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Executive Summary

The Hawai'i Department of Education (HIDOE)*2Century Community Learning Centers
(CCLC) Special Programs Managment Section (SPM&racted a team of evaluators from Curriculum
Research & Development Group (CRDG) from the Ursitgrof Hawai'i at Manoa College of Education
(UHM-CoE) to evaluate the statewide program. Thggpse of the evaluation was to work in
collaboration with the HIDOE-SPMS Educational Spést to design and implement a state-level
evaluation report that addresses how the over8ICZILC program and the key performance measures
are meeting its program goals.

Awardees of 21 CCLC funds are referred to as sub-grantees angranted five years of
funding to provide services targeting students imggslervices beyond what can be provided in the
regular classes. According to°2CCLC guidelines, sub-grantees receive the sanwirfgrior the first
three years of the five-year funding cycle. In fimgrth year, funding is reduced by 25% of the ami@in
the initial year. In the fifth year, funding is tezkd by 50% of the amount of the initial year. Phepose
of this policy is to transfer responsibility forfding from the federal government to the state
government, and prepare the sub-grantee to submjroject operations and activities under other
sources of support, encouraging program sustaityabil

The 2£' CCLC program funding is intended to be used twip@opportunities for
academic enrichment to help students (particukttigents in high-poverty areas and those who
attend low-performing schools) improve their acaidgmerformance and behaviors in core
academic subjects by offering a broad array of etea enrichment services outside of regular
school hours (Retrieved frohitp://doe.k12.khi.us/nclb/21cclc/ index.ht6115/2011). The
services include homewaork help, tutorial serviees\demic enrichment activities, and
opportunities for their families to improve litesaand related educational development. Center
students (referred to as regular center studertitg)participate in center activities for 30 or more
days are to be considered in studies of effectscademic achievement and academic behavior.
The objectives for these regular center studeetstated in the Hawai‘i 21CCLC key
performance indicators (KPI), including four objges and eight related outcome indicators. The
KPIs are adapted from the Government Performanddrasults Act (referred to as GPRA)
performance indicators associated with th& @CLC program and were revised during the
program years as deemed necessary by the HIDOE-SPMS

The 2£'CCLC program funded 15 sub-grantees (associatédh®2 centers) for
implementation in the project year spanning theraemof 2011 through School Year (SY)
2011-2012. This included 2 sub-grantees (total of 14arashthat were in their first year of
funding, 4 sub-grantees (total of 25 centers) @irtbecond year of funding, 5 sub-grantees (total
of 35 centers) in their third year of funding, ahdub-grantees (total of 28 centers) in their fourt
year of funding.

A five-year evaluation design was developed ingfevious evaluation contract year.

The evaluation design is based on national researdhiocal reports about the’2CCLC

program. The underlying logic model is represeimeal graphic display to show how the

research flowed into the implementation study amdame study. Recommendations for

program improvement were based on reviews of thiemd literature, the performance reports
about the Hawai'i sub-grantees in 268809 and 20022010, and considerations for the Hawai'
21° CCLC program based on the 2010 auditor’'s commdtisse recommendations are shown as
part of the multi-year evaluation design in Appendi

The focus of this year's evaluation is to (a) doeatrand report the state-level on-site
monitoring and technical assistance for th& @CLC program; (b) analyze and report the data
from the 21 CCLC Profile and Performance Information Collest®ystem (PPICS); and (c)
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review the 21 CCLC sub-grantee reports for completeness. Wegdurther elaboration about
the purpose and methods for each study.
The 21" CCLC PPICS

The PPICS is an on-line data-collection and regerteration system. Learning Point Associate
is contracted to operate PPICS. Each sub-grantea login name and password to access PPICS. Each
sub-grantee in their second through fifth yeanwiding completes the Annual Performance Report
section of PPICS, which includes information abaerter operations, center activities and cliergatear
host schools, regular students’ academic behagriessilts of the teacher survey), and regular stistdlen
academic achievement data. The APR section is #ie source of data for our analyses.

Review of the Sub-grantee Reports

All sub-grantees are required to submit a narratypert to the HIDOE-SPMS state program
manager at the end of each year. The HIDOE-SPM'SZ1.C Program Manager provides the sub-
grantee leaders and their evaluators with an etialueeport template to use as the basis for their
reporting. The evaluation report template incluthesHawai‘i 22' CCLC key performance indicators
(KPIs), which are part of the performance measuresse performance measures and KPIs are
customized for the State of Hawai'i from the GPRA.

The CRDG evaluator reviewed the sub-grantee evatuagports to determine whether or not
sections of each report were complete in termsldfessing the HIDOE-SPMS evaluation report
template. The purpose of reviewing the sub-grargperts is to provide the 2CCLC State Program
Manager with insightful information about reportipgactices, that is, if sections of the evaluatieport
template needed clarification, or if some sub-grameport writers (leaders or their evaluatorsylede
support with expanding evaluation capacity. The BEDSPMS evaluation report template was
developed into a checklist and sections of eacbrtegere rated as complete, incomplete, uncleanpor
included. The final ratings were summarized bysggtion of the report template to see if many repor
writers seemed to need clarification about howddrass the section; (b) sub-grantees’ years irepr¢a
measure of growth in evaluation capacity); andi(bpn or rural location (a measure of access to
evaluation resources).

The State-level On-site Monitoring and Technical Asistance

We had the dual roles as state-level evaluatosabejrantee evaluators in this project year.
Throughout the year, we monitored e-mail commuiooatand other documented activities of the
HIDOE-SPMS state program manager with sub-gramt@adrs and evaluators in regards to on-site
monitoring and technical assistance. The stateranognanager or sub-grantee leaders informed ug abou
monitoring or technical assistance activities. fndings are that the HIDOE-SPMS state program
manager significantly increased on-site monitoand technical assistance to all sub-grantees throug
various methods, with the major ones being: (agtigment and distribution of a sub-grantee binder a
a binder for each center, each with forms desigoetbcument information necessary for federal and
state reports and to facilitate their own documtgoriaand report generation; (b) regular on-site
monitoring visits (at least one per sub-granteénduthe project year) to observe center activitied
have discussions with leaderships to review thieidrs, operations, implementation, and any questio
or concerns; and (c) monthly webinars with sub-grameaders and their evaluators. Additionally, the
state program manager has been easily availaldeghre-mail or telephone.

Findings based on 21 CCLC PPICS Data

The data were summarized from sub-grantee datseera@d certified in the 21ICCLC PPICS
system for the summer 2011 through SY 2@ 2 project year. Fourteen of the 15 sub-grardatsred
data into PPICS for the project year and the peéages of the data summaries are based on 14 sub-
grantees instead of the 15 that were funded.

Sub-grantee Funding

On a state level (cumulative total of all sub-gesstwhich provided PPICS data) the total

funding for this project year was $6,312,565 arate¢twere 15,326 total student participants, costing
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$411.89 per student. The corresponding total regilalents were 5,106, with a cost of $1,236.30 per
regular student. The cumulative hours of operatias 28,067 with the corresponding cost of $22461 p
hour. As stated in the PPICS reports, these nunshensid be interpreted with caution because many
factors converge to affect costs and “lower costa@ necessarily indicate a better program.” Tl t
funding amount per sub-grantee ranged from $200@®750,000. The total number of students ranged
from 163 to 1,834 and the cost per student ranged $217.06 to $1,226.99. The number of regular
students ranged from 97 to 657. The cost per regtident ranged from $569.36 to $2,500.00. Naié th
the lowest and highest costs per enrollee andaegtudent do not coincide at the same sub-grahtese.
sub-grantee total hours of operation ranged frotht8#,249. Costs per hour of operation ranged from
$115.11 to $1,160.43.
Sub-Grantee Hours of Operation

The performance indicator wadlore than 75% of centers will offer services ade15
hours on average and provide services when schowitiin session, such as during the summer
and holidays. ...” Based on the average weekly holiadl centers within the sub-grantee, only
the Kohala sub-grantee met the 15 hours a week.
Paid and Un-paid Staffing/ Staff who were ClassroonTeachers

The sub-grantees enter information about the backugt of the center staff in nine categories.
We only present the total number of paid and unpaitlinteer) staff, and the number and percentafies
the center staff who were also classroom teackiégsconsider this an important statistic becausiemeait
research about the 2CCLC program (i.e., Nafzger & Vinson, 2011) suddbat it is advantageous to
have center staff with qualifications as classraeathers, as this helps to build bridges betweehaist
school and the extended day curriculum, and empipgenter staff with teacher qualifications have
familiarity with procedures for a safe environménmtstudents, assessment procedures and use of data
instructional strategies, and project materials.

By far, there are more paid center staff than whpadlunteer) center staff during the summer of
2011 (472 paid, 29 unpaid) and during SY 2011-2Q1P13 paid and 157 unpaid). Although there was
some variance, many sub-grantee staff in the surofr2911 and SY 2012012 also were classroom
teachers, which is a highly positive finding. Dygrithhe summer, 300 (59.9%) of the 472 paid cenédf st
were classroom teachers, and none of the 29 unpatér staff were classroom teachers. During the
school year, 794 (62.5%) of the 1,113 paid ceritdf were classroom teachers, and 13 (1%) of the 15
unpaid center staff were classroom teachers.
Community Partnerships

The data about community partnerships includeyes of contributions and the amount of

contribution or dollar value of the contribution deaby the partners to the sub-grantees in thegiroje
year. The sub-grantees and their centers repoaddd89 partners, of which 26 (29.2%) were
subcontractors. Of these partners, 63 (70.8%) geavfprogramming or activity-related services,” 31
(34.8%) provided “goods or materials,” 30 (33.7%)vided “volunteer staffing,” 27 (30.3%) provided
“paid staffing,” 7 (7.9%) provided evaluation sem$, and 4 (4.5%) provided “funding or raised fuhds
“Other” types of contribution were provided by JB(7%) of the partners. Please note that eachgrartn
may have contributed more than one type of cortiohicategory. As sub-grantees’ funding is reduoed
their fourth year (by 25%) and fifth year (by 50%)p-grantees may wish to find means of sustaithiag
project by looking toward community partners. Ihi#t apparent from the data if the sub-grante&&esr
4 or Year 5 of implementation were receiving margport from community partners than sub-grantees
in their first three years of implementation.
Students Served by the Sub-grantees

Some sub-grantees did not provide complete infaomah some categories, therefore,
percentages do not all add to 100%. Total centelesits ranged between 154 and 1,925 within the
various sub-grantees. A total of 15,480 studengsénKindergarten through Grade 12 were enrolled in

Vii



the 14 sub-grantees who provided PPICS data. Wene between 48 and 637 regular center students
(regular center students are those who particigatadtivities for 30 or more days) in each of fidesub-
grantees with a cumulative total of 5,154. The prtipns of regular center students to the totateren
enrollees in each sub-grantee ranged from 22.688.%5%.

