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Executive Summary

According to the South Dakota Department of Education (SD DOE), 21 Century Community Learning
Centers (21* CCLCs) programs provide a range of services that support student learning and
development in South Dakota. This evaluation was commissioned to synthesize findings on the extent to
which 21 CCLC programs result in positive changes for participating youth and families. This evaluation
served the following purposes: (1) to synthesize the overall progress made and challenges faced by 21*
CCLCs for the SD Department of Education, (2) to give grantees a greater understanding of their
individual center’s progress, and (3) to fulfill reporting requirements as outlined by the United States
federal government.

In consultation with SD DOE, the Black Hills Knowledge Network (BHKN) used the Wisconsin After-
School Continuous Improvement Process assessment tool (WASCIP) as the qualitative stakeholder self-
assessment tool. WASCIP is an evidence-based assessment developed by the National Community
Education Association. Respondents were asked to rate their program within four key program operation
spheres of (1) youth development, (2) partnerships, (3) academic programming, and (4) administration.
These four primary operation spheres were further divided into twenty focus areas. Staff rated their
proficiency in each of the focus areas according to a formal rating system.

Using the numeric scores assigned to the various ratings, we aggregated site responses and constructed a
success index to identify key areas of success and challenge. The success index was created by computing
an average score across all sites and focus areas using the numeric scores provided above.

The success index shows that 21 CCLCs performed very well in four key focus areas: Program Climate,
Management, Resources, and Staff Capacity. Each of these areas had success scores that were far higher
than the average score of 100. Site staff can use this information to identify practices in these areas that
could help them increase their success across other focus areas.

The success index also indicates focus areas that proved challenging for 21 CCLCs. These focus areas
were Academic Enrichment in Social Studies and Science, and Youth Leadership. Each of these areas had
success scores that were much lower than the average score. Forming partnerships with outside groups
also appeared to be a challenge as Community Partnerships and School Partnerships both scored similarly
low on the success index.

Site-specific case-study vignettes were identified by BHKN and SD DOE staff according to the results of
the assessments. They were as follows.

1 The Red Cloud Indian School After-School Program. Red Cloud stood out for its commitment
to engaging with the families of its 542 participating K-12 students. Many 21% CCLC grantees
voiced struggles with engaging student families on a consistent basis in the comment section. This
is an area in which Red Cloud Indian School exceled.

1 Summit School District Out-of-School-Time Program. Summit emerged as a leader in
developing meaningful community partnerships. Summit out-of-school-time program students
are now viewed as the go-to volunteer organization in the community after only two years of
existence.



1 Belle Fourche Middle School JAM. Though many programs struggled with retaining
collaborative and transparent relationships with their local school district, Belle Fourche Middle
School JAM holds a special relationship with the school district. The program was primarily
initiated by the school district and holds most programming on school property.

1 Rapid City YMCA Youth Institute. Youth Leadership emerged as the lowest scoring focus area
for 21" CCLC grantees. One program, however, noticeably bucked the trend. The Youth Institute
has a unique approach to staffing. Though the program has two full time adult employees, the
remaining staff positions needed for the summer camp are filled by graduates of their program
that are still in high school.

21 CCLC grantees served an estimated 13,611 students over the 2017-18 school year and through the
2017 summer session. The majority of students participated in 21* CCLC programs for fewer than thirty
days (63%), but a large fraction (37%) attended for more than thirty days over the period studied here.

The quantitative survey also showed a good deal of diversity in student backgrounds and learning levels.
Across all 21 CCLCs an estimated 1,885 students (14%) were English-language learners and a further
estimated 978 (7%) were students with special needs.

21 CCLC programs were additionally required to submit a quantitative assessment at the end of the
school year. The quantitative assessment reported valuable participation data including (1) Program
Operation, (2) Student Demographics and Attendance, and (3) Programming Activities. The graphic
below shows that 21 CCLC grantees served an estimated 13,611 students over the 2017-18 school year
and through the 2017 summer session with diverse learning needs.

21 CCLC grantees served students from a variety of groups including grade level, race, and gender. Sites
collectively served 8,312 elementary students, 3,019 middle school students, and 2,392 high school
students. Sites served American Indian, Asian, African American, Hispanic, White and other
races/ethnicities.

21% CCLC sites were asked to share ways in which they believed the SD DOE could assist their program.
Technical assistance requests emerged from the data in the following categories: communication,
evaluation and data collection, standardized and recommended materials, funding, state and national
awareness, and training.



Introduction

About 21 ' Century Community Learning Centers

According to the South Dakota Department of Education (SD DOE), 21 CCLC programs provide a
range of services that support student learning and development in South Dakota. Examples of such
services include, “tutoring and mentoring, homework help, academic enrichment (such as hands-on
science or technology programs), and community service opportunities, as well as music, arts, sports and

cultural activities.”®

21" CCLC sites are located across all of South Dakota, from the large metro areas of Sioux Falls and Rapid
City, to small towns such as Summit and Mission. Each site operates independently but all work to serve
the unique needs of their communities. 21 CCLC programs must serve students that attend schools
eligible for school-wide Title I programs or schools where 40% or more enrolled students are eligible for
free-and-reduced-lunch as determined by federal guidelines. Program locations must be located in public

school facilities or in facilities that are as available and accessible to students as public school facilities.
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The 21% CCLC grant consists of five annual grant award periods that run from July 1% to June 30" of each
fiscal year. 21 CCLC grant applicants must apply for a minimum of $50,000. Funding and grant decisions
are made by a committee who evaluate applicants in the following six categories: Need for Project, Quality
of Project Design, Adequacy of Resources, Quality of Management Plans, Cooperation, and
Goals/Evaluation. Funding for years two through five of the project is dependent upon continued federal
appropriations to support this program.

