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INTRODUCTION

The 2£' Century Community Learning Centers {21CLC) Program was established by Congress
as Title X, Part | of the Improving America’s Schéat of 1994 and received a $750,000 budget
appropriation in Fiscal Year 1995. The purposthefcommunity learning centers was to provide
three year grants to rural and inner-city publicads to enable them to plan, implement, or
expand projects that benefit the educational, hesdicial services, cultural and recreational needs
of the community. Because of2CCLC funding, school districts were able to essibl

community learning centers to keep children safendwut-of-school time hours and provide
academic enrichment opportunities as well as ydatlelopment and recreational opportunities.

In addition, lifelong learning activities were algdile to adult community members.

As reauthorized by the No Child Left Behind Acta8f01, the 2% CCLC Program was
transitioned to a state-administered program. tidresition was accompanied by a focus on
enhancing academic opportunities for students @ittgriow performing schools. In lllinois, the
lllinois State Board of Education is now resporsitar delegating ZLCCLC funds to local
communities through a competitive grant procedse gassage of the No Child Left Behind Act
made several significant changes to th& @éntury Community Learning Center program
including:

» Shifting from a competitive grant awarded diredtlym the Federal government to school
districts to a state formula based on each states®e of Title | funds.

» Transferring program administration from the Febigréhe State level to manage grant
competitions and award grants to eligible orgamratas well as ensure all statutory
requirements are met.

» Extending the duration of grant awards from threary to five years with an increased
emphasis on program sustainability.

* Expanding eligibility for funding beyond local satiaistricts to community-based and
faith-based organizations.

* Increasing focus on providing academic enrichmentises to students in schools with the
highest need so that they can meet State anddbaint performance standards in core
academic subjects.

» Implementing activities that enhance student leayibiased on rigorous scientific research.

According to the lllinois State Board of Educati@04), these changes provide additional State
and local flexibility in how funds can be used tdter higher academic achievement, and
dramatically expand eligibility for 21CCLC funding to public and private educational godth-
serving organizations. The new statute also esghet the program focuses on helping children
in high-needs schools succeed academically thrtheyhse of scientifically based practice and
extended learning time.

The partnership between Springfield Public Schalrig District #186 and the Boys and Girls
Clubs of Springfield was first funded in 2001 tceogte four 21st CCLC program sites in the city
of Springfield. In 2003, the partnership was awedréunds through the state-administered 21st
CCLC program to initiate program sites in threeitlolal schools. Thus, during the 2003-2004
school year, the Springfield 21st CCLC program afest after-school programs at seven different
schools including five elementary schools, one neiddhool, and one high school. Specific



program components include academic enrichmertintdogy training, life skills education,
nutrition and health education, parent involvenaativities, fitness and recreation activities, and
cultural enrichment. These integrated progranvaiets follow the holistic youth development
model of the Boys and Girls Clubs of America.

OVERVIEW OF THE EVALUATION

In Fall 2001, Springfield contracted with the Cerite Prevention Research and Development
(CPRD) at the University of lllinois to conduct emaluation of their 2L Century Community
Learning Center Program. As part of this evaluatpyogram staff worked with the evaluation
team at CPRD to identify key program outcome aes@ected to be impacted by*2CCLC
programming. Surveys were designed to assess kbgsmitcome areas, and in August 2002 and
November 2003, the program was provided with repsmimmarizing all survey data as well as
academic and attendance records gathered durirgp@ie2002 and 2002-2003 school years,
respectively.

The current report focuses on the youth, paremtteacher survey data and academic records
gathered during the 2003-2004 school year at fith@seven Springfield 21CCLC program

sites. Two of the sites, the high school progranh @ne of the elementary programs, have been
excluded from this report because of their prograntdata collection processes were not
consistent with the other five sites. The repgémeines data from each data source separately and
in combination with program attendance, to exptbeerelationship between program dosage and
youth outcomes, a key element to understanding@r@m’s impact on its participants.

The evaluation of the Springfield 2Century Community Learning Center Program wasghesl
to address the following questions:

What impact does the program have on academic aclvement?
What impact does the program have on youth developemt?

In addition to addressing the questions aboveetaguation of the Springfield 2ICCLC was
designed to support ongoing program developmeattsff The findings presented in this report
can, therefore, be used as one part of the largeeps of continuous program development.

Another essential purpose of this report is forinshe community learning center’s sustainability
plan. A comprehensive evaluation is an integral pbany sustainability plan. Findings from the
evaluation can be used to demonstrate to currehfuanre funders that the program is having a
positive impact upon the youth being served. Firttore, evaluation results can make the value
of after-school programming evident to familiespeounity members and key constituencies,
including policymakers.



A BRIEF BACKGROUND ON THE BENEFITS OF AFTER-SCHOOL PROGRAMMING

In recent years, economic demands and changemilyfstructure in our society, combined with
increasing pressure to address achievement gapsgasoo nation’s youth have resulted in an
unprecedented focus on after-school programs.

More parents than ever are working outside the hofAgeoss the nation, more than 29 million
school-aged youth have working parents. In 67%llaharried couple households with children
ages 6 — 17, both parents work outside the honte. @epartment of Labor Statistics, 2004). In
77% of household headed by single mothers withdotnl ages 6 — 17, the mother is employed
(U.S. Department of Labor Statistics, 2004). Véithmany parents working outside the home,
many children lack adult supervision during lateeafoon and early evening hours on school days.
Unsupervised children may be exposed to and engagenyriad of high-risk behaviors.

According to a Fight Crime: Invest in Kids repd200Q0), the hours after school are peak hours for
teens to commit crimes, youth to become victima ofime, 16 and 17 year olds to be in or cause
an auto accident, teen sex and youth use of alctifidcco and other drugs.

After school programs have also become a priogalise of the increased emphasis on
bolstering the academic achievement of youth akasgbroviding them with enrichment
opportunities to build life skills. With the paggaof the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, the
pressure placed on schools to achieve such outasmaean all time high.

Many communities have identified after-school pesgming as a key strategy for ensuring that
youth are supervised during after school hoursaanal resource to improve academic achievement
and development of youth beyond the regular sctiap! The popularity of after-school
programming as a strategy for achieving these oo¢schas great merit. A growing body of
literature suggests that after school programbaneficial. Most notably parents support these
programs, in part because the after-school progeamaddressing their most basic need — that is,
the need for safe environments for their childranrdy the otherwise unsupervised after school
hours. In addition, the findings from more fornzalil research studies suggest that after-school
programs can make a difference in areas such demt@aachievement, positive youth
development, and avoidance of delinquent / highlvehavior. Table 1 provides an overview of
recent findings related to the positive impactaftér-school programs in these areas.