The centers’ population included 8,414 (54.4%) eetary, 3,759 (24.3%) intermediate/middle,
and 1,886 (12.2%) high school students. The regaater participants were: 3,207 (62.2%) elementary
1,585 (30.8%) intermediate/middle, and 196 (3.8%h Ischool students. The gender population was:
6,890 (44.5%) males and 7,079 (45.7%) females ofiwh,437 (47.3%) were male regular center
participants and 2,537 (49.2%) were female regréater participants. Of the 15,480 center enrollees
7,586 (49.0%) were on free- or reduced-lunch. lhitaah, 3,028 (58.8%) of the 5,154 regular center
students, were on free- or reduced-lunch. Moshefcenter enrollees were Asian/Pacific Islandensseh
enrolliment count was 11,045 (71.4%) and also coegho$ 4,091 (79.4%) of the regular center students.
These data indicate that the centers enrolled stsigeho were target populations for thé' ZICLC
program and activities.

Target Populations that Received Services by the BiGrantees

The centers reported implementing 589 activitiesnduthe project year. There were 350 (59.4%)
activities provided to “students not performingyedde level, are failing, or otherwise performirgdw
average.” There were 200 (34.9%) of the activipies/ided to “students with special needs or
disabilities.” There were 199 (33.8%) of the adtés provided to “students with Limited English
Proficiency.” “Other types of student populatiomsirticipated in 219 or 37.2% of the activities. The
lowest percentages of the activities were providettudents who have been truant, suspended, or
expelled” (18 or 3.1% of the activities) and “adialinily members” (29 or 4.9% of the activities).tdo
that each center activity may have been providaddre than one of the targeted population categorie
Program Implementation: Activities Implemented by Enrichment Area

The purpose of the 2ICCLC program is to provide activities in multigleademic enrichment
areas to support the development and learningghf iéed students. All 14 sub-grantees provided
academic enrichment activities at each center.ring@nd recreational types of activities were [ed
by 13 (92.9%) sub-grantees. Homework help was geavby 11 (78.6%) of the sub-grantees. Activities
to promote youth leadership and activities to pranparental involvement were provided by four
(28.6%) sub-grantees. Career/job training for yadtivities, supplemental education services, and
activities to promote family literacy were providieg three (21.4%) of the sub-grantees. Drug/vicdenc
prevention, counseling/character education aatwiind community services/service learning aawiti
were provided by two (14.3%) sub-grantees. Mengpaictivities and activities to provide career/job
training for adults were provided by one (7.1%)-guéntee. Five (35.7%) sub-grantees provided other
types of activities. We also provide informatioroabthe activities, categorized by primary categmori
and secondary categories in this report. Bothafatategorization show that the top three categare
academic enrichment, tutoring, and homework help.

Program Implementation: Types of Activities Implemented, by Content Area

These data were collected from PPICS. Two of tifopaance indicators are, “100% of centers
will offer a high-quality activity in a core acadé@narea such as reading/writing, mathematics, and
science;” and “100% of centers will offer an aca@eemrichment or support activity.” The findings nee
that all 89 centers in the 14 sub-grantees impléedecore academic activities in reading/writing,
mathematics, or science, but it was not clearafattivities were offered at high quality, therefat is
unclear if the performance indicator was met. Aiddilly, 76 (85.4%) of the 89 centers at the 14 sub
grantee offered academic enrichment or suppontifieti which did not meet the second performance
indicator. However, six (42.9%) of the 14 sub-gesstmet the 100% target in the second performance
indicator.
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Program Performance: Meeting Performance Indicators

These data are based on best information; bd@%®Br the sub-grantee narrative reports. Three
sub-grantees (21.0%) that reported complete damaedlthe criteria for, “100% of center offer a hig
guality core academic activity.” Six sub-grante4?.9%) that reported complete data all met the
performance indicator, “100% of centers offer aricdliment or support activity. Of the four sub-gees
that reported complete data for the performanciedalr, “85% of centers have community partners,”
two sub-grantees (14.3%) met the performance itmlicBor the performance indicator, “75% of centers
offer services at least 15 hours on average whiemosés not in sessiongnly the Kohala sub-grantee
met the 15 hours a week based on the average weelkig of all centers within the sub-grantee.
All five of the sub-grantees (35.7%) that repontedhplete data met the performance indicator, “1@9%
centers are in high-poverty communities.”

Program Outcomes: Student Academic Behavior by KefPerformance Indicators

These data were collected from PPICS. The KRéroih was that 75% of the regular center
students needed to show improvement in the foudean& behaviors. Five (35.7%) of the 14 sub-
grantees met or exceeded the 75% target for trdeada behavior of “submitting homework on time.”
The 75% target for the academic behavior of “pguditing in class,” was met or exceeded by eight
(57.1%) of the 14 sub-grantees. None of the subtges met the target of “attending class regularly.
One (7.1%) of the 14 sub-grantees exceeded thecrif8fia the academic behavior of “behaves well in
class.” On a state level, the academic behavitparticipating in class” was the only one of theifo
KPIs that was met by the combined regular studenis all of the sub-grantees. Note that only regula
students with data and those who warranted imprewein their academic behaviors were included in
these findings. We also report findings about the-Key Performance Indicators in this report.
Program Outcomes: Academic Achievement

These data were collected from PPICS. The HIDOE-SPRkrformance indicators for academic
achievement is “60% of regular program participavitsshow teacher-reported improvement in
reading/language arts” and “60% of regular progpamicipants will show teacher-reported improvement
in mathematics” (HIDOE-SPMS, 2010). The Moloka‘'bsgrantee met both performance indicators for
reading/language arts (90.2% regular center stademtroved) and mathematics (89.8% regular center
students improved).

Although these percentages seem to portray a pietllke, we believe that far more sub-grantees
met the performance indicators. However, the statttiseir sub-grantee was not reported in ternthef
performance indicators.

Findings and Recommendations from the Review of Sufjrantee 20112012 Narrative Reports

It is imperative that these sub-grantee reportsigedinformation needed for the Federal and
State purposes. There was some variance in compkstef reports by project year, with the level of
completeness increasing by years in the projed.sTifb-grantees in the first year of implementagioow
about 28% completeness rate, while sub-grante®isecond and third year of implementation show
33% and 48%, respectively. The sub-grantees ifotlmth year of implementation show about a 62%
completeness rate. There were no sub-grantees fiftthyear of implementation. Overall, the
completeness of reports over five years of implaateon was approximately 46%.

A major finding was that some evaluation reportiofo the HIDOE-SPMS evaluation report
template carefully and other reports did not follbat all, including that the reporting did notdrdss the
key performance indicators and performance indisal&¥e believe that this is a critical finding and
needs to be addressed immediately. It is apprepttiat the sub-grantee leaders and their evaluators
examine measures in addition to those requirethiofederal and state evaluation, but they cestainl
need to minimally address the federal and statlkiatian requirements. A second finding is that some
reports do not include information about the sclomshmunity and students which are also required
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reporting for federal and state purposes. Thesergrertant data which report the extent to whioh th
sub-grantee provided services to the targeted $choanunity and targeted students. The categories
provided by the Z2LCCLC are defined by the program and should bertegdor program purposes and
provide information to the school community abatdls of these variables in the program. A third
finding is that students and other project-conrebpople are personally identified in some repodatd.
This practice is prohibited by law and needs tdiseontinued. There are a number of other areas of
concern as noted in our full report and on ouraensheets. We are providing our review sheets aheut
individual sub-grantee reports to the HIDOE-SPMgesprogram manager for his review and follow up.

We accept that other evaluators may not agreeamittperspectives and, after discussion with the
sub-grantee representatives, the data may be demmmgalete. Our purpose is to provide our best
analyses and hope that our focus on the analysbe ebmpleteness of reported data will provide a
summary of a defined, systematic review of the riggbdata that the HIDOE-SPMS Program Manager
can use as a basis for discussions with sub-grantdaators for improvement or understanding oif the
evaluation reports. The overall goal is that theggmt leaders, evaluators, and HIDOE-SPMS Program
Manager will have a clear understanding of whagdgiired for the evaluation at the end of each géar
this process. Our specific recommendations for ampment of these reports are listed below.

Our conclusion is that the evaluation report tert@ptibes not need revision. Instead, we
recommend at least one general session in which tha review of the HIDOE-SPMS evaluation report
template, with the sub-grantee report writers #ed evaluators as the primary audience, incorpugat
summary of our comments and recommendations framesiew of the reports. The session might be
led by the HIDOE-SPMS state program manager, teCZl C statewide evaluators, or a contractor
with expertise in the content of this session. emmend follow up to this session with the indina
review forms that will be provided to the HIDOE-SBMtate program manager.

We also recommend that a component of this gesession be used for the sub-grantees to
share best practices about evaluation methodslanggram implementation to improve effectiveness
This might include methods learned at workshopsooferences conducted by theé'ZICLC or other
educational organizations.

We further recommend more specific statements twfomne indicators for academic
achievement: “60% of regular participants will irape their first to fourth quarter report card grade
reading/English Language Arts by at least halfaalgr” and “60% of regular participants will improve
their first to fourth quarter report card gradesnathematics by at least half a grade.” The current
statements are rather generic and the sub-grantibékely collect various types of data. The datél
not be comparable across sub-grantees. Meanwhilegrantees are required to collect report cardegra
data for PPICS purposes, and these data can sergame purposes for the narrative reports. Wesstre
again that it is appropriate for sub-grantee leadeevaluators to collect other types of dataHeir sub-
grantees in addition to the required data to addies HIDOE-SPMS evaluation report template.
Recommendations to Improve Program Effectiveness ésed on the PPICS data)

We have provided recommendations based on natidafesearch, based on our more than 10
years of experience evaluating several sub-grara@esour review of federal and state documentaifon
recommended program practices. We have also reglilveefindings of all sub-grantees that received
funding in the 20112012 program year. Our last recommendation is @ stasly of the Moloka'i sub-
grantee, which has shown extraordinary effectivenas written in its narrative report.