Need for Evaluation

This evaluation was commissioned to provide insights into if and how 21* CCLC program activities result
in positive changes for participating youth and families. This evaluation served the following purposes:
(1) to synthesize the overall progress made and challenges faced by 21%* CCLCs for the SD DOE, (2) to
give grantees a greater understanding of their progress, and (3) to fulfill reporting requirements as
outlined by the United States federal government.

Methodology

With any program evaluation an important first step is to determine what questions need answering.
Appropriate methods and measurement tools can then be chosen to meet the demands of the analysis. SD
DOE identified its primary evaluation question to be: to what extent do 21 CCLC grantee programs
intentionally create or adjust systems that support positive youth development and outcomes?

In light of SD DOE’s chosen equation question, BHKN decided that a formative performance evaluation
using mixed-methods was the proper approach. The evaluation therefore included:

1. Qualitative stakeholder self-assessment and action plans.
2. School-year end quantitative assessments.
3. Site-specific case study vignettes.

In consultation with SD DOE, BHKN used the Wisconsin After-School Continuous Improvement
Process assessment tool (WASCIP) as the qualitative stakeholder self-assessment tool. > WASCIP is an
evidence-based assessment developed by the National Community Education Association. The tool
assesses twenty focus areas within four key program operation spheres.

1. Administration - Focus areas include Program Goals, Management, Staff Capacity and
Development, Funding, Policy and Advocacy, Research and Data Collection, and Resources.

2. Academic Programming - Focus areas include Homework Assistance, Academic Enrichment in
Mathematics, Academic Enrichment in Literacy, Academic Enrichment in Social Studies and
Science, Arts Enrichment, Recreation Programming, and Health and Safety Programming.

2 The WASCIP (formally known as CIPAS) was originally developed by the National Community Education Association
(NCEA). The WASCIP is intended to assist programs in identifying areas for improvement and develop a plan to address them.
The assessment tool also offers program staff an opportunity to recognize areas of the program that are exceptional.



3. Youth Development - Focus areas include Youth Engagement, Youth Leadership, and Program
Climate.

4. Partnerships - Focus areas include Community, Schools, and Families.

WASCIP was used in the previous 2015 evaluation of the SD 21* CCLC program. By employing this tool,
data collected during this evaluation process are comparable to previous evaluation reports.

To complete the WASCIP assessment, each South Dakota 21%* CCLC was asked to form a team of
stakeholders from program staff and administrators. This stakeholder team rated, from basic to
exemplary, its center’s progress in the 21 assessment areas. Additionally, stakeholder teams were asked to
create action plans that addressed key strengths and challenges illuminated by the WASCIP assessment.

21 CCLC programs were additionally required to submit a quantitative assessment at the end of the
school year. The quantitative assessment reported valuable participation data which are summarized
below.

1. Program Operation — Focus areas include Dates and hours of operation and staffing.
2. Students - Focus areas include Attendance, Student Demographics, and Special Learning Needs.

3. Activities - Focus areas include the typical hours and frequencies of Academic Enrichment,
Tutoring, Homework Help, Mentoring, Recreation, Job Exploration, Community Service, Youth
Leadership, Cultural Diversity, and Arts Programming as well as Parental Participation.

Both the WASCIP and quantitative assessments were submitted directly to BHKN by the 21 CCLC
programs for tabulation and analysis.

Site-specific case-study vignettes were identified by BHKN and SD DOE staff according to the results of
the qualitative and quantitative assessments. These four programs provided examples of remarkable
program activities and student outcomes. BHKN visited each of these sites to collect information for these
vignettes.

Additionally, a site profile was created for each grantee with a summary of their qualitative and
quantitative data. These site-specific reports are not included in the overall report.



Summary of Quantitative Assessments Results

This section provides an overview of important trends on findings from the quantitative assessments. The
summary begins by discussing general findings regarding 21* CCLC site administration, such as operating
times and staffing. This section then discusses statistics regarding student enrollment and demographics,
providing broad context for understanding the student population served by 21 CCLCs across the state.
Finally, this section provides an overview of programming choices made by 21* CCLC administrators
during the 2017-2018 program year.

Site Administration

Analysis of data provided by 21 CCLC staff and stakeholders revealed trends regarding 21 CCLC site
hours spent serving children. Hours of operations varied between the school year and the summer season.
During the school year 41 of the total 51 sites operated Monday through Friday, 7 of which operated
during an intersession. Of the remaining sites, 8 operated 4 days a week. One site operated for only 3 days
and another operated for 6. Sites averaged 3 hours of programming per day, with programming time
ranging from 1 hour per day to more than 6.

Site operations varied more during the summer months. A total of 47 sites operated during the summer
while 4 sites did not offer summer programming. Of those operating, 40 offered programming 5 days per
week. An additional 6 sites were open 4 days per week and 1 site was open 6 days per week. Sites averaged
7 hours of programming per day, with programming time ranging from 2.5 hour per summer day to almost
12. Overall, 21 CCLC sites were highly responsive to the needs of both students and parents, and foster
an environment outside of both school and the home that was both safe and conducive to learning.