Table 1. An Overview of the Research on the Bentgiof After-school Programming

Academic Achievement

Improved school attendance

LoSciuto, Hilbert, Fearcellini, & Lanphear, 1999;
Pierce & Vandell, 1999; Tierney, Grossman, & Resch,
2000; Schinke, Cole, & Poulin, 2000; Reisner, White
Brimingham, & Welsch, 2001; Urban School Initiative
1999; Huang, Gribbons, Kim, Lee, & Baker, 2000;
Lauver, 2002; Welsch, Russell, Williams, Reisner, &
White, 2002; Bissell, Malloy, Johnson, & Jones, 200
U.S. Department of Education, Office of the Under
Secretary, 2003; Anderson-Butcher et al., 2003;
Anderson-Butcher, Newsome, & Ferrari 2003;
Massachusetts 2020, 2004

Improved school attitudes / behavior

Posner & Véndl®94; Schinke et al., 2000; Morrison,
Storino, Robertson, Weissglass, & Dondero, 2000;
Reisner et al., 2001; Grossman, Price, Felleratig\y,
Kotloff, Raley, & Walker, 2002; BELL, 2003; Andenso
Butcher, Newsome, & Ferrari, 2003

School connectedness

Morrison, et al., 2000

Increased rates of homework
completion

Lamare, 1997; O’'Donnell, Michalak, & Ames, 1997;
Scales, Morris, & George, 1998; University of Nexad
1999; Urban School Initiative, 1999; Bissell, Dugkord-
Johnson, & Jones, 2002

Better grades

Posner & Vandell, 1994; Brooks, Mpj& Land, 1995;
Baker & Witt, 1996; Fashola, 1998; Tierney et 2000;
Schinke et al., 2000; BELL, 2002; Massachusett©202
2004

Higher achievement / standardized
scores

eMandell & Corasaniti, 1988; Morris, Shaw, & Perney,
1990; Ross, Saavedra, Shur, Winter, & Felner, 1992;
Baker & Witt, 1996; Ross, Lewis, Smith, & Sterbir996;
Lamare, 1997; Zavela, Battistich, Dean, Floresi@ar&
Delaney 1997; Lattimore, Mihalic, Grotpeter, & Tagy
1998; Hamilton, Le, & Klein 1999; Urban School
Initiative, 1999; Fashola, 1998; Huang, GribbonsnK
Lee, & Baker, 2000; Chase & Clement, 2000; Cosden,
Morrison, Albanese, & Macias, 2001; Johnson & JesKi
2000; BELL, 2002; Hangley & McClanahan, 2002;
Minicucci Associates, 2002; Welsh, et al., 200&48il,
Malloy, Johnson, & Jones, 2002; Klein & Bolus, 2002
Bissell, Malloy, Ford-Johnson, & Jones, 2002; BELL,
2003; Lodestar Management/Research, Inc., 2003;
Massachusetts 2020, 2004

Reduced drop out

Fashola, 1998

Grade Promotion

Massachusetts 2020, 2004

Work habits

Posner & Vandell, 1994; Pierce & Vahde99; Bissell,
Malloy, Ford-Johnson, & Jones, 2002; Lauver, 2002;
Massachusetts 2020, 2004




Positive Youth Development

Improved self-esteem Heath, 1994; Baker & Witt,8;9%mare, 1997; Fasholg,
1998; Phillips, 1999; Rodriguez, et al., 1999; BERDO3
Improved conflict resolution skills U.S. Departmeof Education and Justice, 1998; Pierde

& Vandell, 1999; Warren, Brown, & Freudenberg, 1999
Rodriguez, Hirschl, Mead, & Goggin, 1999

Improved decision making skills Rodriguez et a999

Improved ability to make healthy Heath, 1994; Gambone & Arbreton, 1997; Rodriguez, ¢
choices, leadership skills, al., 1999; Warren, et al., 1999; Policy Studiesoksses,
communication skills, social skills Inc. 2001; Warren, Feist, & Nevarez, 2002; Anderson

Butcher et al., 2003

Stronger relationships with peers & | Posner & Vandell, 1994; Gambone & Arbreton, 1997;
adults U.S. Departments of Education and Justice 1998gSca
et al., 1998; Pierce & Vandell, 1999; University of
Nevada, 1999; Reisner et al., 2001; Massachuda2(s, 2

2004
High expectations for future Heath, 1994, Lattima@teal., 1998
Avoidance of Negative / High Risk Behavior
Provision of healthy, pro-social Schinke, Orlandi, & Cole, 1992; LoSciuto et al.999
alternatives Warren, Brown, & Freudenberg, 1999; Tierney et al.,

2000; Policy Studies Associates, Inc., 2001; Warkeiist,
& Nevarez, 2002
Decreased likelihood to engage in drugavela, et al., 1997; Weiss & Nicholson, 1998; \&#arr

use Brown, & Freudenberg, 1999; Warren, Feist, & Negare
2002; Anderson-Butcher, Newsome, & Ferrari, 2003

Reduced juvenile crime & Schinke et al., 1992; Barker, 1998; U.S. Departseht

victimization Education and Justice, 1998; Tierney et al., 2000

As displayed in Table 1, existing research suggesisafter-school programs can have positive
impacts on youth participants in the areas of azédachievement, youth development and
avoidance of high risk behavior. However, becabsgyoals, focus, and program elements of
after-school programs can vary widely, a clearrdgdin of program quality does not exist. Thus,
program evaluation is essential to uncovering geeiic benefits of an after-school program and
furthering on-going program development.

METHODOLOGY

The evaluation of the Springfield 2Century Community Learning Center used quantiativ
methods that included surveys and academic recdkatetailed description of these data
collection methods is provided below.

Youth Surveys

Youth surveys were administered to youth participam 4" grade and above during Fall 2003 and
Spring 2004. Surveys were initially developed blaggon the proposed program plan and in
collaboration with the program staff.



