coopration, sporsmanship, and supporting
oghers
T Skills for healihy liviag, including
seittion and exercice, avoiding karmiful
sebstances and acivities

Skills for selfaufficiency, including
finaccial Hictacy, job-seeking. and wotk-
based shills: awareness of resources and
bow tp aceess them

-1 time sunvey,
wwards end of
propram

-repost in aggregai
by straiegy 4fca
-ITpost in apEregaie
by program
~crosstabs at
individual level tie.
geeder,
demographics.
acadetmic
petformanect ™

Survey sems
measuring
proflcieecy ;i
skalls

ACTIVITIES INTENSITY, YOUTH DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES? PROGRAM OUTCOMES INDICATORS OUTCOMES BEYOND PROGRAM INDICATORS
DURATION,
BREADTH' -
WWkar do you How much of u do How do yowu do 1t} Whar's your program s Hg1 is happening while a child or youth 1s How will yau Are chanpes ooccurring in youths ' Itves How will you mearure changes in
do? ow provide? culture and shyle of deinery? 17 the program medsure changes in oxside the program? ouicomes?
guicomes?
S1afl conduct Youth can Through partfcipation lo the program, These sapports & opportunities Catcomes can be Accomplishing developments] Ouvtcomes can be measured vainp
the following participarein youth receive these desclopmental supports | contribote to children sccomplishing the metrored uskng the outcomes may contribute to the the folloning metrics:
sctivitlen: activities In these & oppartunities: following: folloming metrics: following cateomes:
ameunts:
FROM FROM OFCY Bhysical & Emotlenal Sufety Increased Knowlcdpe of und Valuing of Snnveyitems Application of Scif- Knowledpe and Discoursc Analysis of digital storics
OFCY PROPOSAL * Youth arc physicatly safc in the program. Sell measuring Strenpthened Self-Concept from a sample of programs
PROPOSAL * Vouth ate cmotionally: safe in the pwgfs;. Incrzased sense of mastery and knowledge of and Improved effon ai diffizul or {Quatizazive daza from program
’ accomplishment 1ie. 1 worked hasd, and | value of self lorg-torm tasks {i.e. "I} keep working | pamicipants and alumni as possibie)

at iz, 1" ackieve sucesss.™)

Trarsfer of <if-efficacy to non-
program settings {i.¢, "1 ary an athierz,
so bcanplay a mew spon.” “iam a
writer, s0 P can do well on this class
assignment.” 1 zm a leader, so 1 can
spcak up with my parenis about
something botkering me." 'l can be
heoaliby, sa §can say no w0 zleakol.™)

lzcreascd connzciions 10 seniings
where ote “belopgs.” axd feols valued

lacrrased connsction w cultural
withsiones. or panticipation in culural
practices

Incocased choices that imentionally
terther persoml developmest (e, "1
will siga up for this ctass.” "1 wili get
sorre counscling, ™}

Application of laereased Skith
Ly Skalls

Maintenanee and expazsion of
supporzive melationskips (strong secial
rETNOrL)

Improvad choices about perwonal
bsafth andd safery

Ingreased acquisition of resources
necossary for independence. such as
rousing. haak accouat, job. and other
supports

Sanvey items can also measurs seme
of these

sandand survey item
opea-cnded suney it
servey items from o bank

Diglts) Sterfes (Quatitative data from
Mogran pacicipants and alumani as
passible)

Teacking of positive choices dalls
{rmeasared by Real-time Youth
Outeornes piloty
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Staff condoct
the following
activities:

Youth can
participate in
activitles in thewe
smounts:

Through particlpation in the program,
youth recclve these developmental szpports
& oppartunities:

These supports & oppartanitics
contribute to chlldren accomplishing the
follawing:

Outcames can be
measurcd using the
following metrics:

Accomplishing devclopments)
oatcomes may contribote to the
following outcomes:

Outcames can be measured vslng
the follonlag metrics:

+ Increared creatne shils

" Skills for sclf-expression. including
viszal and perfonming arts, creative wnting,
creaticg macdia. cic.