Site Staffing Patterns

School Year Summer

Full-time staff paid from 215t CCLC funds 106 123
Part-time staff paid from 215t CCLC funds 446 300
Total 552 423
Full-time staff paid from other sources 106 141
Part-time staff paid from other sources 380 405
Total 486 546

The staffing data provided by 21% CCLC sites also provided insights into overall patterns of operation
across 21 CCLC sites. First, all 21 CCLC sites require a great deal of scheduling flexibility and therefore
rely heavily on part-time staff to meet site needs. Additionally, 21 CCLCs were slightly more reliant upon
part-time staff during the school year, as opposed to the summer. Finally, the table on the preceding page
shows that, overall, sites were more likely to use 21 CCLC funds to support their staffing needs during
the school year than during the summer, and therefore were more reliant upon external funding sources
for staftfing during the summer.



Student Demographics

Promoting diversity and inclusion is a core value of the 21 CCLC program. The SD Department of
Education encourages 21% CCLC grantees to offer programming that focuses not only on academic
enrichment but also serves the needs of increasingly diverse student and family populations. This includes
representation of diverse customs, languages, and holidays, increasing staff training on inclusion, and
incorporating inclusion/diversity activities into programming.

Student Demographics ‘ 8.312 students i

American Indian 5,123 elementary school (PK5")
Asian 209
Black or African American 897
Hispanic or Latino 649 3,019 students in middle
White 4,901 school (6"-8")
Other 1,077
=== 2,392 students in high
‘.1 . . i th th g
6,770girls My 6,839 boys _|_|o| school(9"-12")
L —

21 CCLC grantees served students representing diverse grade levels, races, ethnicities, and genders. Sites
collectively served 8,312 elementary students, 3,019 middle school students, and 2,392 high school
students. Sites served students from many different racial and ethnic backgrounds. Sites also served an
almost equal number of male (6,839) and female (6,770) students.



Student Participation

Promoting diversity and inclusion is a core value of the 21 CCLC program. SD DOE encourages 21*
CCLC grantees to offer programming that focuses not only on academic enrichment but also serves the
needs of increasingly diverse student and family populations. This includes grantees efforts to promote
diversity and inclusion.

The graphic below shows that 21 CCLC grantees served an estimated 13,611 students over the 2017-18
school year and through the 2017 summer session.® The majority of students participated in 21 CCLC
programs for fewer than thirty days (63%), but a large fraction (37%) attended for more than thirty days
over the period studied here.*

11,005 students attended during the ®g

é’i‘él school year
6,476 students attended during the summer 8628 students attended

fewer than 30 days

activities. 4,983 students attended
more than 30 days

AT ®

1,885 English 9,208 eligible for free or 978 students with
language learners reduced school lunch special needs

ﬁ and 1,898 parents participated in program

The quantitative survey also showed a good deal of diversity in student backgrounds and learning levels.
Across all 21 CCLCs an estimated 1,885 students (14%) were English-language learners and a further
estimated 978 (7%) were students with special needs.

* The total number of students attending during the school year or the summer was 17,481, but that includes 3,870 students who
attended during both sessions. As a result the number of unique students who participated in 21** CCLC programs is estimated at
17,481 - 3,870 = 13,611.

* Because the actual number of unique students participating is not known (due to some students attending in both the school
and summer sessions) percentage estimates are based on the estimated number of total students participating, e.g. 13,611.



Programming

The 21st CCLC grantees offered a broad array of programs and activities during both the school year and
summer. The following table presents a summary of average hours spent on the various activities and also
the average number of times per week each type of activity was offered. Importantly, the numbers depicted
by the table below are average across all 21 CCLC sites. Not all sites devoted time to each activity type,
and some sites chose to focus their efforts across only a few activity types. The summary information is
sorted according to the average number of hours per week devoted to an activity type.

The table shows that Academic Enrichment and Recreation were the two most popular activity types
across 21° CCLCs, especially in the summer. The survey results also showed that 21 CCLCs tended to
focus on different types of activities during the school year versus the summer. For example, as might be
expected, sites spent more time on school related activities such as Homework Help during the school
year. During the summer, in contrast, sites spent more time, on average, with activities like Art and
Mentoring.

School Year 2017-18 Summer 2017

Number of

Number of

AL [P times per ACUIS [T times per
week week week week
Academic Enrichment 6 4 10 4
Recreation 5 4 9 4
Homework Help 4 4 2 1
Arts 4 3 7 3
Tutoring 3 3 4 2
Mentoring 3 2 4 2
Character Education 2 2 3 2
Cultural/Diversity 2 1 2 1
Other 2 1 2 1
Job Exploration 1 1 1 1
Community Service 1 1 1 1
Youth Leadership 1 1 2 2
Career Readiness 1 1 1 1



Summary of Qualitative Self-Assessment Results

As stated earlier, each 21 CCLC grantee site completed the WASCIP self-assessment. Respondents were
asked to rate their program within four key program operation spheres of (1) youth development, (2)
partnerships, (3) academic programming, and (4) administration. These four primary operation spheres
were further divided into twenty focus areas. Staff rated their proficiency in each of the focus areas
according to a formal rating system.>

The table below describes the possible ratings, their assigned numeric value, and the defined level of
operational activity assigned to the given ranking.