It is noteworthy that only the Moloka'i sub-granteet and surpassed the academic performance
targets by far. The targets were 60% of the regiladents would improve their report card grades (i
reading/English Language Arts and mathematicst bgeat half a grade within the project year. The
Moloka'i sub-grantee reported that 90.2% of theutagstudents improved their reading/English
Language Arts grades and 89.8% of the regular stadeprove their mathematics grades as reported by
their classroom teachers.

Further, we note that the Moloka'i sub-granteefstafl students accomplished this without
implementing many of the project features recomredriay the program or our recommendations that
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were based on research or our experience. We idliik research-based recommendation that the
majority of center staff should also be classroeathers (during the summer, 56.3% of the Moloka'i

staff were classroom teachers and, during the $elean, 60.3% of center staff were classroom teaghe
and services should be offered at least 15 houra/pek (average weekly hours were 4.2 hours during
the summer and 9.0 during the school year). We thatethese are departures from the recommended
program features, and we are not recommendingsthagrantees ignore the research-based or program
recommendations. We are noting that a sub-granégehave some characteristics that promote academic
achievement and behavior that is not yet identifieithe research that was reviewed or our expegienc

and should be examined.

In considering if the case study should be doreHWDOE-SPMS state program manager may
wish to examine the uniqueness of the Moloka'i gtdmtee and consider if the project’s charactessti
can be duplicated with the same level of effectbssn The Moloka'i sub-grantee included studenth wit
characteristics that are considered as placing ttadisadvantages for academic achievement and the
sub-grantee reported high levels of academic aemewnt at the end of the year. The sub-granteehead t
highest level of community partners (15), and higtevel of types of enrichment activities. We rape
that a case study about this sub-grantee may Hewseh the resources devoted to the effort.
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A Statewide Evaluation of the

21 Century Community Learning Centers Program
(Project Year Covering the Summer of 2011 through &ool Year 20112012)

The Hawai‘i Department of Education (HIDOE)*2Century Community Learning Centers
(CCLC) Special Programs Managment Section (SPM&racted a team of evaluators from Curriculum
Research & Development Group (CRDG) from the Ursiingrof Hawai‘i at Manoa College of Education
(UHM-COoE) to evaluate the statewide program forR2@D12. The purpose of the evaluation was to
work in collaboration with the HIDOE-SPMS EducatibiSpecialist to design a state-level evaluation
report that addresses how the overall @CLC program and the key performance measuresiaeting
its program goals.

A Brief Background About the 21 CCLC Program

A brief summary of the 21CCLC program is provided here. A fuller descriptie included in
Appendix A as part of the evaluation design. ThRR @QCLC program is authorized under Title IV, Part B
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Actpaenaled by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001,
and is administered through the USDE. The law'si§jpgpurposes are to

1. provide opportunities for academic enrichmemtiuding providing tutorial services
to help students (particularly students in highgrty areas and those who attend
low-performing schools) meet State and local sttgderformance standards in core
academic subjects such as reading and mathematics;

2. offer students a broad array of additional s®mwj programs, and activities, such as
youth development activities, drug and violencevprgion programs, counseling
programs, art, music, and recreation programsntdofjy education programs, and
character education programs, that are designesdrtforce and complement the
regular academic program of participating studeantsl;

3. offer families of students served by communrégrhing centers opportunities for
literacy and related educational development;

4. use the funds to carry out a broad array ofreefand after-school activities (or
activities during other times when school is natéssion) that advance student
achievement in the view of the United States Depant of Education (Retrieved
from http://doe.k12.khi.us/nclb/21cclc/index.ht6i15/2011).

The USDE first awarded management of th& @CLC program to the HIDOE in 2002
(PREL, 2011). The first grant year with the HIDOBsA20022003, with management under an
HIDOE-SPMS Educational Specialist (also referredgdahe 2% CCLC State Program Manager
or HIDOE-SPMS State Program Manager). Funding wasded from the HIDOE-SPMS 21
CCLC program to educational organizations (incladdublic schools, private schools, and
private organizations) based on their grant prdgosgstten in response to the yearly Request for
Proposals (RFP) made available by the HIDOE-SPM&Rrogram Manager (among the means
of distribution, the RFP is posted on the HIDOE sitd). Awardees of 21CCLC funds are
referred to as sub-grantees and are granted faves wé funding to provide services targeting
students needing services beyond what can be mawidthe regular classes. The targeted
participating students should attend low performgngools situated in communities with high
levels of poverty. Although the funding is intendectover five project years, continuance of a
sub-grantee’s funding into a subsequent projeat igedependent on satisfactory yearly reviews.
The first three years of the five years are atllauweding (without change), then the fourth year is
reduced by 25% of the initial year's amount, arelftfih year is reduced by 50% of the initial




year's amount. This funding pattern is intendedrexually move the responsibility for funding
the sub-grantees’ operations and activities toratberces (PREL, 2011, p. 7).

The Hawai'i 22 CCLC key performance indicators (KPI) includesrfobjectives and
eight related outcome indicators. The KPIs are tbafsom the Government Performance and
Results Act (GPRA) performance indicators assodiaii¢h the 23 CCLC program and were
revised during the program years as deemed negdsstite HIDOE-SPMS. Another purpose of
this evaluation is to document and monitor theeskewel on-site monitoring and technical
assistance for the 2CCLC program.

The 2£'CCLC program funded 15 sub-grantees in School ¥®¥) 20112012. These
sub-grantees were associated with a total of 106fere This included 2 sub-grantees (total of 14
centers) that were in their first year of fundidgsub-grantees (total of 25 centers) in their sécon
year of funding, 5 sub-grantees (total of 35 ce)tier their third year of funding, and 4 sub-
grantees (total of 28 centers) in their fourth y&&aiunding. The sub-grantees and associated
centers are shown as Appendix B.

The 21st CCLC Evaluation Sub-Grantee Reports

Each sub-grantee is required to submit a narragipert to the HIDOE-SPMS state program
manager for each year that they receive funding.ré€port may be written by the sub-grantee leadar o
designated other person such as a contracted &wallibe sub-grantee narrative reports should piovi
descriptive and evaluative information about thplamentation and summative findings of the sub-
grantees for each year of funding. The HIDOE-SPNFSQCLC Program Manager provides the sub-
grantee leaders and their evaluators with an etialueeport template to use as the basis for their
reporting. The 2012012 report template is shown as Appendix A. Thrauation report template
includes the Hawai'i ZLCCLC key performance indicators (KPIs), which pagt of the performance
measures. These performance measures and KPlsstoenized for the State of Hawai‘i from the
GPRA.

The sub-grantee reports require the writer to itefherextent to which the project, as described in
the grant proposal, was implemented as intenddle Isub-grantee leaders encountered any challemges
saw a need to change their proposed project glamadrrative about those challenges and changes in
plans are to be included in the sub-grantee naeratiports.

The 21st CCLC Profile and Performance Information Collection System (PPICS)

The PPICS is an on-line data-collection and regerteration system. Learning Point Associate
is contracted to operate PPICS. Each sub-grantea login name and password to access PPICS. Each
sub-grantees has two sections to complete on PR 81e Grantee Profile, which includes the center
names, addresses, budget information, sub-grabjeetives, partnerships; and (b) the Annual
Performance Report, which includes information alwemter operations, center activities and clients,
center host schools, regular students’ academiaviats (results of the teacher survey), and regular
students’ academic achievement data. All sub-gegpteject leaders are required to complete the t&gan
Profile in each year of their grants. Sub-granteeéear 2 through Year 5 of their grants are reggiito
collect, report, and certify the Grantee Profiled ¢he APR.

The sub-grantees in their first year of fundingeveot required to enter annual performance
report (APR) data into PPICS. Although the Waipahhb-grantee was in its first year, the Project
Director entered their APR data into PPICS.

Although it may seem that many of the data requiodae reported in PPICS are duplicated with
the data required to be reported in the sub-grardgemtive report, there are some important digtins:

(a) the PPICS are standardized and there are qmane provided for narrative descriptions to explain
why some project features are not the intendedifest (b) PPICS notes that one-time only or shertit



activities should not be entered in the APR datsutBgrantees do not get “credit” for these effartkess
they report them in the narrative report; and @)35 has an automatic-rounding feature for numbers
below 5 in the section about participants to prioseiedent confidentiality and decimals and fractiane
not allowed, therefore, sub-grantees may wish dé@ige more precise reporting in the narrative sub-
grantee report.

The Multi-Year Evaluation Design and Methods

The evaluation design and methods that are the Eadgihis report are shown as Appendix C.
The five-year design is research-based and intetuwded tiered and systematic in implementation. The
underlying logic model is represented in a grapligplay to show how the research flowed into the
implementation study and outcome study. Recommandator improvement of the HIDOE program is
provided based on the review of national-levetditere. These recommendations are shown in the
recommendations section of this report. The resdeferred to Appendix C for a full descriptiontbé
development of the evaluation design and logic hddee documents reviewed in development of the
logic model included

(a) the findings in 21 CCLC sub-grantee reports about School Year (SY)L20012;

(b) previous HIDOE 2% CCLC state reports for information about statesléxends;

(c) previous 21 CCLC sub-grantee reports for information aboutgrantee-level trends;

(d) the current 22 CCLC key performance measures;

(e) current information from the 29CCLC Profile and Performance Information Collestio
System (PPICS); and

(H current state-level oversight monitoring reports.