©  Skills for performance. incloding
peblic speakipg. working with other
performers, managicg a productien. aed

copiag with performance anxicty

- Increased phyacal st

Skills for 1eam spons, including
working with and geuing along with ofdrs,
conflict resolution, 1=amwork, coaperation,
sporsmanship, lzadership, and supperting
others

Recreational and aikleic siitia,
including specific shifls such as throwing
and caiching a ball, martial ants, wrack &
field, dance. swimmirg. or gymnastics

< Increqwd academc sialls
T Kkills for elemeniary school stodents,
including reading, language ans, mazh,
camputers, science, social sudiss, e,
Skills for middle school studeats,
including the abave arcas, phus skills for
school success, sueh as organization,
completing homew ork
Skills for high school students,
including academic vontent, pius college
readiness, SAT prep, GED completion

Sun ey semy
WELTRATRE
aXpenence v
eroaine ablls

Survey nems
LOAPLD
praficwercy in
phascal stitly

Survey wmems
LU
projicivnsy in
arademic sialls
parsal of program
ieader survey here
could supplement
stadem suncy

Creaztve Shils
Iecreased scli-expression
Iocreased abitity to communicale
via ditTerent modalstics

Flyacal Shils

Ipcrzased physical activity outside
the pragram

Improved abiliny o cope with
1218 E

Academis Skiifs
Inereased morivazion o lzam
inereased school success
Increased school atachment

As possible, megruremen: of chungpe
i physiotopeeal health

School-based (rduators fram GUSD
daza:

« % change in aumndance from last
yoar 1o this year

ssurvey stem from item bank

« % change in test score perceatile for
grades wkcre a test is administered
that year rthis is not the only meascre
af school success-lowest priecityk
«Aeasure of change in behaviorat
issues from last year o this year
«Rate of participation in
cxtracurmicular activities al school

+% change in academic success trom
this vear 1o last vear

44 charge in graduation ruie for
panicipating senion

o> T

sce change

ribaatimn teeauph 1 ma e lves
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Appendix B: PROGRAM QUALITY ASSESSMENT SUMMER RESULTS

Physical & Diversity

Program Emotional Caring Skill Support- Youth &
# Safety Adults  Building Fun ive Peers  Engagement  Identity Mean
1 2.2 2.3 25 3.0 2.2 2.0 2.0 2.3
2 2.8 3.0 2.8 3.0 3.0 2.5 2.5 2.8
3 2.2 2.7 2.8 2.0 2.0 1.3 n/a 2.2
4 3.0 3.0 2.8 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.8
5 2.2 2.5 1.8 3.0 2.7 2.3 2.0 24
6 2.8 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.7 3.0 3.0 2.8
7 2.6 2.5 2.5 3.0 2.2 1.5 20 2.3
8 2.4 2.0 2.3 2.0 2.2 2.7 n/a 2.2
9 2.2 2.3 1.8 3.0 1.8 1.3 3.0 2.2
10 2.6 2.3 2.3 2.0 3.0 2.3 n/a 2.4
11 28 2.5 2.7 3.0 2.5 2.0 2.0 2.5
12 1.8 2.5 2.3 2.0 2.0 1.7 n/a 2.0
13 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
; 14 2.2 2.8 1.8 3.0 2.3 1.0 n/a 2.2
15 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.0 2.7 2.7 3.0 2.7
Mean 25 2.6 2.5 2.6 2.5 2.2 2.5 2.5

" In some cascs, no Diversity & Identity indicator was observed. This is not a fault of the programs, but a shortcoming of the Program Quality Assessment
Observation Tool, which only has two items for Diversity & [dentity. Sce Change is in the process of strengthening this section of the PQA for use with Older

Youth and Physical & Behavioral Programs. e e R
_ ’ 35 ~ 45

seo changt

e L



February, 2010

OFCY Interim Evaluation Report

OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH PROCESS FOR OFCY’S 2009-10 EVALUATION '

Theory-Based Evaluation and Attachment to Positive Institutions Theory of Development ’
Attachment to positive institutions is a critical indicator of healthy and successful adulthood and
constitutes the basis of See Change’s Theory of Development for the OFCY evaluation. See Change |

practices theory-based evaluation, basing our design on understandings and visualizations of what a fund

1s working to support or change strategically.