The survey instrument was comprised of demograpdoiground items and a series of subscales
that measured youth outcomes in the following areas

Feelings about school

Homework completion

Academic aspirations

Parent involvement in child’s education

Peer group cohesion

Self-concept

Problem-solving skills

Perceptions of adult support

Youth development / Academic benefits of the leagraenter
Program satisfaction

Youth surveys were completed during program tine\eare administered by program staff who
were trained by CPRD in survey administration pdaces. The surveys were administered at the
beginning of a youth’s entry into the program agdia at the end of the school year. A program
staff member read the survey items aloud whileigpénts followed along to ensure reading
levels would not impact a child’s ability to comf@eéhe survey. Youth in elementary school sites
completed one version of the survey, while youtthajunior high site completed a different
version. Program staff only asked youth to congpéesurvey if they had received a signed
parental consent form.

The surveys did not contain individual identifyimjormation. However, youth were assigned a
unique identification number, and this number aldwouth survey data to be linked to program
attendance and teacher survey data.

Parent Surveys

Parent surveys were administered to parents ohypaticipants during Fall 2003 and Spring
2004. The parent survey was used to gather infoom&om parents about their perceptions of
the learning center and how the learning centeaotgn their child. The survey consisted of
demographic/background questions and items designeeasure the following areas:

* Need for the program

* Why parents enrolled their child in the program
» Parent perceptions of the program

» Perceived program impacts on child

* Program satisfaction

Parent surveys were administered to parents by g@mogtaff, trained in survey administration, at
the beginning of each youth’s entry into the progend again at the end of the school year. In
general, program sites asked parents to completeyson site. If parents were unable to
complete the survey on site, the survey was takemehand returned to program staff at a later
date. Parent surveys were completely anonymousauid not be linked to youth or teacher
survey data.



Teacher Surveys

Teacher surveys were administered to the teachesuth participants during Spring 2004. Due

to the differing reporting requirements of the Ugp@rtment of Education and the lllinois State
Board of Education, two slightly different teaclserveys were used, depending on whicf 21
CCLC grant provided funding for the site. One syrwas developed by the US Department of
Education and the other survey by Learning Poirsio&mtes, the company selected by the US
Department of Education to provide analytic suppostate-administered 2CCLC programs.

In each case, the survey was slightly modified PYRO to better measure the change across the
program year. Both surveys were used to gattiemmation from the teacher’s perspective about
youth participants’ classroom behavior and perforoea The surveys asked teachers to rate youth
participants on the following:

Turning in homework
Class participation
Classroom behavior
Attendance

Academic performance

As noted above, teacher surveys were administareel @ach year, near the end of the school year.
Teacher surveys were delivered to teachers by anogtaff. Each survey had a cover page with
the youth name written on it. The youth identifioa number (but not the youth’s name) was pre-
recorded on the survey so that ultimately teachgpanses could be linked to other sources of
data. Instructions on how to complete and rethensurveys were included in the survey packet.
After completing the survey, teachers were insadi¢b remove the cover page with the youth’s
name on it. Thus, none of the completed survegsaawed identifying information other than the
youth’s unique identification number. To maintaonfidentiality, teachers were asked to return
their completed surveys in a sealed manila envdimpebox the program staff placed in the school
office for this sole purpose.

Academic Records

Report card data were gathered to measure improusrimereading and math between the first
and the last grading periods. The report cards tiee 2003 — 2004 school year were utilized.

The academic records were collected by prograraaioximately one month after the end of
the school year and sent to CPRD. The youth’'gjasdiidentification number was used to
identify her or his report card. The names weneaeed from the records prior to sending them to
CPRD.

Program Attendance and Dosage

A database was designed by CPRD to track the gedlgram attendance of youth participants.
The attendance data files used the same partidg@amtification number as the youth surveys,
teacher surveys, and academic records so thaidodivsurvey and academic record data could be
linked to program attendance. The site directoefich program site was responsible for the
management of program attendance. Attendanceuwasited monthly to CPRD. This report



includes evaluation results utilizing program adl@mce records from the 2003 — 2004 program
year.

The daily program attendance data were used téecaemeasure of program dosage — the amount
of after-school program exposure the youth paicipeceived or more specifically, the total
number of days each youth spent in the prograrkeydhypothesis of this evaluation is that there
is a positive relationship between dosage of atdicol programming and participant outcomes in
the academic and youth development domains sutlhinaigher the dosage, the better the
outcomes.

Overview of Data Collected for the Evaluation Study
The following table summarizes the amount and ssuof data gathered for this report.

Table 2. Data Collected for the 2003 — 2004 Sprifigld 21%' CCLC Evaluation

Data Source Total Number Total Number Response
Collected Used for Analysis Rate
Youth Surveys — Matched 71 71 21%
Parent Surveys — Spring 2004 51 51 N/A
Teacher Surveys — Spring 2004 293 292 50%
Academic Records — 2003 - 2004 285 285 | 49% |
Program Attendance Records 562 A LIHIHIHIHIHIIIIINDD2DDN

Eliminated 1 case in which teacher survey was cetaglbut no attendance data were available.

The response rate for the youth survey was catuilay dividing the number of matched youth
surveys by 346, the number of youth eligible,tﬂ‘lg:ﬂade or higher and having parental consent, to
take the youth survey. The response rates faletigher survey and academic records were
calculated by dividing the number of surveys arabrds by 581, the total number of youth for
whom attendance data were available. It shoulddbed that the response rates reported above are
low end approximationgind are based on the assumption that every yagihlelto take the

survey or for whom attendance data are availabte sl enrolled in the Springfield 21ICCLC
program in Spring 2004 when the data were colleciEgtause not every youth who was enrolled

in the program at the beginning of the school yeatinued to be enrolled through the end of the
school year, the response rates are approximate.

Who Participated in the Evaluation?

Demographic and background characteristics weteatetl from the sample of youth and parents
who participated in the evaluation. These charesties are summarized below. Program staff
can use the demographic and background charaaigristong with the response rates reported in
the previous section, to assess how confidentd¢dhaybe about generalizing the evaluation results
to their entire program.