The first year of the evaluation (2042D11) was considered a baseline report for thigipehr
state evaluation. Each subsequent evaluation gesigned to build on the previous year in terins o
providing more in-depth information for program imagement. In Year 1, the sub-grantee reports are
reviewed for completeness, with the'ZICLC evaluation report template as the criteriddiionally,
sub-grantees’ PPICS data are analyzed to deteifrihiey met the state level performance measurds an
their objectives. These sources of data combimx@mine sub-grantee implementation and outcomes and
a meta-evaluation of the sub-grantee evaluationgehr 2, the two sets of data are again examined,
looking for any patterns of meeting the KPIs, perfance indicators. Sub-grantees that are new to the
program will have data analyzed for the first tirBg.the end of the Year 2 analysis, the HIDOE-SPMS
State Program Manager will have enough evaluatida dbout each sub-grantees’ data-collection and
reporting practices to reflect on areas in thesstate evaluation that may need clarification and
elaboration with individual sub-grantee leadersinp evaluators or where changes to the report sepl
are warranted. The examinations of the sub-graefea@ts and PPICS data will continue for all yesrs
the statewide evaluation to provide thé ZICLC Program Manager with this feedback aboutjnaity
of statewide evaluations.

In Year 3 of the evaluation, a pilot test of a esion model will be tested. Two or three sub-
grantee evaluators that may have the proper apisrtiveelease data to use in a statistical analysag
wish to examine variables that are statisticallyalated to outcomes variables. We discuss inctydin
some independent variables in this regression modgbpendix C, but if availability of data or the
hypothesis changes, of course, the variables ehiaieethe model will change. Years 4 and 5 will
expand on this study by selecting comparison sshmoghost comparison schools to develop a quasi-
experimental study of the 2CCLC program.

The remainder of this section describes the methsdd to examine the two major sources of
data for Year 1 and 2 of the multi-year study, ffjgsdly, the sub-grantee reports and the PPIC&.dat
majority of the data reported in the narrative répoe also reported in PPICS. The on-line PPIGEesy
returns an error message if the data are not coenpief the data do not reconcile with other data



other sections or for various other reasons. Thezethere are some quality controls for th& @CLC
PPICS reporting system. However, the data enter@PICS would not necessarily be the same data
reported in the narrative reports. In PPICS, forficentiality purposes, counts of any student
characteristic that is less than three are rouddedh to zero and counts of three and four are redngh

to five. Also, the PPICS system automatically raiddcimals and fractions to whole numbers. These
types of data should be reported in the sub-grahtegrative reports with the actual values. Ttane

some activities that are implemented only oncéatenters and some sub-grantees may or may ot ent
these activities into PPICS but include those ame-factivities in their narrative reports. Therefowve

are examining both the PPICS and sub-grantee semrt not expecting exact matches of the data to
each other.

Review of the sub-grantee reportsAs stated in the evaluation design for Year heT
completeness of sub-grantee data is critical iardg@hing the extent to which the evaluation desigh
be feasible to implement. That is, if there ardisight student-level data representative of tht QCLC
centers to support the described evaluation design, statistical analyses may be possible. Ititsie
two years, the evaluation design will be presetietie State Program Manager, state evaluators, and
sub-grantees for discussion about feasibility antliad understanding. Written documentation and
revisions to the evaluation design will be madeegponse to feedback from the stakeholders.”

We reviewed the sub-grantee evaluation report&@@t-2012 with the purpose of determining if
each report included all information as outlinedhia HIDOE-SPMS evaluation report template. The
CRDG evaluators developed items on the evaluaépart template into a topic outline with related
topics grouped together from main topic to subdspihe outline was then developed into a chediist
use in comparing each report. Each of the three GRialuators was assigned to review between three
and four sub-grantee reports. The Evaluation Ryaidhvestigator reviewed all sub-grantee repdtts.

this purpose, a checklist with a rubrié € completein = incompleteni = not includedun = unclear)
and space for typed or written comments was deeeltyased on the report template. A pair of evatsato
used the checklist to independently review eacl-28012 sub-grantee report, essentially rating whether
or not each component of the report template wasptately addressed.

The CRDG evaluators were sub-grantee evaluatotthifee sub-grantees in 2011-2012. In an
effort to reduce any bias in the review, the follogvinstructions were followed by the CRDG evaluato
to facilitate intra-reviewer and inter-revieweriadlility:

a) Familiarize yourself with the evaluation report f@ate and review form.
b) Review the sub-grantee reports that we authorst] éind then review your notes with the second
reviewer on the same report. Take notes on whenewvelisagree and what we did to reconcile
our ratings. (This step is to establish common tstdadings about steps of the review process.)
c) Review all sub-grantee reports assigned to you.aBsgnments were based on a balance on
number of centers and number of years on the pmagra
d) Go back and pick up one report at a time to evalaad fill out the outline.
e) After completing the form for each report, revieauy comments about each report to see if there
is consistency about your ratings and comments alVévur reports.
f) Each evaluation staff member compared their notstive Evaluation Principal Investigator.
One sub-grantee report was discussed at a timpirkeeotes on differences in ratings of
completeness. After discussion about the differemteompleteness, notes are written if the diffees
in ratings were reconciled and if agreement washea or, if not, why not.

The findings for the sub-grantee reports were erathby report section, and number of years in
the project to look for patterns in completenesgepbrting. Again, the purpose of reviewing the-sub
grantee reports is to provide the HIDOE-SPMS Satgram Manager with insightful information about



the sub-grantee evaluation reporting. We examihediata for patterns of high and low instances of
completeness of data to see if there were any arehs report template that may need clarificatoon
elaboration for individual sub-grantee evaluatassindicated by a low level of complete reporti@g.
the other hand, the findings of an extremely lovelef complete or unclear reporting may suggest th
need for the State Program Manager to suggestatbdocument program activities or providing
suggestions about valid data-collection methodmatyses to the sub-grantee leaders and their
evaluators.

The second purpose of this analysis is to provideehanism to inform the HIDOE-SPMS State
Program Manager to use in feedback sessions witlgsantee evaluators. That is, if the information
about the reports is to be most useful to the Rragvlanager, we need to present the findings toimian
format that is understandable and not needingduttianslation. The checklist developed by the
evaluators was reviewed with the®21CLC Program Manager for that purpose. Our tyaditigs and
notes on the checklist for each sub-grantee repeng provided to the Program Manager on Adobe
Acrobat .pdf files as well as editable Microsoft ¥ diles that he could edit in case he neededdiuite
further notes for his conversations with sub-gramealuators. These forms, in addition to the
information on the overall summaries, provide infation about a sub-grantee’s evaluation capacity in
specific areas as well as overall for the year.

Sub-grantees are funded on annually renewableyéae-periods. Within that time, data-
collection methods are often repeated, perhapaubedhe evaluators believe the methods and regortin
are adequate. The sub-grantee evaluators may eésagth the CRDG evaluators’ assessment of the
completeness of their reported data. We accepbthat evaluators may not agree with our perspestiv
and, after discussion with the sub-grantee reptaees, the data may be deemed complete. Our peirpo
is to provide our best analyses and hope thatamusfon the analyses of the completeness of reporte
data will provide a summary of a defined, systemagview of the reported data that the HIDOE-SPMS
Program Manager can use as a basis for discussitinsub-grantee evaluators for improvement or
understanding of their evaluation reports. The algoal is that the project leaders, evaluatang, a
HIDOE-SPMS Program Manager will have a clear untdeding of what is required for the evaluation at
the end of each year of this process.

The third purpose of this analysis is to providedontinual improvement of reported sub-grantee
evaluation data. The third year of the evaluatiesigh will include a pilot test of the statistiealalyses
on three sub-grantees’ data to pilot test thessiedl model, including quality of data. Hopefultire
improvement of the data will be at the level tHhbaalmost all sub-grantee data can be usedjmasi-
experimental design in the fourth and fifth yedrthe evaluation design.

Findings about On-Site Monitoring and Technical Asstance

In Project Year 2012012, the HIDOE-SPMS state program manager sigmifig increased his
monitoring efforts of the ZICCLC program. In the three areas that we monitdrestate program
manager increased on-site monitoring by visitinghesub-grantee at least once during the projecttgea
personally observe center activities and discussgsantee operations with sub-grantee leaders.
Although, in previous years, the state program manwas readily available by e-mail, telephone,
telecommunications, or requested in-person meetthgsscheduled meetings in this project year was a
opportunity for the state program manager and sabtge leaders to review and discuss sub-grantee
management, operations, and implementation to erssnooth operations without waiting to addresses
crisis.

In this project year, the state program manageriged each sub-grantee leader with two binders
with forms (one at the overall sub-grantee level ane at the center level), organized by dividers f
documentation of project operations, procuremetitities, staffing, activities, partnership devetognt,
and so forth. This step facilitated the sub-grasitegganization of their management and procedUres.
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forms prompted sub-grantee leadership to documémrnation that was necessary for reporting to the
federal and state levels. If information was ndikable until at the time of preparing a reporg Hub-
grantee leaders were reminded of the necessanyriafin for reporting. The state program manager an
sub-grantee leaders reviewed and discussed thengots in these binders at each on-site monitoring
meeting.

During project year 2012012, the state program manager implemented moimitglsactive
webinars with all sub-grantees leaders and theiluetors. Downloadable agenda and handouts wete sen
ahead of the webinars. Soon after completion df @binar, an on-line link to the recording of the
webinar was sent to sub-grantee leaders so thahanyho was not able to participate in the webinar
may review the recorded webinar. The webinar agarataflexible enough to allow for questions and
answers and a HIDOE technical support staff memsralways on hand to provide assistance in case
assistance was necessary. Typically, the webinated 2.5 to 3 hours. Topics varied according to
information that was necessary to discuss at the, tfanging from reviewing and instructions on
completing sections of the sub-grantee and cemtettbooks, purchasing procedures, review of
information from national meetings, reminders almusite monitoring schedules, report deadlined, an
so forth.

Findings about Center Operations

The data were summarized from sub-grantee dateeeraed certified in the 2ICCLC PPICS
system for the summer 2011 through SY 2@M01 2 project year.
Findings about Sub-grantee Funding

The funding level for each sub-grantee in 2011-28Ehown in Table 1. Table 1 also includes
information about the years that each sub-grantsefunded by the 24CCLC program, the number of
centers per sub-grantee, the total number of stuedenllees, the number of regular students, aad th
number of adults served. The cost per unit is shiovierms of student participants, regular students
adult and student participants combined, and hofuoperation.