Rating Ngrcnoergc Definition
Exemplary 4 The program intentionally creates and adjusts systems anc

environments that support positive youth development &
achievement of youth outcomes.

Proficient 3 The program has begun to connect policies & practices so the
they produce an environment that directly supports a goal of
positive youth development.

Emerging 2 The program begingo move beyond the basics into strengthening
policies & practices that achieve a higher degree of effectivenes:
in the program.

Basic 1 Policies and practices exist within the program but are under
developed formally and informally.

Not Applicable 0 The program does not currently offer programming in the area.

Using the numeric scores assigned to the various ratings, BHKN aggregated site responses and
constructed a success index to identify key areas of success and challenge. The success index was created
by computing an average score across all sites and focus areas using the numeric scores provided above.
The average score was assigned the index value of 100 and scores above 100 hundred indicate that more
21% CCLCs rated their performance as Proficient or Exemplary than was typical. Scores below 100
indicate that a greater proportion of 21 CCLCs rated their performance within the focus area as
Emerging or Basic.

Importantly, the index only ranks relative performance, not absolute performance. For example, a success
score of 110 in a given focus area does not mean that sites were 10% more exemplary than average in that
category. The success index should only be used to understand broad patterns of where 215 CCLCs rated
themselves more strongly versus more weakly.

% See the Methodology section for a discussion of the twenty core focus areas and the program spheres into which they fall.
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Success

Focus Area Index Rank
Program Climate 120 1
Management 118 2
Resources 118 3
Staff Capacity 115 4
Program Goals 106 5
Family Partnerships 105 6
Evaluation and Data Collection 105 7
Recreation Programming 104 8
Arts Enrichment 103 9
Youth Engagement 101 10
Marketing and Advocacy 99 11
Funding 97 12
Academic Enrichment in Literacy 93 13
Health and Safety 91 14
Academic Enrichment in Mathematics 90 15
Homework Assistance 89 16
Community Partnerships 89 17
School Partnerships 88 18
Academic Enrichment in Social Studies and Science 87 19
Youth Leadership 82 20

The success index shows that 21 CCLCs performed very well in four key focus areas: Program Climate,
Management, Resources, and Staff Capacity. Each of these areas had success scores that were far higher
than the average score of 100.

The success index also indicates focus areas that proved challenging for 21 CCLCs. These focus areas
were Academic Enrichment in Social Studies and Science, and Youth Leadership. Each of these areas had
success scores that were much lower than the average score. Forming partnerships with outside groups
also appeared to be a challenge as Community Partnerships and School Partnerships both scored similarly
low on the success index.
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Review of Focus Area Performance Measures

This section provides a comprehensive discussion of each focus area within the WASCIP self-assessment.
Additionally, this section provides a discussion of how 21%* CCLCs rated themselves on the individual
metrics within the larger focus areas. Where applicable this section also provides additional commentary
on areas that may need additional attention based on comments included in the WASCIP self-assessment.

Finally, this section also includes several case-study vignettes from 21 CCLCs across South Dakota. Site-
specific case-study vignettes were identified by BHKN and SD DOE staff according to the results of the
qualitative and quantitative assessments. These four programs provided examples of remarkable program
activities and student outcomes

Program Climate

Program Climate emerged as the most highly ranked focus area on the success index for 21* CCLC
grantees. The Program Climate area addresses the rules, routines, and interactions between and amongst
youth and staff. Fewer than 15% of sites rated themselves as less than proficient for any of the four
Program Climate indicators. The graphic below summarizes the 21 CCLC self-assessment ratings across
the four indicators that comprise this focus area in order of average performance.

Program Climate

e 10 [ e A
anagement

Not Applicable Il Basic Emerging M Proficient Il Exemplary

Peer Interactions

2% of sites rated their peer interactions as basic, where youth had minimal opportunity to get to know
each other. 4% had emerging peer interactions which existed but were not systematic and structured into
programming. 29% of sites had proficient peer interaction activities that were structured into
programming. 55% of programs had exemplary peer interaction activities that were intentionally designed
to encourage youth to get acquainted and to help each other to complete a task or project.

Psychological Safety

2% of sites had a basic level of psychological safety and their program climate was characterized by both
positive and negative exchanges between youth, and potentially, between youth and staff. 4% of sites had
emerging psychological safety with a largely positive, welcoming, and respectful program climate for all
youth and adults. 53% of sites indicated a proficient sense of psychological safety where diversity and
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respect for difference was explicitly discussed and supported throughout the program. 41% of sites had
exemplary focus on psychological safety where programs planned strategies and activities to support
positive program climate and diversity.

Rulesand Behavior

4% of sites had basic rules and behavior management guidelines but they were not consistently practiced
by all staff and expectations were not explicitly communicated to youth. 10% of sites had emerging rules
and behavior management standards that were clearly and consistently communicated to youth and their
tamilies. 39% of sites indicated proficient rules and behavior management that were regularly reviewed
by program staff to ensure that they support a positive program climate, and youth were given a significant
role in determining program rules and expectations. 43% considered themselves to be exemplary in the
rules and behavior area. Staff were formally trained on using positive behavior management techniques
and a formal evaluation of how effectively staff is employing these techniques was undertaken at least once
ayear.