About the 22 CCLC Youth Who Completed a Survey

As noted in Table 2, at least 21% of youth in tpeir®)field 2£' CCLC program completed a
youth survey at both time points. Given the lowtyosurvey response rate, the demographic
information of the youth survey participants, prase in Table 3, should be reviewed and
discussed by the program staff to determine howtlelyouth survey participants represent the
Springfield 2£' CCLC youth participants, as a whole. If the derapbic and background
characteristics of the youth survey participanesrapresentative of all of the program participants
the results of the youth survey can be more configgeneralized to all youth participants in the
program. Finally, it should be noted that soméhefyouth survey results are reported by two
grade groupings,”ll— gh grade and 8- 8th grade. Because such a small number of youith —
8th grades completed a survey at both time pomts10), the youth survey results reported for
this grade grouping should be interpreted with icauit

The demographic and background characteristicoatiywho completed a survey are
summarized in Table 3. The majority of youth repdran age of 9 to 11 years old (83%) and a
grade level of #or 5" grade (85%). While the age and grade range eatkng to 15 years and

8" grade, the majority of youth being of a younges agd grade is likely due to two factors.

First, four of the five program sites included hmstevaluation report served elementary schools,
while only one program site was in a middle schd@&condly, as youth grow older, moving from
elementary to middle school, they may have morepstimg activities after school or their parents
may feel more confident about their children stgymome alone after school.

More youth survey participants reported being fen{@B%) than male and the majority of
participants reported their race/ethnicity was BlAfrican American (59%), with the second most
common race/ethnicity reported being White (37%)hen asked which adults live in their
household, 40% of the youth survey participantstegal living with a single parent.



Table 3. Youth Demographic & Background Characterstics (n = 71)

Percentage of

Ve E CrIE Survey Respondents
9 years old 13%
10 years old 40%
11 years old 30%
Age 12 years old 7%
13 years old 6%
14 years old 3%
15 years old 1%
4" grade 46%
5" grade 39%
Grade 6" grade 3%
7" grade 6%
8" grade 6%
Female 63%
Gender Male 37%
White 37%
Black/African American 59%
- Latino 2%
Race/Ethnicity Asian American 0%
Native American/American Indian 0%
Other 7%
Both Parents 26%
Parent & Stepparent 20%
o . Mother only 36%
Adults Living with Youth Father only 1%
Guardian 11%
Other 3%

*The percentages may add to more than 100 peresgaiuse respondents were able to select more tleacategory.

10




About the 2% CCLC Parents Who Completed a Survey

Table 4 summarizes the family demographic and rackgl characteristics of the parents who
completed a survey. The majority of the parentesyparticipants (74%) have more than one
child and over one-third of them are the only atluihg in the household (36%). Additionally,
73% of the parent survey participants report theirtchild is eligible for free or reduced lunch.
The results of the parent survey related to nurabadults in the household and free/reduced
lunch status (a proxy measure of income level) stthe conclusion that the Springfield®21
CCLC program is achieving their goal of servinghigeed children and families.

Table 4. Family Demographic & Background Characteistics (n = 51)

: Percentage of
Veelolle RIS Survey Respondents
1 child 26%
Number of 2 ch@ldren 40%
Children in Household 3 children 16%
4 children 6%
5 or more children 12%
1 adult 36%
Number of 2 adults 54%
Adults in Household 3 adults 8%
4 or more adults 2%
Both parents 24%
Type of Adults in the Parent & Stepparent 18%
Household Mother only 44%
Father only 2%
Guardian 12%
Free 73%
Free/Reduced Lunch Status Reduced 6%
Neither 20%
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Need for the 28 CCLC Program

Table 5 summarizes some of the reasons parents ahesroll their child(ren) in the Springfield
21°' CCLC program. Parents’ responses suggest thansachose the program because it was
affordable, had a good reputation and it providemtlamic support as well as recreational and
social opportunities for their children. In summaparents reported choosing the Springfield 21
CCLC because it provides an affordable, educatj@mal high-quality after-school experience for
their children.

Table 5. Reasons Why Parents Enrolled their Chileh the Program (n = 51)

. Iy s % Parents who
Why did you initially enroll your child in this akr-school program? Selected Reason
Enhancement of Academic Performance
The program would help my child do better in school 96%
My child would get help with reading and math. 94%
| wanted my child to get help with homework. 92%
A teacher referred my child to the program. 42%
Program Activities
| wanted my child to take part in the recreaticmaivities. 96%
| wanted my child to have a chance to take pacuitural activities. 88%
SocialOpportunities
| wanted my child to have an opportunity to inténaith other children. 92%
My child would have a chance to be with friendgiafichool. 84%
Adult Supervision
| needed child care for my child. 52%
| was concerned about my child’s safety and supgmiafter school. 51%
Other Characteristics of the Program
The program has a good reputation. 96%
The program is affordable. 96%
| like the program staff. 96%
My child was interested/wanted to be in the program 90%
The program is conveniently located. 88%
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In addition to assessing the individual reasonsgheents chose to enroll their child in the
Springfield 28 CCLC, parents were asked how crucial it was teetafter-school care for their
child. As illustrated in Chart 1, 64% of parent\&y participants reported that after-school care i
an absolute necessity for their families. Withrheavo-thirds of parents reporting this needsit i
clear that the Springfield 2ICCLC is providing a much needed resource for f@sidf school-

age children.

Chart 1. Percent of Parents for whom After-schooCare is an Absolute Necessity (n=50)

Not a Necessity,
36%

A Necessity, 64%

It is clear that the Springfield 2ICCLC program fill parents’ crucial need for afsahool care for
their children. With their children in a safe, stnuctive, and educational environment during the
afternoon and early evening hours, parents cangleetd focus on work or other activities that
support themselves and their family.

How Satisfied are Youth and Parents with the Progren?

Both youth and parent survey participants werergeue opportunity to provide feedback on the
Springfield 28 CCLC program. Youth were asked questions abait #xperiences in the
program and about the program staff. Parents a&ked how satisfied they were, overall, with
the 2£' CCLC program, as well as specific questions abit interactions with program staff
and how well the program accommodated their chiédfsr-school needs.
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Youth Perceptions of the 21 CCLC Program

What Did Youth Participants Like Best about the Praggram?

“Being able to have fun but learn at the same time”
“| feel safe and know that | can get my homeworkedio

“Being able to get my work done and getting a ggoatle for my hard work”

When asked about their experience at tHe@TLC program, the youth’s responses suggest that
the Springfield 21 CCLC program provided an after-school environnvemére they were able to
get a lot of work done and were encouraged to db-guality work. Additionally, many youth

felt that the program provided an opportunity tarelved in a variety of activities, including
activities that allowed them to work with and gekhow their peers. The combination of youth
responses, summarized in Table 6, suggest th&tegfield 22 CCLC program is meeting its
goal of providing opportunities for academic ennant, supplemented by a variety of activities
that allow for social connections among youth.