According to 21 CCLC guidelines, sub-grantees receive the sanwirfgrior the first three
years of the five-year funding cycle. In the fouydar, funding is reduced by 25% of the amounhef t
initial year. In the fifth year, funding is reducbkyg 50% of the amount of the initial year. The msap of
this policy is to transfer responsibility for fumdj from the federal government to the state govermm
and prepare the sub-grantee to sustain the pragpecations and activities under other sources e,
encouraging program sustainability.

The total funding amount per sub-grantee for tht12@012 (including the summer of 2011
through SY 2011-2012) ranged from $200,000 (‘Aieaalfalua-Radford) to $750,000 (Campbell,
Kaimulki, and McKinley). The total number of students inkeaub-grantee ranged from 163 (‘Aiea-
Moanalua-Radford) to 1,834 (Waipahu) and the cessfudent in each sub-grantee ranged from $217.06
(Central Kaua'i) to $1,226.99 (‘Aiea-Moanalua-Raufp Each sub-grantee’s number of regular students
ranged from 97 (Wai‘anae) to 657 (Kalihi Learningn@er) and their corresponding cost per regular
student ranged from $569.36 (Castle) to $2,50K@b4la). The lowest and highest costs per enrollee
and regular student do not coincide at the sameygartee. The sub-grantees’ total hours of operatio
(summer and school year) ranged from 374 (Wai‘atmd)249 (Kaimu with the corresponding costs
per hour of operation ranging from $115.11 (Cadte}1,160.43 ((Wai‘anae).

On a state level (cumulative total of all sub-gesstwhich provided PPICS data) the total
funding during the project year was $6,312,565thede were 15,326 total student participants, ngsti



Table 1

Funding Levels and Participants Served as IndicatifrEfficiency in Service Provision in the Sumofe2011 and SY 2011-2012

Total participants over Cost per unit Total hours
Sub-grantee the summer and school year P of operation Fundin
(Year in project) Reqular Per participant Per regular Per adult Per hour of| (summer level for ?he
Number of centers Students 9 Adults (all student student and operation and SY)
students . - year
participants) attendee student (per site)
‘Aiea-Moanalua-
Radford: Year 1 163 112 0 $1,226.99 $1,785.71 $1,226.99 $406.50 492 $200,000
(4 centers)
Baldwin: Year 3
(4 centers) 1,384 408 41 $469.65 $1,593.14 $456.14 $456.14 51,42 $650,000
Campbell: Year 3
(10 centers) 1,161 538 23 $645.99 $1,394.05 $633.45 $304.14 62,4 $750,000
Castle: Year 1
(10 centers) 1,173 483 213 $234.44 $569.36 $198.41 $115.11 2,389 $275,000
Central Kaua'i: Year 4
(5 centers) 1,645 375 0 $217.06 $952.18 $217.06 $191.46 1,866 357,868
Hilo: Year 2
(3 centerd) No data No data $425.63 558 $237,500
Kaimuki: Year 3 L
(10 centers) 1772 480 160 $423.25 $1,562.50 $388.20 $176.51 94,24 $750,000
Kalihi Learning Center: il
Year 4 (7 centers) 1,282 657 0 $321.76 $627.85 $321.76 $151.71 2,719 412%00
Ka't-Kea‘au-Rhoa:
Year 2 (9 centers) No data No data No data
Kohala: Year 3 b
(3 centers) 547 160 25 $731.26 $2,500.00 $699.30 $202.22 1,978 $400,000
Leilehua: Year 4
(9 centerd) 1,925 637 0 $191.44 $578.51 $191.44 $160.64 2,294 368,%14
McKinley: Year 3 L
(8 centers) 1,291 305 203 $580.95 $2,459.02 $502.01 $313.55 922,3| $750,000
Moloka'i: Year 4
[«

(6 centers) 719 319 166 $394.20 $888.50 $320.26 $127.96 2,215 283,833
Wai‘anae: Year 2
(3 centers§ 430 97 0 $1,009.30 $4,474.23  $1,009.30 $1,160.43 4 37| $434,000
Waipahu: Year 2 L
(7 centers) 1,834 535 30 $242.39 $830.93 $238.49 $167.69 2,651 $444,550
All Sub-grantees 15,376 5,106 861 $411.89 $1,236.30 $389.98 $224.91 28,067$6,312,565

Note The above data are based on the 22012 Profile and Performance Information Collect®ystem (PPICS) Annual Performance Report (APR).dat



%PPICS shows 2012012 APR data for three of the centers for the Blilb-grantee. It appears that incomplete data meg heen entered for other Hilo sub-
grantee centers, but they are not included in bowetable. The 15,326 total for all sub-granteetueles the 154 Hilo 20£2012 students because no funding
data was available for this sub-grantee.

PPP|CS 20112012 APR data shows that there were nine of 10eceattive for the Leilehua sub-grantee.

‘There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaegrabtee grant. However, in 202012 three of the centers declined to participatethree schools
implemented CCLC programs. Bounds, B. (2012, NowenkVai‘anae Sub-Grantee External Evaluation Repbidnolulu, HI.



$411.89 per student. The corresponding total regilalents were 5,106, with a cost of $1,236.30 per
regular student. The cumulative hours of operatias 28,067 with the corresponding cost of $22461 p
hour.

As stated in the PPICS reports, these numbersdibeuhterpreted with caution because many
factors converge to affect costs and “lower costaat necessarily indicate a better program.” Refer
Table 1 for more information on this project yedtiading.

Findings about Sub-Grantee Hours of Operation

The 2£' CCLC program provides funds to sub-grantees fempilrpose of supplementing regular
school programs by providing activities outsidescifiool hours. In Table 2, we show the number of
weeks, days per week, hours per week, evening Ipeurseek, and weekend hours per week during the
summer of 2011 and SY 2042012. PPICS indicates that all 14 sub-grantees ayitrations data
provided after-school activities during SY 262012 with 8 sub-grantees providing activities befor
school. Eleven of the 14 sub-grantees (79%) wittraions data provided summer programs with one
sub-grantee (Kalihi Learning Center) providing wemed activities.

As stated in the HIDOE-SPMS evaluation report textggl“The outcome evaluation serves to
address the following program performance indicgtestablished by the U.S. Department of Education
for the 22 CCLC program: “...More than 75% of centers will afervices at least 15 hours on average
and provide services when school is not in sessiaeh as during the summer and holidays. ...” The
shaded cells in Table 2 indicate when sub-grantesor surpassed this performance indicator. Bared
each sub-grantee centers’ average during the suof26i1, activities were implemented at more than
15 hours a week at the Baldwin (23.8 hours per Jvéedntral Kaua'i (21.4 hours per week), and Kohala
(29.3 hours per week) sub-grantees. Based on #rage weekly hours of all centers within the sub-
grantee, only the Kohala sub-grantee met the 15steoweek during the school year. This performance
indicator was not met at any of the other sub-gestluring the school year.

Findings about Paid and Un-paid Staffing

The sub-grantees may have been implemented omtheuses of their host schools, but they
were intended to operate with autonomy. Therefmgater staff were hired to administer and implement
the various tasks of running the center. Each sahtge was able to develop their organizational
structure according to their budget, needs, hurasources, and wishes. The PPICS data system reéquire
that the sub-grantees enter information about #oidround of the center staff in the following
categories: (a) school-day teachers (including é&ramd substitute teachers); (b) Youth development
workers or other nonschool-day staff with a colldggree or higher; (c) other nonteaching school-day
staff (e.qg., librarians, guidance counselors, gide$ parents; (e) college students; (f) high stho
students; (g) other community members (e.g., basingentors, senior citizens, clergy, etc.); (hgoth
non-school-day staff with some or no college; d@phdtber (e.g. elementary school volunteers).

Data on the number and type of staffing at tié@CLC program centers were entered into
PPICS. In Table 3, we only present the total nunalbg@aid and unpaid (volunteer) staff, and the nemb
and percentages of the center staff who were #ssroom teachers. The reader is referred to the su
grantee reports found on the®21CLC web page which is part of the HIDOE websiteififormation on
the background of the sub-grantees and their cerfbe number of center staff who were also regular
day school classroom teachers is an importansstatiecause national research about tieCZILC
program (i.e., Nafzger & Vinson, 2011) suggest thetadvantageous to have center staff with
qualifications as classroom teachers, as this helpsild bridges between the host school and the
extended day curriculum. Other advantages to ernmuaenter staff with teacher qualifications aratth
the staff member has familiarity with proceduresd®afe environment for students, assessment
procedures and use of data, instructional stregegied project materials.

The total number of staff for the project year aarive calculated and then used to calculate
percentages because many staff are hired for theneu and then again for the school year. They are
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Table 2

Sub-grantee Typical Hours of Operations in the semmfi2011 and SY 2042012

Sub-grantee

Summer 2011 hours of operation

School year 20012 hours of operation

Hours per Weekday Weekday

(Year in project) Number Days per Hours rl]Eovuerr;Inger \r?(l)ierls(er:adr Number of Days per week h?ltljgselfer vcgglisa?teerr \A\éeue;:enec:
Number of centers of weeks week per week p p weeks week before . P
week week during school week
school
school
‘Aiea-Moanalua-
Radford: Year 1 (4 0 0 0 0 0 15.3 3.5 0 0 8.0 0
centers)
Campbell: Year 3 21 24 98 0 0 24.6 3.8 0 0 7.5 0
(10 centers)
Castle: Year 1 0.9 0.9 3.6 0 0 215 4.2 0.2 0 9.8 0
(10 centers)
Central Kaua'i: Year 4 48 46 21.4 0 0 31.6 4.0 0 0 8.4 0
(5 centers)
Hilo: Year 2 0 0 0 0 0 15.7 3.3 0.3 0 6.3 0
(3 centers)
Kaimuki: Year 3 3.3 3.2 11.4 0 0 29.0 4.2 0 0 11.8 0.4
(10 centers)
Kalihi Learning Center: 22 1.9 5.7 0 0.3 32.9 4.3 1.4 0 9.6 0
Year 4 (7 centers)
Ka‘'a-Kea‘au-Rhoa:
Year 2 (9 centers) No data No data
Kohala: Year 3
(3 centerd) 5.3 5.0 29.3 0 0 31.7 5.0 1.7 0 14.3 0
Leilehua: Year 4 31 30 10.1 0 0 27.2 3.9 1.8 0 4.9 0.4
(9 centers)
McKinley: Year 3 2.4 21 73 0 0 27.1 4.1 0 0 9.6 0
(8 centers)
Moloka'i: Year 4 20 20 4.2 0 0 34.0 3.7 0 0 9.0 13
(6 centers)
Wai'‘anae: Year 2 0 0 0 0 0 26.7 3.3 1.0 0 4.7 0
(3 centersj
Walpahu: Year 2 1.9 2.1 6.4 0 0 30.7 4.6 2.0 0 8.6 0.7
(7 centers)
State
5.0 5.0 16.0 0 0 30.0 4.0 0 0 8.0 0