Youth/Adult Interactions

In terms of youth-adult interactions, only 2% of sites had basic interactions that were largely adult directed
and were limited to managing behaviors and responding to problems. 4% of sites had emerging
interactions where staff interacted with youth in positive ways but activities were mostly adult-directed.
51% of sites had proficient interactions where staff and youth interacted positively, and youth input was
encouraged. 43% of sites indicated exemplary youth and adult interactions which were overwhelmingly
positive and youth input in activities was consistently integrated into activity planning with formal
processes in place to support this.

Additional Attention

Though only a few sites listed the need for additional attention, the following commentary emerged:
1 Sites are committed to ensuring warm welcomes and positive peer climates for their students.

1 Some sites are interested in encouraging activities that enable students to get to know each other
better.

1 Some sites are still working to formalize behavior policies and programming,.
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Management

The management section addressed the components of sound and strategic program management
practices. Overall, sites exceled at financial oversight and advising.

Management

Not Applicable I Basic Emerging M Proficient M Exemplary

Financial Advisors

25% of sites indicated proficient financial oversight in which expenditures require a second person for
authorization. An additional 63% of sites were exemplary and had an independent audit conducted
annually. 6% of sites had emerging financial oversight with written policies for purchasing supplies and
payroll documentation requirements for hours worked. Another 6% of sites indicated basic financial
oversight in which only the program director monitors the budget and expenditures.

Financial Oversight

29% of sites have proficient access to a financial advisor or business manager while an additional 57% had
exemplary advisors and at least one person who regularly advises program management on ways to
maximize current resources and develop new funding streams. 10% of sites had emerging access to
financial advisors. One site had little or no access to a financial advisor and another indicated the question
did not apply to them.

Handbook

39% of sites had an exemplary program handbook that was frequently revised and reviewed by staff. 37%
had a proficient handbook with content that was frequently communicated with staff. 14% of sites had an
emerging handbook that was seldom reviewed or shared with staff. 10% of sites did not have a handbook
at the time of this survey.

Staff Meetings

49% of sites reported exemplary staff meetings in which the program director fully involved staff in the
development of meetings and decisions. An additional 25% were proficient at staff meetings, which were
held once per month to address program issues. 18% of sites rated their staff meetings as emerging,
meaning that the program director held occasional staff meetings with a clearly outlined agenda. 8% of
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sites shared a basic rating for staff meetings where the program director holds occasional impromptu staff
meetings with no clear agenda.

Supervision

In terms of supervision, 43% of sites were exemplary and arranged specific times for staff to meet with
supervisors to assess job performance throughout the year. An additional 49% of sites reported proficient
supervision where staff met regularly with supervisors to review job performance. 6% reported emerging
supervision indicating that staff knew their supervisor but communication and feedback was limited. Only
one site indicated basic supervision in which staff were not evaluated on their on-the-job performance.

Additional Attention
Sites shared that additional attention was needed in the following categories:

1 One of the most prominent themes that emerged from this section was the use and revision of the
program handbook. Many sites indicated that though their program had a handbook, a more
formal and routine review of its contents was needed. Some sites shared an interest in better
communicating handbook policies and procedures with staff and families.

1 Some sites committed to better schedule and outline staff meetings in hopes that more staff could
attend and actively participate.

1 Some sites shared a call for more budget transparency between administration and staff.

1 Some sites indicated a commitment to asking staff for their input on training content and
scheduling.

Resources

The resources category addressed program resources associated with delivering programming.

Resources

Volunteer/Youth Involvement - 29% _

Not Applicable [l Basic Emerging M Proficient I Exemplary

Program Space

63% of sites have exemplary physical space for programming which meet the academic, social, and
nutritional needs of youth. 14% have proficient space but rely on community or school space occasionally.
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18% of sites report emerging space which is adequate for their needs. Two remaining sites have basic
program space which was not usually crowded but needed equipment updates.

Program Supplies

57% of sites had exemplary program supplies, which included having a formal process for organizing
developmentally appropriate program materials that aligned with current research. 31% of sites reported
proficient program supplies which were maintained and updated per curriculum needs. 10% considered
themselves emerging in terms of program supplies, meaning current supplies were sufficient to support a
variety of activities. One site had only basic supplies.

Safety Procedures

65% of programs had exemplary safety procedures which included a complete safety plan that was aligned
with their host organization or school and ensured adjustment for student health and medical needs. 24%
of sites reported proficient safety procedures which were known to staff, youth, volunteers and families
and were posted accordingly. 10% of sites indicated emerging safety procedures which included a written
emergency plan and staff training. Though compliant with local fire and health standards, one program
had only basic safety procedures in place.

Staff Qualifications

49% of programs had exemplary qualified staff who were professionals in related fields and have received
extensive professional development training. 37% reported proficiently qualified staff, most of whom have
significant experience in instruction and have received appropriate training. 10% of sites had emerging
staff qualifications in which most staff have some experience in providing instruction but have received
limited training on best practices. Two sites have basic staff qualifications in which the majority of
employees have limited instruction experience and have not received additional training on best practices.

Volunteer/Youth Inv olvement

Sites reported a variety of levels of volunteer and youth involvement. 29% reported exemplary
involvement with a formal process for volunteer and youth leader recruitment which matched individuals
with activities based on interest and experience. 29% of sites indicated proficient involvement in which
volunteers and youth aided in program delivery. 29% reported emerging involvement where only some
programming had youth and volunteer input. 12% of programs had no volunteer or youth input in
program delivery.