4

Based on current theory in the fields of child and adolescent development, on our own 15 years of
experience evaluating community-based programs, and on a collaborative review session with OFCY |
Grantees during their first Quarterly Meeting, this theory represents how high quality early childhood'
and youth programs improve well-being as thcy connect participants with resources, information, and;
other people. Isolation and disconnection are the most undesirable and vulnerable contexts for human,

development. Figure | represents the Attachment to Positive Institutions Theory of Development fro

Early Childhood to Early Adulthood.

Early Chuidhood:

Famihes who are
supportoed in
creating
attachment and
rust
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Schoot children
whao are
supported i
thewr cuniosity

‘« »
4 '
|
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Budld
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o S
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Practices:

t)
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Based
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and learn 1o
think crrncally
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!
M .
M .
'
'
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Continued
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o i s e pra—

Contexts that Support:
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Overview of Evaluation Design: 2009-2010

The following overview outlines the research methods used in the 2009-10 evaluation of OFCY
Grantees and OFCY outcomes. |

OFCY See Change Evaluation Overview |

1)

2)

3)

4)

. Summer programs

5)

6)

seq chango

Program Logic Model Site Visit — At this visit, Sce Change works with the program to customize a
program Logic Model, a tool that helps align current resources and program activities with desired
youth outcomes. The Executive Director and/or Program Director of all OFCY Grantees met with
See Change during Summer and Fall 2009 to customize their Logic Model and choose program |
outcomes, '

Program Quality Assessment (PQA) Site Visit (“Best Practices” for Early Childhood) — See :
Change conducts a structured site visit including observation of program in action and brief
interviews. The observation tool is sent in advance of the visit. This assessment occurred with thei

Summer programs in the Summer of 2009, and will occur for the remaining grantees and program
staff in the Spring of 2010. : !

Survey Administration — Surveys help us understand whether outcomes determined during the
Program Logic Model Site Visit are being achieved and to what extent. See Change will be |
administered to youth and/or adult caregivers; survey items are linked to chosen Logic Model
program outcomes. Each possible program cutcome has corresponding survey items that are |
compiled to create the program’s survey. See Change or program staff will administer surveys prlor
totthe end of program, or by April 1%, 2010. Survey results will be submitted to See Change by May
1%, 2010.

Digital Story Telling— Digital stories arc 3-5 minute slide shows created by program youth or
parents and consisting of still photos, music, and narration. A digital story depicts participants’
experiences in the program, and thc impact the program has had on participants’ lives. Program staff
and participants from a subsct of grantces will engage in the Digital Story Telling process. Any
program is eligible to participatc. Training was offered to interested program staff on October 21%
2009, and onsitc training (6 hours) has also been made available. Trainings were provided to five

Youth Media Project — Youth in Focus youth-led participatory action research evaluation uses’

digital media as a way to communicate findings gathered through interviews, site visits and other
research methods. Youth from OFCY grantce programs make up the youth-led evaluator cohort. ‘
Weekly meetings began in October 2009 and will continue until June 2010, with enrollment i

opportunities in October and January.

l
Real-Time Youth OQutcomes Pilot — Using sms technology (texting) to facilitate data gathering for
outcomes over time, this pilot project will take place in tate Fall 2009/early Spring 2010, and will *
engage program participants who are youth. ;

B~ o
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Table A: Update on Grantees With Missed 2008-2009 Performance
Indicators
Safe Passages — Edna Brewer ASP
School Date
Enrollment Attendance Retention Attendance
Rate
Youth Integrity To Progress Projection | Average Average 2008- | 2009-
Served Date | Toward Target Days Attendance | 2009 | 2010
Rate .
269 106% 7,733 39% 97% 29 68% 96.91 | 96.94%
%

e  On target to meet enrollment and attendance targets. Campus activities were organized and orderly. Staff

member’s interactions with program participants were in a supportive and respectful manner.
e  Additional staff were now present to support academic and enrichment activities.
e Students were fully engaged, focused and participating in activities that included dramming, soccer, figure
drawing, and creative writing.

i

e System of referral to ASP for students who need the services the most (i.e. GPA’s under 2.0) is a priority. '

Safe Passages - CCPA ASP

School Date

Enrollment Attendance Retention Attendance
' Rate
Average
Youth . To Progress _— Average 2008- | 2009-
Served Interity - Date | Toward Target Projection Days Att;n:t:nce 2009 2010
95.79
120 NR 4,503 29% 72% 2 75% " 95.50%

Program is not on target to reach the attendance and retention goals.