(All sub-grantee$)
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Note The above data are based on the 2012 Profile and Performance Information Collect8ystem (PPICS) Annual Performance Report (APR).dat

The above sub-grantees data are average valules oéiters in each sub-grantee.
®PPICS shows 2012012 APR data for three of the centers for the Blilb-grantee. It appears that incomplete data raag heen entered for other Hilo sub-grantee

centers, but they are not included in the abovietab
PPP|CS 20112012 APR data shows that there were nine of 1eceattive for the Leilehua sub-grantee.
“There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaegrabtee grant. However, in 202012 three of the centers declined to participatetharee schools implemented

CCLC programs. Bounds, B. (2012, Novemb¥#/gi‘anae Sub-Grantee External Evaluation Repbienolulu, HI.

IState data are reported as medians as reportdtl GSP
°The Kohala sub-grantee surpassed the 15 hoursqes target in SY 2012012. A total of the hours (shaded cells) per wasfore school, weekday hours per

week during school, weekday hours per week afteoac and weekend hours per week were 16 houra/pek.
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Table 3
Paid and Un-paid Staffing of Sub-grantees Duringg 8Bummer of 2011 and SY 262012

Summer 2011 School year 262D12
Sub-grantee
. ) Classroom teachers Classroom teachers
(Year in project) Total b f th | Total b fth I
Number of centers _ . (su 'set of the total ). . _ (su sgt of the total) .
Paid Unpaid Paid Unpaid Paid Unpaid Paid Unpaid

‘Aiea-Moanalua-Radford: 19
Year 1 (4 centers) 0 0 0 0 33 2 (54.3%) 0
Baldwin: Year 3 58 47
(4 centers) 69 0 (84.1%) 0 51 0 (92.2%) 0
Campbell: Year 3 28 128
(10 centers) 4 0 (59.6%) 0 153 17 (75.3%) 0
Castle: Year 1 4 31
(10 centers) 5 0 (80.0%) 0 80 0 (38.8%) 0
Central Kaua'i: Year 4 28 61
(5 centers) 48 0 (58.3%) 0 96 1 (62.9%) 0
Hilo: Year 2 9
(3 centers) 0 0 0 0 12 2 (64.3%) 0
Kaimuki: Year 3 25 43 1
(10 centers) 44 5 (51.0%) 0 93 64 27.4%)  (0.6%)
Kalihi Learning Center: 20 50 1
Year 4 (7 centers) 40 0 (50.0%) 0 92 13 (47.6%) (1.0%)
Ka'u-Kea‘au-Rihoa: No data
Year 2 (9 centers)
Kohala: Year 3 20 20 4
(3 centers) 45 L (43.5%) 0 34 24 (345%)  (6.9%)
Leilehua: Year 4 45 136
(9 centers) 62 13 (60.0%) 0 149 10 (85.5%) 0
McKinley: Year 3 15 85 4
(8 centers) 34 6 (37.5%) 0 110 14 (68.5%)  (3.2%)
Moloka'i: Year 4 27 47 2
(6 centers) 44 4 (56.3%) 0 70 8 (60.3%)  (2.6%)
Wai‘anae: Year 2 16 1
(3 centers) 0 0 0 0 26 L (59.3%) (3.7%)
Waipahu: Year 2 30 102
(7 centers) 34 0 (88.2%) 0 114 0 (89.5%) 0
Total/Percentage of total staff 300 794 13
who were classroom teachers 472 29 0 1113 157

during Summer/ S (59.9%) (62.5%) (1.0%)
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Note The above data are based on the 20012 Profile and Performance Information Collect8ystem (PPICS) Annual Performance Report (APR).dat
The above percentages are based on the tota(jsidf+ unpaid) for the corresponding period.

®PPICS shows 2012012 APR data for three of the centers for the Blilb-grantee. It appears that incomplete data raag been entered for other Hilo sub-
grantee centers, but they are not included in tioeetable.

PPP|CS 20122012 APR data shows that there were nine of 1eceattive for the Leilehua sub-grantee.

“There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaegrabtee grant. However, in 202012 three of the centers declined to participatetaree schools
implemented a CCLC programs. Bounds, B. (2012, Nia¥),Wai‘anae Sub-Grantee External Evaluation Repbidnolulu, HI.



included in the counts for both the summer staff school staff sets and, therefore, the total nurobe
staff for the project year cannot be totaled byimgithese numbers, otherwise the error of double
counting people will occur.

As shown in Table 3, by far, in those sub-granteles provided data there are more paid center
staff than unpaid (volunteer) center staff during summer of 2011 (472 paid, 29 unpaid) and di8ivig
2011-2012 (1,113 paid and 157 unpaid). Althoughretlas some variance, many sub-grantee staff in the
summer of 2011 and SY 2042012 also were classroom teachers, which is ayhfggitive finding.
During the summer of 2011, 300 (59.9%) of the 4@ genter staff were classroom teachers, and none
of the 29 unpaid center staff were classroom taaclhriring the school year, 794 (62.5%) of the 3,11
paid center staff were classroom teachers, and%3 ¢f the 157 unpaid center staff were classroom
teachers.

The reader is referred to Table 3 for specific ¢sdior each sub-grantee of paid and unpaid
center staff and paid and unpaid classroom teacheisg the summer of 2011 and SY 202Q12.
Findings about Community Partnerships

Information about the sub-grantees’ community padrand the types of contributions made by
the partners to the sub-grantees in the projectgmeashown as Table 4. As mentioned previoustiiim
report, sub-grantees in their fourth year are redun funding by 25% of their initial year amountda
sub-grantees in their fifth year of funding areuseld in funding by 50% of their initial year amaounhe
reductions are for the purpose of gradual tramsiti the responsibility for the project from thelégal to
state level, in effect, to urge the sub-grantefintb means of sustaining the project without thaefal
funds. Community partners are one possible soursagtainability. It is not apparent from the
information in Table 4 if the sub-grantees in Yé&ar Year 5 of implementation were receiving more
support from community partners than sub-grantedisdir first three years of implementation. Howeve
project leaders may have had other plans for piogigervices to their student populations.

The sub-grantees and their centers reported h&@nmartners during the project year, of which
26 (29.2%) were subcontractors. The following wleenumber of partners and the corresponding types
of contribution they provided to the centers: 63.8%6) provided “programming or activity-related
services,” 31 (34.8%) provided “goods or materie8§, (33.7%) provided “volunteer staffing,” 27
(30.3%) provided “paid staffing,” 7 (7.9%) providedaluation services, and 4 (4.5%) provided “fugdin
or raised funds.” “Other” types of contributionlasded in the Table 4 footnote were provided by 30
(33.7%) of the partners. Please note that eachgrartay have contributed more than one type of
contribution category.

Findings about Students Served by the Sub-grantees

The data were summarized from sub-grantee dateeera@d certified in the 2ICCLC PPICS
system for the summer 2011 through SY 22012 project year.
Findings about Student Enrollees at the Sub-grantee

In Table 5, we present a demographic profile oftheicipants of the 21CCLC program.
Students participating in 2ICCLC center activities for 30 or more days duting project year (summer
and school year) are referred to as “regular cergdicipants.” This is an important distinction the
21* CCLC program because regular center participasts@nsidered as participating in sufficient levels
of center activities to have measurable effecterdore, the ZLCCLC program requires that outcome
data about academic achievement and academic belaagicollected about these regular center
students.

The information shown in Table 5 includes each gratees’ count of total and regular center
students with the percentage of regular to totedleres. Each sub-grantees’ years in the projedt an
number of centers are also provided in Table Sumxthese variables may affect the number of

14
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Table 4
Sub-grantees and their Community Partners and Tgp&ontributions During the Summer of 2011 and®28¥1-2012

Type of contribution

Sub-grantee:

Year in project Ngar‘r:?neerrgf Subcontractor P(;?g(?tirz/]i?;/l-n ’ Volunteer Goods or Funding or Evaluation
(Number of centers) related Paid staffing staffing materials raised funds services Othef
services

‘Aiea-Moanalua-Radford: 6 1 1 5 0 1 0 0 0
Year 1(4 centers (16.7% (16.7% (83.3% (16.7%
Baldwin: Year 3 1 6
(4 centers) 6 0 0 0 (16.7%) 0 0 0 (100.0%)
Campbell: Year 3 11 11 10 10 0 8 0 1 0
(10 centers) (100.0%) (90.9%) (90.9%) (72.7%) (9.1%)
Castle: Year 1 4 1 4 2 2 2 0 1 3
(10 centers (25.0% (100.0% (50.0% (50.0% (50.0% (25.0% (75.0%
Central Kaua'i: 5 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0
Year4 (5 centers (50.0% (50.0% (50.0% (50.0% (50.0% (50.0%
Hilo: Year 2 > 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1
(3 centers) (50.0%) (50.0%) (50.0%) (50.0%)
Kaimuki: Year 3 3 3 3 3 1 1 0 0 2
(10 centers (100.0% (100.0% (100.0% (33.3% (33.3% (66.7%

Kalihi Learning Center: 2 4 2 3 4 1 2 1

Year4 (7 centers 5 (40.0% (80.0% (40.0% (60.0% (80.0% (20.0% (40.0% (20.0%
Ka'u-Kea'au-Rhoa: No data
Year 2 (9 centers)
Kohala: Year 3 19 13 6 1 12
(3 centers) 21 0 (90.5%) 0 (61.9%) (28.6%) (4.8%) 0 (57.1%)
Leilehua: Year 4
No data