Additional Attention
Sites shared that additional attention was needed in the following categories:

1 A large proportion of sites indicated the need for more volunteers and formalized volunteer
opportunities.

1 Sites also showed commitment to establishing more student-led activities.

1 Some sites reported a lack of adequate space for programming. In one instance, this did limit the
number of children that otherwise could have been served.

1 Sites were committed to being more aware of their participants’ medical needs.
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1 Some sites identified a need to better communicate emergency and safety procedures with staff
and volunteers.

Staff Capacity and Development

The staff capacity and development category addressed the development of staff capacity guidelines and
the implementation of professional development opportunities to incorporate best practices and
research-based youth development strategies.

Staff Capacity and Development

Staff Input on Training 27%

Staff Qualifications

Staff Trainings | 8%

Not Applicable Il Basic Emerging M Proficient M Exemplary

Staff Input on Training

49% of sites reported proficient staff input on training, indicating that staff were actively involved in the
selection of training opportunities. 20% of sites had exemplary staff input on training with program staff
fully participating in the design of their personal training and education plans. Room for improvement
exists for 27% of sites who reported emerging staff input on training where staff had only some
opportunity to influence training selection.

Staff Qualifications

Sites reported high marks for staff qualifications. 49% reported proficient staff qualifications with basic
requirements that were occasionally reviewed and updated. 47% reported exemplary qualifications with
clear hiring policies and regularly updated requirements that reflect program goals and objectives.

Staff Trainings

In terms of training, 39% offered proficient trainings including at least one annual training focused on
youth development. 51% of sites offered exemplary training opportunities that took into account staff
development plans and deficiencies.

Additional Attention
Sites shared that additional attention was needed in the following areas.

1 Many sites are committed to incorporating staff input into training selection. This includes
soliciting types of training they believe is beneficial to the program and what they might need to
perform their job successfully.

1 Sites also identified a need for further local and state training on a variety of specific topics. These
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included
0 Out of School Time and Center for Educational Innovation opportunities
0 Youth Development
0 Behavior Management
0 Conscious Discipline
0 Spanish
1 Some sites also identified the need to improve orientation documents and processes for new staff.

1 Sites also shared interest in increasing internal consistency regarding meetings and trainings that
involve all staff.

Program Goals and Objectives

The administrative goals and objectives section addressed the relationship between program goals,
objectives, and the activities, services, and processes used to achieve these outcomes.

Program Goals and Objectives

Systematically Reviewed | 14%

Diversity/Inclusion 16%

Stakeholder Awareness I 33%

Not Applicable Il Basic Emerging M Proficient M Exemplary

Systematically Reviewed

69% of respondents indicated their site was proficient in systematically reviewing goals and objectives.
This means that all staff were fully aware of program goals and objectives, which included routine
reiteration of these goals during planning activities. An additional 18% of sites indicated an exemplary
rating, signifying that their site had a formal process where program theory directly impacts programming
decisions.

Diversity/Inclusion

Diversity emerged as an area in need of improvement for one third of the sites. 33% of sites indicated that
including diversity and inclusion in their program goals was emerging. 57% of sites felt proficient in this
arena and designed programs and activities to ensure activities teach children the importance of inclusion
and diversity. Only 8% of sites indicated exemplary commitment to fostering intellectual inquiry that
moves beyond tolerance and towards embracing and celebrating diversity.

Stakeholder Awareness

61% of respondent sites shared a proficient rating for stakeholder awareness, meaning they have
established a formal feedback system which solicited input from students and families. 24% indicated an
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exemplary rating in which there was formal planning time allocated to review feedback that informed
program goals, objectives, and activities. One site indicated a basic rating, meaning program goals and
objectives were only informally communicated to students and families.

Additional Attention
Sites shared that additional attention was needed in the following categories:

1 Though many sites have established clear goals, many feel the need to better communicate them
to their staff, partners, and community. Many sites were interested in leveraging technology and
newsletters to more consistently communicate their objectives with external stakeholder groups.
Others focused on reviewing goals with staff on a more frequent basis during meetings and
planning events.

1 Sites expressed interest in incorporating parent and student feedback into their reviews of
program goals and objectives. Many look to surveys to collect this input.

1 Sites also shared commitment to better serving the needs of diverse student and family
populations. This includes representation of diverse customs, languages, and holidays, increasing
staff training on inclusion, and incorporating inclusion/diversity activities into programming.

Family Partnerships

The family partnership category addressed aspects of communication with families and their involvement
in making programming decisions.

Families

I es e

Not Applicable [l Basic Emerging M Proficient Il Exemplary

Involvement in Programming

Communication

8% of sites had basic communication with families and had no formal procedures or scheduled meetings
in place. 10% of sites had emerging family communication with established communications systems
between sites and parents and/or guardians. 51% of sites proficiently communicated with families and
parents/guardians and encouraged them to visit programs to interact with their children and staff. 31% of
sites had exemplary family communication in which the site hosted regular orientations so that
parents/guardians could meet the staff and learn how programs supported their child’s social and
academic growth. Parents/guardians not only received feedback about their children's progress but also
provide feedback on programming.

Involvement in Programming

2% of sites indicated basic family involvement in programming where families could participate in
program activities if they actively sought out the opportunities. 35% of sites reported emerging family
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involvement where special events were occasionally held for families of children. 45% of sites proficiently
involved families through events that gave families an opportunity to engage with their child. Events were
clearly tied to learning goals and objectives. 18% of sites had exemplary family involvement with frequent
events to encourage activities at home that were connected to school-day/afterschool learning goals.