Students were fully engaged in activities that included cooking, computers, Urban Arts/Graftiti. Outdoor

activities were canceled due to rain. Students instead were playing board games and video Wii.

#  Staff member’s interactions with program participants were in a supportive and respectful manner.

OUSD - West Oakland Middle School ASP

Schoo! Date
Enrollment Attendance Retention Attendance
Rate
. Average
Youth . To Progress — Average 2008- | 2009-
Served Integrity Date | Toward Target Projection Days Att?aciznce 2009 2010
230 | 107% | 9,885 49% 124% 42 80% | 5 | 94.12%

New site coordinator was hired -- Campus activities were orderly and well managed.

Students were fully engaged in activities that included cooking, computer, outdoor recreation, and

photography. Negative behavior exhibited by students was handled professionally by all staff observed.
e The daily schedule was posted prominently throughout the campus and in the main office. Also, when

questioned, staff and/or program participants were versed on program operations and expectations.

e Noted schedule of staff development efforts include Kagan Training (improved ethnic relations, enhanced |
self-esteem, and harmonious classroom climate); Plato Training (math); conflict resolution; cultural

AWareness,

Attachment C
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Table A: Update on Grantees With Missed 2008-2009 Performance,

Learning For Life — Thurgood Marshall, Program Inspire ASP

Indicators

School Date
Enroliment Attendance Retention Attendance
Rate
Youth Intecrit To Progress Proiection Average Aﬁgﬁgﬁie 2008- | 20095-
Served €Y | Date | Toward Target ) Days Rate 2009 2010 :
|
100 | 110% | 5900 39% 98% 54 93% | Tyl | 9667% |
* Students were fully engaged and highly focused in activities ranging from reading circles, yoga, art-
making, jazz dance, and crafts. Staff member’s interactions with program participants were in a supportive
and respectful manner,
®  Principal expressed efforts to improve coordination and timeliness of data collection and reportmg
Performance Indicators for FY09-10 have since been submitted to OFCY staff on time.
®  ASP Program Manager explained that regular meetings with the Academic Liaison and After School ;

Aspiranet — Encompass ASP {

Coordinator are in place to ensure program cohesion and improve the strength of the partnership.

~ School Date
Enrollment Attendance Retention Attendance
Rate
Y|0uth Intearit To Progress Proiection Average Aﬁ:ﬁ;ﬁie 2008- | 2009-
Served 8Y | Date | Toward Target ) Days Rate 2009 2010
117 118% 6,387 43% 106% 55 94% 117 118%
Observed enrichment activities and staff/youth interactions.
Encompass has hired a part-time program assistant who is charged with data collection and reporting back
to the site coordinator and school principal.
e Principal expressed her fuil support and appreciation of the ASP. ASP staff report that the principal has

Aspiranet — Grass Valley ASP

been more active in providing resources and coordination for afterschool programs.

School Date

Enrollment Attendance Retention Attendance |
Rate |
Average )
Youth . To Progress I Average 2008-  2009-
Served Integrity Date  Toward Target Projection Days Attti{lgznce 2009 2010
96.90 !
131 101% 6,607 44% 110% 50 79% %% 67.23%

Attachment C Page 2 of 2

Students were fully engaged in activities that included computer literacy, nutrition/cooking, and visual arts/

Increased professional development opportunities were evidenced in weekly staff meetings. Areas of ASP
staff support included literacy and math lesson creation, general lesson planning, classroom management
and other topics as needed.

Newly hired Site Coordinator noted as increasing coordination and communication between Academic
Liaison, ASP and day school instructors, by the school’s principal.

.