Table 6. Youth Perceptions of the Program (n = 69)

Percent of Youth
Program Experiences Reporting Usually or
Almost Always
During the program, kids are expected to do thest lvork. 91%
Students get a lot of work done in the program. 90%
There are lots of things to do at this program. 85%
Students get to know each other well in the program 81%
Students enjoy doing things with each other dutimegprogram. 81%
| look forward to attending the program. 75%
| like the program. 75%
Students like coming to this program. 68%

Youth also responded positively when they were @siecifically about their experiences with
Springfield 2£' CCLC program staff. Table 7 summarizes the ypetiteptions of program staff.

Table 7. Youth Perceptions of Program Staff (n =9

Percent of Youth
Perceptions of Program Staff Reporting Usually or
Almost Always
Program staff care about the students in the pnogra 91%
There is someone available in the program to h&puvimen | need it. 86%
| feel comfortable talking to the program staff. %8
| get good ideas about how to do things from progséaff. 71%
Program staff enjoy hearing what | am thinking abou 61%
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Parent Perceptions of the 2% CCLC Program

Parent survey participants were asked to rate tiveirall level of satisfaction with the Springfield
21°' CCLC program. As can be seen in Chart 2, thdtseate very positive, with 96% of parents
responding that they were “Satisfied” or “Very S&&d” with the program. None of the parent
survey participants reported that they were “Ndisfiad” with the Springfield 2% CCLC

program.

Chart 2. Parent Satisfaction with the Program (n =48)

Somewhat
Satisfied, 4%

Very Satisfied,
67%

Satisfied, 29%

Parents were also asked about their satisfactitmspiecific aspects of the program. Table 8
demonstrates that nearly all parent survey pasiti(95% - 96%) felt that the Springfield®21

CCLC program was affordable, convenient, and saféhieir children.

Table 8. Parent Perceptions of the Program (n = 48

Percent of Parents
Program Characteristics Who Agree or
Strongly Agree
The Springfield 28 CCLC...
is affordable. 96%
has procedures in place that help my child arriv@@program safely. 96%
has procedures in place that help my child ret@mdnsafely. 96%
is flexible and accommodates my family and workesithe. 95%
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Parents also had an opportunity on the parent gtovghare how they perceived Springfield'21
CCLC staff. As summarized in Table 9, nearly alignt respondents (96%) agreed that the
program staff have warm, caring relationships whigir children and that staff keep parents
informed about the program.

Table 9. Parent Perceptions of Program Staff (n 48)

Percent of Parents
Staff Characteristics Who Agree or
Strongly Agree

The Springfield 28 CCLC Program Staff...
tell me about activities, schedules, and prograangbs. 96%
have warm, caring relationships with youth paracifs. 96%
use a variety of methods to keep parents informed. 92%
get to know youth participants as individuals. 89%
keep me informed about how my child is doing inphegram. 88%
make parents feel they belong and are appreciated. 86%
are responsive to parents’ ideas and suggestions. 6% 8
ask me for input about the program. 85%
inform me of various ways | can get involved in gregram. 85%
provide a variety of alternatives for parent papttion. 81%

What Impact Does the Program Have on Academic Achi@ment?

To explore the impact that the Springfield'Z1CLC program had on academic achievement, the
evaluation considers four sources of data: acadesoords, youth surveys, teacher surveys, and
parent surveys. When multiple sources of datal\sehilar results, we can be more confident
about the conclusions we can make about the ingfdbe program.

Academic Records

Academic records were collected for each studetitarprogram who had parental consent. A
total of 285 academic records were received, whephesents nearly one-half of youth

participants. The first and fourth quarter matt eeading grades from each academic record were
translated into a number to allow for comparisaress time. Because different grade levels have
different grading schemes, grade comparisons aaated into four different grade groupings:
Kindergarten, Grades 1-2, Grades 3-5, and Grades 6-

Table 10 summarizes the direction of change iningaaind math grades among youth who
participated in the Z1CCLC program.
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Table 10. Direction of Change in Reading and Matlérades by Grade Grouping

Grade _ Direction of Change in Grade from Time 1 to Time 2
Grouping N Subject | Declined by % letter | Stayed the | Improved by ¥ letter
grade or more Same grade or more
Kinderaarten 33 Reading 0% 46% 55%
9 33 | Math 0% 39% 61%
) 69 | Reading 4% 38% 58%
SRS IS = En 15% 53% 32%
) 115 Reading 14% 44% 43%
Grades 3-5 537 Vamh 19% 36% 46%
59 Reading 41% 19% 41%
Grades 6-8 25— \iath 29% 20% 51%
276 Reading 16% 37% 48%
AllGrades a7 Vath 18% 37% 45%

In addition to determining the direction of chamgeeading grades and in math grades, it is
important to measure the magnitude of change.ttt®purpose, the average grade for each grade
grouping and subject was calculated and compamedstme. Table 11 compares the average
reading and math grades at Time 1 (first quartades) and Time 2 (fourth quarter grades) for

each grade grouping. The Potential Range coluntimeitable describes the numeric range for the
grades at each grade level. For each grade gpapith subject, the average grade at Time 2 was
compared to the average grade at Time 1 and at&takitest was used to assess whether there was
a significant improvement in the average grade fiome 1 to Time 2. The results of these
comparisons indicate that youth in kindergartenugh 8" grade had significant improvements in
both reading and math grades.

Table 11. Average Reading and Math Grades at Timg to Time 2

Grade Grouping | Subject N Potential Range Tirﬁ‘;’elrage G'rl'ailrdniz
Kindergarten Rﬁﬂi?fi]ng = >3 o
Tl e i ot T S

[ *
Grades 6-8 | —Foacnd 59 0 (F) - 4.33 (A+) 20 2

Note: N represents the number of grades colldoteeach grade level and subject.

*Statistically significant improvement from Timetd Time 2 (p< 0.05)
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While youth in all elementary grade groupings digantly improved their reading and math
grades from the beginning to the end of the progyaar, a significant relationship was not found
between program dosage and improvement in readicdgrath grades. In other words, as a
group, elementary youth who participated in th& @CLC program significantly improved their
reading and math grades, regardless of whetheratteyded the program more or less often.