Additional Attention

Sites reported the need for additional attention in the following categories.

1 Most sites that require additional attention voiced the need for more family events. Many sites
shared an interest in collaborating with local school and service agencies to ensure that the events
meet family schedules and needs (for example help with TANF or job development skills for
family members). Sites also hope that these events encourage families to be more involved with
their student’s education.

1 Sites would like more formal feedback from their parents on programming. Sites differ on how
this should be collected but some options include parent surveys and parent teacher conferences.

Red Cloud Indian School After -School Program Case Study

The Red Cloud Indian School After-School Program (Red Cloud) primarily serves American Indian youth on the
Pine Ridge Indian Reservation. Red Cloud stood out for its commitment to engaging with the families of its 542
participating K-12 students.

Although 21* CCLCs rated Family Partnerships above average, with a success score of 105, many 21* CCLC
grantees voiced struggles with engaging student families on a consistent basis in the comment section. This is an
area in which Red Cloud Indian School excels. Staff credit commitment to the Lakota way of life with ensuring that
family participation is at the heart of their programming. During the school year, community meals are leveraged
to draw entire families, not just parents, to support their students. During the summer, day-long family events are
scheduled on weekends to maximize attendance. Red Cloud also holds special field trips in increase family
participation in the summer including private movie screenings and visits to Crazy Horse Monument, among
others.

To ensure that families continue to be aware of school programming and events, Red Cloud leverages the
SchoolMessenger digital communication system. Initially launched to disseminate information about weather
related school closures, the system enables Red Cloud staff to share information with students and families by phone
call, email, and text message.
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Red Cloud also excels at designing after-school
programming that is responsive to youth input. Red
Cloud's after-school program, which runs Monday through
Thursday each week, includes a wide variety of clubs and
student groups that are specifically tailored to student
interest. Programming starts immediately after school,
with staff consisting exclusively of daytime teachers.
Students are welcomed with a healthy snack followed by
recess time. Homework help is offered to students in need.
The majority of programming, however, is organized as
club activities. Because after-school staff are also the
students’ daytime teachers, they do their best to ensure that
club activities reflect their students’ passions.

Past club activities include:

Many clubs work towards regional competitions,
especially those that occur during the Lakota
Nation Invitational (an annual multi-sport and
activity tournament held each winter in Rapid
City). During the summer, students participate in
a 4-week program focused on academic
achievement during the first four days with a 5%
day field trip for those that attend all four days.
Field trips are often to locations outside the
reservation. These trips are meant to be fun for
students but also introduce them to navigating
urban areas.

1 Archery 1 Handgames

1 Anime Club 1 Japanese Language
9 Arts/Crafts I Lakota Club

1 Chess Club 1 Math Club

1 College Prep Club  Movie Club

1 Dance Club 1 Ping Pong

1 English 1 Poetry Club

1 Hacky Sack 9 Science Club

= =4 —a A -9

Service Club
Study Hall

Video Game Club
Yoga

Young
Entrepreneurs
Society
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Evaluation and Data Collection

The evaluation and data collection category addressed the components of successful research and data
collection activities.

Evaluation and Data Collection

Data Collection . 25%

6%

Use of Data - 18%

Not Applicable [ Basic Emerging M Proficient M Exemplary

Evaluation Procedures

Data Collection

6% of sites collected only basic information regarding attendance and youth demographics. 25% of sites
reported emerging data collection procedures in which data beyond federal reporting requirement were
collected. 37% report proficient data collection that included formalized processes and staff training on
data collection at the community and/or school level. 31% of sites had exemplary data collection systems
that ensured all data collected were reliable, valid, and focused on longitudinal trends.

Evaluation Procedures

65% of sites indicated they had proficient evaluation procedures, which included a systemic data
collection and evaluation plan. An additional 24% reported exemplary evaluation procedures with a fully
implemented evaluation plan that enabled data-driven decision making for the program and was shared
with stakeholder groups. Only 6% of sites reported no formal evaluation plans.

Use of Data

47% of sites indicated proficient use of collected data. This means that achievement of youth outcomes
were regularly monitored through a review by program staff and were used to adjust programming. 22%
reported exemplary use of data in which staff worked together to implement program changes based on
youth outcome results and program process data. This data was also made available to the public. 12% of
sites reported that only the program director and select staff members had access to evaluation data.

Additional Attention
Sites shared that additional attention was needed in the following categories:

1 Sites are committed to better employing data and evaluation to drive programming decisions.

1 Some sites would like to refine data collection systems and timelines. Most sites with these
concerns indicated they would like to involve staff more directly in the process and better share
results with stakeholders other than administration.

1 Some sites use national evaluation and data collection models and/or programs including
National Youth Outcome Initiative by the Boys and Girls Clubs of America and Moby Max.
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Recreation Programming

The recreation programming category addressed hands-on, physical fitness activities that were
intentionally designed to improve and build students’ motor skills, improve health and well-being, and
promote positive social and behavioral skill development in areas like teamwork, task persistence, etc.
12% of sites did not offer recreation programming.