(9 centers
McKinley: Year 3 4 3 3 3 2 1
(8 centers) 4 (100.0%) (75.0%) (75.0%) 0 (75.0%) 0 (50.0%) (25.0%)
Moloka'i: Year 4 19 0 15 0 3 4 1 0 4
(6 centers) (78.9%) (15.8%) (21.1%) (5.3%) (21.1%)
Wai‘anae: Year 2 1 1 1
(3 centers ! (100.0% (100.0% (100.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Waipahu: Year 2 1 1 1 5 1
(7 centers 5 (20.0% (20.0% (20.0% (100.0% (20.0% 0 0 0

26 63 27 30 31 4 7 30
TOTAL (all sub-grantees) 89 (29.2%) (70.8%) (30.3%) (33.7%) (34.8%) (4.5%) (7.9%) (33.7%}

Note The above data are based on the 20012 Profile and Performance Information Collect®ystem (PPICS) Annual Performance Report (APR).dat

#The following were entered in PPICS as descriptinrtbe “Other” category: Bus transportation; fiigk; Garden supply and advisor; Gardening exparirant writing; Implementation
and support services.; Implementation of initisgigech as sports based youth development, higlokthosition, service learning, career explorat@ampUs; Instruction, hands-on
cooking and preparation, instruction and field;tKjing All Stars provided staff training, reportipgocedures, accessibility to their website to gatlata, and administrative operations;
Labor and equipment; Land clearing; Marketing; Meimty; PALS employee voluntarily met the Summeri&mment students at school and walked them ovireio centers; Parent and
Children Together provided high-quality parent ahidld community programs; participated as a reseguest on Parent Resource Nights. Set up tabiemade available to parents
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information about continuing education and othéerafigs; Perimeter fencing for garden; providedliggparent and family programs to students; Ratxtnstructor; Robotics volunteer
coordinator; served as an information resourceaggit Resource events; served as an informatiourmes at Parent Resource events. Also attemptéevielop shared programming and
services; served as an information resource anPR@source events. Also provided speakers fomP&esource Nights; Servicing Middle Schools infidaki Complex with enrichment and
Homework support; Use of supplies and equipmeptdoide reading services and document progresssiféeind database creation and maintenance.
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Table 5
Descriptive Data about Sub-grantee Students irSilnmmer of 2011 and SY 202012

Sub-grantee:

year in project - Enroliees / 0 0 Lo oy Free- or reduced- 0
(Number Description regular Grade levels (%) Gender (%) Ethnicity (%) ELL (%) lunch status (%) SpEd (%)
of centers) attendees (%)
Am Indian/
Male: Ala}ska Native: O
Total El: 144 (88.3%) 78 (47.9%) Asian/ Pac Islander:
enrolleed 163 Int: 0 Female: 142 (87.1%) 40 (24.5%) 119 (73.0%) 21 (12.9%)
Hi: 20 (12.3%) ) Black/ African Am: O
85 (52.1%) : : P
Hispanic/ Latino: O
White: 13 (8.0%)
‘Aiea-Moanalua-
Radford: Year 1
(4 centers)
Am Indian/
Male: Ala}ska Native: O
Regular . EI..1OO (89.3%) 54 (48.2%) Asian/ Ps\c Islander: . . .
attendeed 112 (68.7%) Int: 0 Female: 93 (83.0 /c_;) 22 (19.6%) 81 (72.3%) 10 (8.9%)
Hi: 15 (13.4%) Black/ African Am: 0
58 (51.8%) Hi . ST
ispanic/ Latino: O
White: 13 (11.6%)
Am Indian/
El: 423 (30.6%) Male: ﬁla}Sk?y ati}/ef o
. : .6% sian/ Pac Islander:
aa!:‘l";"'tg'rz)ear 3 enTrgltl‘Z'e . 1384 Int: 382 (27.6%) i‘é?nflg’_'l%) 505 (36.5%) 34 (25%) 290 (21.0%) 24 (1.7%)

Hi: 32 (2.3%)

377 (27.2%)

Black/ African Am: 18 (1.3%)
Hispanic/ Latino: 24 (1.7%)
White: 47 (3.4%)
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Sub-grantee:

year in project - Enrollees / - Free- or reduced-
(Number Description regular Grade levels (%) Gender (%) Ethnicity (%) ELL (%) lunch status (%) SpEd (%)
of centers) attendees (%) 0
Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
El: 234 (57.4%) ) o Asian/ Pac Islander:
Regular = 468 09506) Int: 127 (31.1%) 100 (45:6%) 335 (82.1%) 31(7.6%) 201 (49.3%) 24 (5.9%)
attendees ' Hi: 32 (7.80%) ~ emale: Black/ African Am: 5 (1.2%) ' ' '
' . 218 (53.4%) Hispanic/ Latino: iO (2.5%)
White: 34 (8.3%)
Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 5 (0.4%)
El: 945 (81.4%) : o Asian/ Pac Islander:
Total a 1161 Int: 143 (12.3%) 585 (5|0..4A)) 926 (79.8%) 17; 634 (54.6%) 56 (4.8%)
enrollee Hi: 60 (5.90) ~ remaler Black/ African Am: 48 (4.106)  (12-3%)
580 (50.0%) Hispanic/ Latino: 32 (2.8%)
Campbell: Year 3 White: 105 (9.0%)
(10 centers) Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
. 0 . H .
aﬁggg'eaer 5 538 (46.3%) Fnlt':%szes((lsfﬁ/s) Egg] (832_.3%) ﬁjéa?égég&l)smder' (230180 ) 335(623%)  28(52%)
Hi: 22 (4.1% ' Black/ African Am: 21 (3.9% '
( : 276 (51.3%) Hispanic/ Latino: 16 (3(.0%) :
White: 44 (8.2%)
Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 5 (0.4%)
El: 452 (38.5%) ) o Asian/ Pac Islander:
Total 1173 Int: 127 (10.8%) 545 (46.5%) 890 (75.9%) 22 (1.9%) 485 (41.3%) 109 (9.3%)
enrollees Hi: 557 (47.506) -emale: Black/ African Am: 20 (1.7%) ' ' '
598 (51.0%) Hispanic/ Latino: 43 (3.7%)
Castle: Year 1 White: 140 (11.9%)
(10 centers) Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
Reaular El: 359 (74.3%) 241 ('49 9%) Asian/ Pac Islander:
attegdee§ 483 (41.2%) Int: 86 (17.8%) Female'. 0 396 (82.0%) 10 (2.1%) 227 (47.0%) 61 (12.6%)

Hi: 29 (6.0%)

235 (48.7%)

Black/ African Am: 10 (2.1%)
Hispanic/ Latino: 20 (4.1%)
White: 38 (7.9%)
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Sub-grantee:

year in project D - Enrollclees/ Grade levels (% Gender (% Ethnicity (% ELL (% Free- or reduced- SpEd (%
(Number escription regular rade levels (%) ender (%) thnicity (%) (%) lunch status (%) pEd (%)
of centers) attendees (%)
Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 10 (0.6%)
Total El: 845 (51.4%) 808 ('49 1%) Asian/ Pac Islander: 1239
1645 Int: 441 (26.8%) R (75.3%) 126 (7.7%) 723 (44.0%) 94 (5.7%)
enrollees Hi: 366 (22.20%) Hemaler Black/ African Am: 6 (0.4%)
Central Kaua'i: 836 (50.8%) Hispanic/ Latino: 42 (2.6%)
ual. White: 302 (18.4%)
Year 4 -
(5 centers) Am Ind|an/_
Male: Alaska Native: 0
El: 184 (49.1%) ; 90 Asian/ Pac Islander: 302
Regular = 575 05 806)  Int: 199 (53.1%) L2/ (41.9%) (80.5%) 32 (8.5%) 182 (48.5%) 21 (5.6%)
attendees . Hi'.O . Female: Bla;:k/ African Am: 0 . . .
: o :
214 (57.1%) Hispanic/ Latino: 13 (3.5%)
White: 44 (11.7%)
Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
El: 153 (99.4%) N A Asian/ Pac Islander: 21
Total 154 Int: 0 78 (50.6%) (13.6%) 5 (3.206) 20 (13.0%) 5 (3.2%)
enrollees Hi'-O Female: BIa.ck/ African Am: 0 . . .
' 76 (49.4%) ) i L
Hilo: Year 2 Hispanic/ Latino: 0
(3' centorsf White: 5 (3.2%)
Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
. 0
Regular 48 (31.2%) :Enlt%S (1.10%) 28 (58.3%) Asian/ Pac Islander: 0 0 0 0
attendee$ e Hi'.O Female: Black/ African Am: O
' 20 (41.7%) Hispanic/ Latino: O
White: 0
Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
. - El: 1064 (60.0%) ; Asian/ Pac Islander: 1362
KaimukTt: Year 3 Total i 0 691 (39.0%) 0 481 0 o
(10 centers) enrolleed 1772 Int: 307 (17.3%) Female: (76.9%) (27.1%) 855 (48.3%) 107 (6.0%)

Hi: 235 (13.3%)

827 (46.7%)

Black/ African Am: 29 (1.6%)