Youth Perspective on Academic Impacts of the Progra

As illustrated in Chart 3, the vast majority of ylogurvey participants (81%) felt they were doing
better in school after participating in the”ZCLC program. The youth’s perceptions of
improvement are supported by the improvements enage reading and math grades across the
program year, displayed in Table 11. Program deseags not significantly related to youth
perception of academic gains, suggests that yohthattended the program more often were not
significantly more likely to feel that they wereidg better in school.

Chart 3. Youth Perceptions of School Performanceirsce Starting the Program (n = 64)

Not Doing Better,
19%

Doing Better, 81%

18



Two additional factors assessed from the youthtsyeetive that tend to influence academic
achievement are academic aspirations and feelingst #chool. Thécademic Aspirations
outcome was measured by 4 items on the youth suimatyask youth about the personal
importance of various academic attainments sudiesmg promoted to the next grade level or
graduating from high school. Youth are asked te each item on a 3-point response metric
ranging from 1=not at all important to 3=very imfaoit. A higher score on this scale represents a
higher level of aspiration toward academically feetdi goals. ThEeelings about schoabutcome
was measured by 10 items on the youth survey ghay@uth about their comfort level within the
school environment and how engaged they are itetraing process. Each item is rated on a 4-
point response metric from 1=never to 4=alwayshigher score represents a more positive
attitude toward school. Youth survey particigaaswered questions about these two factors and
their answers were used to calculate an Acadenpa#sn score and Feelings about School
score. Below, the results of assessing youth aw@despirations and feelings about school are
summarized in Tables 12 and 13.

Table 12 summarizes the average academic aspistoye at Time 1 and Time 2 by grade
grouping. While the average score increased $jigimong both grade groupings, the increases
were not statistically significant. It is importao note that the highest possible academic
aspiration score is 3.0. Given that the averageescat Time 1 were near 3.0, especially among
the younger grade grouping, it is not surprisiref there were not significant increases at Time 2.

Table 12. Youth Academic Aspirations — Change fronTimel to Time2

. Average Score
Grade Grouping N Time 1 Time 2
Grades 4-5 60 2.9 3.0
Grades 6-8 10 2.6 2.7

Response Metric: Not at all important=1, Importéht& Very Important=3

Table 13 summarizes the Feelings about School st¢drene 1 and Time 2 by grade grouping.
While the average score decreased slightly amotigdvade groupings, the decreases were not
statistically significant.

Table 13. Youth Feelings about School — Mean atffie 1 and Time 2

. Average Score
Grade Grouping N Time 1 Time 2
Grades 4-5 71 3.1 3.0
Grades 6-8 10 2.8 2.7

Response Metric: Never=1, Sometimes=2, Usuallgn8, Always=4




The final academic outcome assessed from the ymrdpective is related to specific academic
benefits of the program. For tAeademic benefits of the learning centeoutcome, youth were
asked a series of questions about how much thelehaaed in various areas such as getting help
with school work, how to study for tests, and usioghputers. Table 14 summarizes the percent
of youth who believed each area was part of thgnara and, of those youth, the percent that
reported learning “nothing,” “a little bit,” or, “Bt.” The most common response for each
academic area was that youth had “Learned a Lthése results provide evidence that youth in
the program are benefiting from the emphasis arring and academic enrichment in the
Springfield 22 CCLC program.

Table 14. Youth Reports of Academic Benefits of tnProgram (n = 68)

How much have you learned in this Part of the Program
program about how to do the Not part
following things? of the Learr]ed Lgarnec_l a | Learned A
' Program Nothing Little Bit Lot
Complete homework 3% 0% 26% 74%
Study for tests 4% 4% 30% 66%
Get help with certain subjects in school 3% 2% 38% 60%
Use computers 10% 8% 38% 54%

Teachers’ Perspective on Academic Impacts of the Bgram

Near the end of the program year, the primary tesafdr each youth with parental consent to
participate in the evaluation was asked to com@digef survey about whether the youth’s
performance and behavior in the classroom had inggrover the course of the year. Table 15
summarizes the percent of youth who were ratedhély teacher as having improved during the
school year. Teachers of youth who attended®sCZ1L.C program site funded directly through a
federal grant received a slightly different surtiegn teachers of youth who attended a site funded
through a state-administered grant, due to diffiegenn reporting requirements. While most items
on the two teacher surveys were alike, the iteraadanly on one or the other version of the
survey are marked in the table. A total of 29Zhea surveys were received, which represents
50% of youth participants.
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Table 15. Teacher Reports of Improvements in YoutiClassroom Performance & Behavior

Youth change since the beginning of the
Area of Classroom Performance and N school year
Behavior No Room for No
Improved
Improvement | Improvement

Turning in homework on time 285 51% 22% 27%
Complet_lng homework to teacher’s 283 5104 2204 2704
satisfaction
Participating in class 283 55% 22% 23%
Volunteering 285 39% 19% 42%
Attending class regularly 286 21% 52% 27%
Being attentive in class 286 39% 26% 35%
Behaving well in class 285 40% 32% 28%
Getting along well with other students 284 40% 32% 28%
Coming to school ready/prepared to learp* 148 32% 43% 25%
Cla_ssroom academic performance that w 144 77% 0% 2304
satisfactory or better*
Academic performance** 137 72% 10% 19%
Coming to school motivated to learn** 136 54% 15% 30%

*Item only included on the Federal Teacher Sunanhy( assessed for youth at Federal sites)
**[tem only included on the ISBE Teacher Surveyl{oassessed for youth at ISBE sites)

Further analyses of the teacher survey resultsestidgigat there is a relationship between program
dosage, or the total number of days each chilchetet the 2% CCLC program, and improvement
in the areas of classroom behavior and performassessed on the teacher survey. In other
words,the survey results suggest that students who attead the 2£' CCLC program more
often were more likely to have been rated as havinighproved in certain areas of classroom
behavior than students who attended the program lessoften It is also important to note that
teachers had no knowledge of the length of timetyparticipants had been in the program, nor
were they aware of the investigation of the relatlup between academic performance and
program dosage. The types of classroom behav@parformance outcomes that are
significantly related to program attendance varypagihe different grade groupings of youth.
Table 16 specifies which outcomes were more likelynprove with higher program attendance
for each grade grouping.