Recreation Programming

Intentionality in Program

Not Applicable Il Basic Emerging M Proficient I Exemplary

Resources & Materials

10% of sites had an emerging variety of recreation resources and sports equipment on a limited basis. 24%
had proficient resources available on an unlimited basis. 55% had exemplary access to a wide-ranging
collection of sports equipment provided specifically to support certain types of skill development.

Intentionality in Program Design

22% of sites reported emerging program design for recreation programming. This means that programs
offer some variety of recreational programming that is partially aligned with goals and objectives. 41% of
sites reported proficient program design in which youth were offered choices of recreational activity and
the majority of lessons were tied to specific, developmentally appropriate learning goals. 25% of sites
indicated exemplary intentionality in program design with diversified, experiential learning activities that
were tied to specific skill development.

Additional Attention
Sites iterated the need for additional attention in the following ways:

1 Though many sites offer recreation programming, many feel the need to do a better job with
lesson planning and identifying skill goals of their programming.

1 Some sites also shared a need for continual staff training to highlight why structure in recreational
programming is important.
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Arts Enrichment

The arts enrichment category addressed arts learning approaches that are hands-on, applied, project-
based, and fun. Arts enrichment activities may have the goal of both improving student functioning in the
arts and supporting the development of other skills like task persistence, planning, and organizing among
others. 8% of sites do not offer arts enrichment activities

Arts Enrichment
esign

Not Applicable Il Basic Emerging M Proficient I Exemplary

Intentionality in Program Design

In terms of arts enrichment programming, 4% of sites reported basic intentionality in program design
indicating that content was not clearly outlined or documented. 20% indicated emerging program design
where sites offered regularly scheduled activities in at least two fine arts genres. 49% of programs reported
proficient arts program design with a variety of arts activities and opportunities for students to attend
performances or exhibits in their communities. 20% had exemplary program design with diversified
programming and experiential learning that was tied to specific learning goals.

Resources & Materials

Only one site reported having limited or no art materials. 10% reported emerging access to resources and
materials that included art supplies and musical instruments that are available only on a limited basis. 39%
report proficient supplies and instruments that are available on a regular basis. 41% of sites had an
exemplary collection of resources available including art, photography and/or video supplies and musical
instruments to support specific types of artistic development.

Additional Attention
Sites iterated the need for additional attention in the following ways:

1 Ofsites that have less than exemplary resource ratings, they shared that they lack funding required
to acquire exemplary program materials and resources.

1 Some sites indicated interest in pursuing further arts-based partnerships to increase student
exposure to media and music.
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Youth Engagement

The youth engagement category addressed the extent to which youth make choices, provide feedback,
and make decisions regarding programming. It also addressed youth opportunities to reflect on their
learning and receive recognition for their accomplishments.

Youth Engagement

Not Applicable Il Basic Emerging M Proficient M Exemplary

Range of Offerings

Only 2% of sites offered a basic range of youth engagement offerings which were limited by program
cycles and staff interest/knowledge. 8% indicated an emerging variety of planned offerings during the
program cycle to challenge youth physically, creatively, and intellectually, but activities were not
characterized by formally defined goals or intentionally designed to address one or more specific
developmental domains. 55% had a proficient range of youth engagement offerings with a balance of
activity types that were intentionally designed to address one or more specific developmental domains.
33% of sites had exemplary activities intentionally designed to support the development of positive youth
outcomes, including social and emotional skills, responsible decision-making, self-efficacy and
confidence. Youth preferences and interests figured prominently in decisions regarding what types of
activities were offered at the site.

Reflection

4% of programs did not have an intentional youth reflection process. Reflection includes asking for
teedback, youth evaluation of sessions, or sharing youth feelings about programming. 33% of sites
reported emerging reflection opportunities in which staff sometimes engage you in discussion about the
activity, though these efforts are sporadic and inconsistent amongst staff. 41% of sites indicated proficient
reflection practices in which staff frequently engaged youth in an intentional process of reflecting on what
they are doing or have done during activities but these processes usually involve some but not all youth.
18% of programs have exemplary youth reflection opportunities that are an integral part of program
activities for all youth.

Youth Choice

In terms of youth choice, 4% of sites incorporated basic youth choice into programming meaning
activities were largely staff directed and youth only have limited opportunities for choice in terms of
content or process. 29% of sites had emerging youth choice opportunities as youth were given the freedom
to choose between activities, including the choice not to engage on occasion. However, opportunities to
set goals and make plans for program activities were very limited or non-existent. 59% of sites reported
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proficient youth choice indicating youth have frequent opportunities to set goals and design program
activities but staft retains the majority of control in planning and executing program activities. 4% of sites
have exemplary youth choice which incorporated youth advisory council and youth-led planning
committees as a key component to planning program activities.

Additional Attention
Sites that indicated a need for additional attention shared the following:

1 Though many programs identified the need for further student feedback on programming and
activities, many did not share tangible ways in which to secure it. Some shared interest in
including more time for student reflection after activities and surveys.

1 Some sites are currently working on new student engagement programs. These programs will
likely allow for more student involvement in program planning and implementation.

1 Some sites shared that they do not currently have the time or staff to adequately capture and
implement student feedback into their programming. This was either due to small staff or student
counts.

Marketing and Advocacy

The marketing and advocacy category addressed the structures in place that enable a program to advocate
and market its offerings.

Marketing

In terms of marketing, 57% of sites had a proficient marketing plan that identified ways to communicate
with participants and their families. An additional 25% had exemplary, fully-implemented marketing
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