As noted in Table 16, Kindergarten was the onlyglgrgrouping that did not have a significant
association between program dosage and improvenmeaty areas of classroom performance
and behavior. One explanation for the lack of thlationship among Kindergarteners is that
some of the outcomes (e.g. homework, attending ckgularly) may not apply to such a young
developmental level.
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Table 16. Relationship between Classroom Improveméand Program Dosage

Grade Grouping

Classroom Behavior & Performance Outcomes in which
Improvement was Positively Associated with Progranbosage

Kindergarten

(None)

e Turning in homework on time

Grades 1-2 » Attending class regularly

* Turning in homework on time
Grades 3-5 » Completing homework to teacher’s satisfaction
Grades 6-8 » Getting along with others

Charts 4 — 8 show the individual relationship be&mwprogram dosage and improvement in each
outcome listed in Table 16. For each of theseayu&s, program dosage was positively associated
with likelihood of teacher-reported improvementtie outcome. The line on each chart shows
how, on average, the likelihood of teacher-repontgatovement in each outcome increases as
program dosage increases. In other words, on gegyauth who attended the’2CCLC

program more often are more likely to have thelieaceport improvement noted in each chart.

Chart 4. Relationship among 1st & 2nd Graders beteen Program Dosage and
Improvement in Turning Homework in On Time (n=71)
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Chart 5. Relationship among 1 and 2% Graders between Program Dosage and
Improvement in Attending Class Regularly (n = 48)
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Chart 6. Relationship among & — 5" Graders between Program Dosage and Improvement
in Turning Homework in On Time (n = 106)
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Chart 7. Relationship among 8 — 5" Graders between Program Dosage and Improvement
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Parents’ Perspective on Academic Impacts of the Pgsam

Parents of youth in the program were asked to tepleether their child benefited from the21
CCLC program in various academic areas. Paremnts agked to rate how strongly they agreed or
disagreed with statements about specific acadeanpcovements their child may have made, after
participating in the program. Table 17 summaribesparents’ responses. Nearly all parents who
responded (92%) believed that their child has battademic skills as a result of participating in
the Springfield 21 CCLC program.

Table 17. Parents’ Perceived Academic Impacts ofr®gram on their Child (n = 50)

. Percent of Parents who
Academic Area
Agree or Strongly Agree

My Child...
has better academic skills 92%
is making better grades 88%
completes homework more often 86%
is a better reader 86%
knows how to study better 86%
is more likely to prepare for school projects aestd 82%
shows more interest in reading 80%
is more interested in school 79%

What Impact Does The Program Have On Youth Developent?

In addition to focusing on academic enrichmentvit@is, the Springfield ZLCCLC program
sought to provide a comprehensive after-school ieipee that encouraged youth development.
The impact of the program on youth developmentauts was assessed from the youth’s
perspective as well as from the parent’s perspectdn the youth survey, five types of youth
development outcomes were assessed including:

Youth development benefits of the progranmwere composed of 13 of questions asking youth
how much they had learned in various areas froriggaation in the program. The items spanned
all areas of programming from academic enrichmemétreational activities. The 9 youth
development items included getting along with atheonflict resolution skills, and exposure to
cultural activities/experiences. Youth indicateldether or not the area was a focus of their
experience in the center and if yes, how much kkagned: “nothing,” “a little,” or “a lot.”

ThePeer Group Cohesiorscale contained 9 questions that measured youthséed social
support and feelings of closeness among peers.reBpense metric was: Never=1, Sometimes=2,
Usually=3, and Always=4, with a higher score reileg greater perceptions among youth of
cohesion and social support.

25



Self-conceptwas assessed using a 7 item scale that focuseoMogduth felt about themselves, if
they were well liked by other youth and how wekytgot along with other youth. The response
metric was: Strongly Disagree=1, Disagree=2, AgBe@nd Strongly Agree=4. A higher score
represents a more positive perception of self.

The Problem-solving skillsscale contained 10 items that measured student®pi#ons about
how frequently they use problem-solving strate@geg., How often do they try to collect
information, think, utilize resources when facedha problem?). The response metric was:
Never=1, Sometimes=2, Usually=3, and Always=4. ighar score reflects more frequent use of
positive problem solving strategies.

Youth Perspective on Youth Development Impacts ohe Program

Youth survey participants were asked how much teasned about nine areas of youth
development and their responses are summarizedhle 8. The table summarizes the percent
of youth who believed each area was part of thgnara and, of those youth, the percent that
reported learning “nothing,” “a little bit,” or, “bt.” The distribution of responses suggests that
youth feel they learned similar amounts about gacith development area, with the highest
percent of youth reporting that they learned “& &ifout solving problems & making decisions
and the importance of exercise.

Table 18. Youth Reports of Youth Development Ben#$ from the Program (n = 71)

Not Part Part of the Program
Youth Development Area of the Learned | Learned | Learned

Program | Nothing | A Little A Lot
learning about other cultures 14% 20% 45% 359
learning about health & nutrition 7% 11% 36% 53%
communicating with others 3% 10% 36% 54%
getting along with others 1% 9% 39% 53%
setting goals for the future 7% 12% 35% 52%
learning about art, music, drama, and dance 17% 15% 36% 49%
understand the importance of exercise 9% 5% 34% 61%
solving problems & making decisions 1% 12% 32% 57%
dealing with conflict with others 11% 6% 48% 45%
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Youth survey participants were also evaluated @t geoup cohesion, a measure of youth’s
perceived social support from peers. The youthiests at both Time 1 and Time 2 included nine
guestions related to peer group cohesion. Respdagbe nine questions were used to calculate a
single peer group cohesion score, which was corddeosen Time 1 to Time 2. Table 19 shows

the average peer group cohesion score at Time Tiamel2. While older youth (*6— gn graders)

had a significant improvement in the average pesugcohesion score from Time 1 to Time 2,
younger youth (# — 5" graders) did not.

Table 19. Peer Group Cohesion — Average Score aitffe 1 and Time 2

: Average Peer Group Cohesion Score
Grade Grouping N Time 1 Time 2
Grades 4-5 60 3.2 3.0
Grades 6-8 10 2.9 3.2*

Response Metric: Never=1, Sometimes=2, Usuallgn8, Always=4 (Higher score reflects a greater eroe of
closeness with peers and social support)
*Statistically significant improvement from Timetd Time 2 (p < 0.05)

The difference in Time 1 — Time 2 change in peeugrcohesion between grade groupings is
substantiated by the teacher survey results (28/26). One of the items included on the teacher
survey assessed a related outcome, “Getting al@tigwith other students.” The relationship
between teacher-reported improvement on this outcama program dosage was significant
among & — 8" Graders but not amond'4 5" Graders, suggesting that program attendance may
impact this outcome more among older youth thamgeu youth.

The grade grouping differences in both youth-reggbeind teacher-reported social support
outcomes suggest older youth in the SpringfieRi@CLC had greater benefits than younger
youth in this area of youth development. It wolbédbeneficial for program staff to explore
potential reasons for this difference. Possibbétdias could include developmental differences
between the two groups or differences in prograngrairsites serving younger or older youth.
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Three youth development outcomes, Self Concephl&meSolving, and Perceptions of Adult
Support, were assessed only among older youth{Bth graders). Each of these outcomes was
assessed at Time 1 and Time 2, similarly to the Beaup Cohesion outcome, with responses to
multiple questions used to calculate a single stmreach outcome. As summarized in Table 20,
the average scores related to Self Concept, PreSlagmng, and Perceptions of Adult Support did
not significantly change from Time 1 to Time 2. dkibnally, no relationship was found between
program dosage and changes in these youth devehbputEomes.

Table 20. Average Scores in Youth Development Ouwimes among Older Youth (n = 10)

Area of Youth Development Time 1Average Scor(_~:l-_ime 5
Self Concept 3.3 3.3
Problem-Solving 2.8 2.9
Perceptions of Adult Support 3.0 2.9

Parent Perspective on Youth Development Impacts d¢fie Program

Parent survey participants were also asked howlibkgved the Springfield 21CCLC program
impacted their child with respect to youth develemtoutcomes. Table 21 summarizes parents’
responses about ways the program impacted thégrehi The results suggest that the majority of
parents agree that the SpringfieldZICLC program and its staff reach beyond academic
enrichment to encourage youth development.

Table 21. Parent’s Perceived Youth Development Ingzts on Child (n = 51)

Area of Youth Development T en PRI whie
Agree or Strongly Agree
My Child...
is part of a caring, nurturing environment in tifi@aschool program 94%
looks up to program staff. 94%
is receiving positive feedback from other adults. 92%
is better at making and keeping friends. 89%
has learned to make good decisions. 88%
is better at solving problems. 88%
has learned to set goals. 79%

Overall, the youth development outcomes suggesttheh participating in the Springfield 21
CCLC program had maintained positive youth develepnoutcomes, from Time 1 to Time 2,
over the course of the program year. Additionalyth and parents believed that the youth
participants had benefited in such youth develograsras as decision-making and social skills.
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SUMMARY & CONCLUSIONS

The findings presented in this report suggestttiaSpringfield 23 Century Community
Learning Center is serving as a valuable resouncedhool-age youth and their families and is
having a positive impact on youth participantsh&f program. Some highlights of the positive
findings of this report include:

= High Satisfaction among Youth and Parent3.he vast majority of youth and parent
survey participants feel the Springfield®2ILCLC program staff are warm and caring.
Additionally, over 90% of parents reported that 8pingfield 23 CCLC program
provides an affordable, convenient, and safe aftbool environment for their children.
Overall, 96% of parents were satisfied or verys$iatil with the Springfield Z1CCLC
program.

= Significant Improvements in Youth Academic®©n average, elementary youth
significantly improved both reading and math graokesr the course of the program year.
Additionally, there was a significant relationslhigtween program dosage and teacher-
reported improvement in classroom performance a&n@wior. These positive academic
outcomes are supported by youth and parent peocspdif academic improvement.

= Positive Impacts on Youth DevelopmerBoth self-reported and teacher-reported
measures of peer social support suggest that jargaryouth in the program significantly
improved in this area over the program year. Addélly the majority of parents surveyed
believed that their children had improved theirisien-making, problem-solving, and
social skills since becoming involved in the Spfielgl 21 CCLC program.

In addition to demonstrating the positive impadtthe Springfield 21 CCLC, the evaluation
identified some outcomes that may improve withHartprogram development. In the area of
youth development, both youth and teacher survayltsesuggest that the program is impacting
social youth development outcomes, such as gedtorgg with others and perceived peer social
support, among older youth'{6- 8" graders) but not younger youti"(@nd %' graders). In the
area of academics, average reading and math gilatiast significantly increase among junior
high youth. It would be beneficial for the progrémconsider why these outcomes may not have
moved in the desired direction. The program walnivto consider the differences among different
age groups and how age differences may have irdeeeprogram outcomes. Additionally, it
would be worthwhile to explore potential programgiechanges that would facilitate improved
outcomes in future years.

As with all program evaluations, there are someasgo consider when interpreting the results.
This report will be most useful when it is usedaadiscussion tool for program staff to explore
areas of the program that are succeeding and dra&asay benefit from further development.
Additionally, it is important to keep in mind thidte evaluation results are most meaningful when
the sample of youth and parents is representatitteeqorogram, as a whole. The program staff
should review the background and demographic inddion presented on the sample of youth and
parent evaluation participants and consider whetiesr characteristics accurately represent all of
the youth and parents involved in the program.
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This report was intended to reflect the impacthef 2003-2004 Springfield 2ICCLC, overall.
Because individual program sites varied with respetheir direct funding source (US
Department of Education or lllinois State Board=ofucation), and consequently, level of
resources, and program emphasis, it is also impadeconsider the two types of sites separately.
While this is beyond the scope of this report, otieports are available that examine evaluation
results for the federally-funded sites and theestahded sites separately.

A program stands to benefit significantly by expigrways in which the program can
continuously be improved. Therefore, a key compboéthe evaluation is that the Springfield
21°' CCLC uses the findings presented in this reparofmoing program development efforts.
Engaging in group discussion and review of thesa @dl also be helpful for evaluation planning.
The information summarized in this report presamt®pportunity to discuss the implementation
of your program and the outcomes you hope to see.

Finally, as stated in th@verview of the Evaluatiogsection, the data contained within this report
are essential in your ongoing sustainability eff@s well. The information here is a valuable
contribution to the development of your sustairigbglan. The ways in which this information
can be utilized in moving your plan forward shob&lexplored.
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