Hispanic/ Latino: 19 (1.1%)
White: 93 (5.2%)
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Sub-grantee:

year in project - Enrollees / - Free- or reduced-
(Number Description regular Grade levels (%) Gender (%) Ethnicity (%) ELL (%) lunch status (%) SpEd (%)
of centers) attendees (%) 0
Am Indian/
. Alaska Native: 0
El: 315 (65.6%) a2l 250 Asian/ Pac Islander: 398
Regular (52.1%) 189
Attendeed 480 (27.1%) Int: 117 (24.4%) Fer.nale' 218 (82.8%) (38.4%) 318 (66.3%) 45 (9.4%)
Hi: 33 (6.9%) ' Black/ African Am: 10 (2.1%) 0
(45.4%)
0 Hispanic/ Latino: 0
White: 29 (6.0%)
Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
El: 672 (52.4%) ; o Asian/ Pac Islander: 1227
enrgltlzle a 1282 Int: 610 (47.6%) ﬁi?nf:l'g_'g %) (95.7%) (123; %) 1080 (84.2%) 50 (3.9%)
Hi: 0 640 (49'9cy) Black/ African Am: 10 (0.8%) 270
>0 Hispanic/ Latino: 5 (0.4%)
Kalihi: Year 4 White: 17 (1.3%)
(7 centers) Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
El: 265 (40.3%) ) Asian/ Pac Islander: 633
Regular 327 (49.8%)
attegdee§ 657 (51.2%) Int: 386 (58.8%) Female'. 0 (96.3%) 95 (14.5%) 522 (79.5%) 18 (2.7%)
Hi: 0 378 (49'90/) Black/ African Am: 5 (0.8%)
=70 Hispanic/ Latino: 0
White: 10 (1.5%)
Ka'u-Kea'au- en-[c?ltl?ele§ No data No data No data No data No data No data date
Pahoa: Year 2
centers o data o data o data o data o data o data
@ ) aﬁggg'eag s Nod No d No d No d No d No d deltim
Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 10 (1.8%)
. El: 259 (47.3%) ; o Asian/ Pac Islander: 365
é"?:r'ft"e;‘)*ar 3 enTrg|t|2|e . 547 Int: 138 (25.2%) Ezz]gg_.e %) (66.7%) 0 355 (64.9%) 0

Hi: 134 (24.5%)

210 (38.4%)

Black/ African Am: 0
Hispanic/ Latino: 38 (6.9%)
White: 95 (17.4%)
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Sub-grantee:

year in project Description Err]er:gllljtleaerS/ Grade levels (%) Gender (%) Ethnicity (%) ELL (%) Free- or reduced- SpEd (%)
(Number lunch status (%)
attendees (%)
of centers)
Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
El: 112 (70.0%) 5 =0 Asian/ Pac Islander: 101
_Reqular, 160 (20.3%)  Int: 24 (15.0%) 84 (52.5%) (63.1%) 0 112 (70.0%) 0
Hi: 27 (16.9%) 76 (47 5'0/) Black/ African Am: 0
270 Hispanic/ Latino: 18 (11.3%)
White: 29 (18.1%)
Am Indian/
Alaska Native: 15 (0.8%)
Male: Asian/ Pac Islander: 715
- 0
Total 1925 ﬁ'i-%‘;(é%os% 739 (38.4%) (37.1%) 180 (9.4%) 897 (46.6%) 152 (7.9%)
enrolleeg Hi'-O ' Female: Black/ African Am: 208 ' ' '
' 831 (43.2%) (10.8%)
. ) Hispanic/ Latino: 186 (9.7%)
Leilehua: Year 4 White: 323 (16.8%)
(10 centers) Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
El: 308 (48.4%) 244 (.38 3%) Asian/ Pac Islander: 274 109
Regular 637 (33.1%) Int: 229 (35.9%) Female'. (43.0%) (17.1%) 357 (56.0%) 60 (9.4%)
attendeed Hi: 0 : Black/ African Am: 51 (8.0%) 70
266 (41.8%) : i .
' Hispanic/ Latino: 48 (7.5%)
White: 86 (13.5%)
Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 5 (0.4%)
El: 1004 (77.8%) ) o Asian/ Pac Islander: 996
ol 1291 int: 177 (13.795) 020 (48:4%) (77.1%) (231(?0 ) 820(642%) 66 (5.1%)
Hi: 0 ' Black/ African Am: 26 (2.0%) 70
613 (47.5%) : . S
. ) Hispanic/ Latino: 15 (1.2%)
McKinley: Year 3 White: 36 (2.8%)
(8 centers) Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
El: 253 (83.0%) ) Asian/ Pac Islander: 229
Regular 152 (49.8%)
305 (23.6%) Int: 55 (18.0%) ; (75.1%) 50 (16.4%) 206 (67.5%) 15 (4.9%)
attendee$ Female:

Hi- 0 151 (49.5%)

Black/ African Am: 0
Hispanic/ Latino: O
White: 5 (1.6%)
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Sub-grantee:
year in project Description Err]er:gllljtleaerS/ Grade levels (%) Gender (%) Ethnicity (%) ELL (%) Free- or reduced- SpEd (%)
(Number lunch status (%)
attendees (%)
of centers)
Am Indian/
. Alaska Native: 0
ot El: 388 (54.0%) ?fé'es';)o“ Asian/ Pac Islander: 655
enrolleed 719 Int: 121 (16.8%) Ferﬁalg 369 (91.1%) 36 (5.0%) 483 (67.2%) 73 (10.2%)
.. 0 . : . 0,
Hi: 192 (26.7%) (51.3%) ﬁlg;l;/ngnfgtrilngmd 5 (0.7%)
Moloka'i: Year 4 White: 162 (22.5%)
(6 centers) Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
Reaular El: 225 (70.5%) 148 (.46 4%) Asian/ Pac Islander: 300
9 319 (44.4%) Int: 84 (26.3%) ; (94.0%) 13 (4.1%) 250 (78.4%) 36 (11.3%)
attendees Hi: 10 (3.1%) Female: Black/ African Am: 0
' . 172 (53.9%) Hispanic/ Latino: 0
White: 20 (6.3%)
Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
. 0, . H .
Total EI..24 (5.6%) 204 (47.4%) Asian/ Pac Islander: 303
430 Int: 58 (13.5%) (70.5%) 0 32 (7.4%) 44 (10.2%)
enrollees Hi: 43 (10.0%)  Female: Black/ African Am: 6 (1.4%) ' '
170 (39.5%) Hispanic/ Latino: 8 (1.9%)
Wai‘anae: Year 2 White: 29 (6.7%)
(3 centers} Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
ElLO " 50 Asian/ Pac Islander: 79
Regular = o7 05 606)  Int: 48 (49.5%) 20 (41.2%) (81.4%) 0 0 7 (7.2%)
attendees Hi: 0 Female: Black/ African Am: 0
' 36 (37.1%) - . S
Hispanic/ Latino: O
White: 11 (11.3%)
Am Indian/
Male: Alaska Native: 0
. . El: 1097 (59.8%) ; Asian/ Pac Islander: 1699
Waipahu: Year2 | Total 1834 Int: 498 (27.206) 200 (52.8%) (92.6%) 381 784 (42.7%) 206 (11.2%)
(7 centers) enrollee$ Hi'- 238 (13 b%) Female: BIa;:k/ African Am: 31 (1.7%) (20.8%) ' ’
. . 867 (47.2%) Hispanic/ Latino: Ail (2.2%)
White: 43 (2.3%)
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Sub-grantee: Enrollees /
ye?,;:m[gg]red Description regular Grade levels (%) Gender (%) Ethnicity (%) ELL (%) T&?};()Srt;ijjsu?;g' SpEd (%)
of centers) attendees (%)
Am Indian/
Male: Ala}ska Native: O
El: 343 (64.1%) ) Asian/ Pac Islander: 503
Regular o . o 266 (49.7%) 0 o 0 o
attendeed 535 (29.2%) Int: 168 (31.4%) Female: (94.0%) _ 94 (17.6%) 237 (44.3%) 50 (9.3%)
Hi: 28 (5.2%) 269 (50.3%) Black/ African Am: 0
’ Hispanic/ Latino: 9 (1.7%)
White: 10 (1.9%)
Am Indian/
Alaska Native: 50 (0.3%)
Male: Asian/ Pac Islander: 11045
El: 8414 (54.4%)
Total 15480  Int 3759 (24.30%) 0090 (44.5%)  (71.4%) _ 2028 7586 (49.0%) 1007 (6.5%)
enrolleeg Hi: 1886 (12.2%) Female: Black/ African Am: 407 (13.1%)
' ' 7079 (45.7%) (2.6%)
Hispanic/ Latino: 453 (2.9%)
grantees Am Indian/
Alaska Native: 0
Male: Asian/ Pac Islander: 4091
El: 3207 (62.2%)
Regular i 2437 (47.3%) (79.4%) 753
attendee$ 5154 (33.3%) :_r|1t 35553(23/'8%) Female: Black/ African Am: 102 (14.6%) 3028 (58.8%) 375 (7.3%)
. (3.8%) 2537 (49.2%) (2.0%)
Hispanic/ Latino: 134 (2.6%)
White: 373 (7.2%)

Note The above data are based on the 22012 Profile and Performance Information Collect8ystem (PPICS) Annual Performance Report (APR).dte percentages in the
grade level, gender, and ethnicity count cells matytotal 100.0% because PPICS rounds studentatbasdics data counts up or dowild*protect student confidentiality, a value
for any student characteristic that is less thareéhshould be rounded down to zero; for value @etor four, round it up to five(Learning Point Associates; 21st CCLC 2012
Annual Performance Report: Paper Forms for Cenparge Form E-39, April 2012). In addition, duedd PPICS rounding; (b) some students may be coumtexbre than one
category (e.g. in the ethnicity student charadiej}igc) some data in a category are “unknown;d &) some data not being available from the PRFAER data, some cell totals
may exceed or may be less thanttital center enrolleesr total regular attendeesounts.

®The percentages in this row are based omdtat center enrolleesount.

PExcept for the percentage for ttwtal regular attendeesount, which is based on th#al center enrolleeghe percentages on this row are based otothkregular attendees
count.

‘PPICS shows 2012012 APR data for three of the centers for the Blilb-grantee. It appears that incomplete data raag been entered for other Hilo sub-grantee ceritats
they are not included in the above table.

“There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaegrabtee grant. However, in 202012 three of the centers declined to participatetaree schools implemented a CCLC
programs. Bounds, B. (2012, Novemb&¥gi‘anae Sub-Grantee External Evaluation Repbidnolulu, HI.
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Table 5a

Descriptive Data about Populations Targeted for teer\ctivities During the Summer of 2011 and SY12Q012

Sub-grantee:

Number of center activities with the following tatgd populations and percentage to the total Hevi

Student populations

Year in project Nalir:?\ﬁggg f F)Setrl:‘g?mnfﬁgngi Students who Adult family
Number of centers i ivity di
( ) grade level, are Stuqlerjts with have been Students with  Other types of The activity did members
I Limited - not target a
failing, : truant, Special needs student e
. English I . specific student
or otherwise e suspended, or or disabilities population :
performing Proficiency expelled population
below average
‘Aiea-Moanalua- 19
Radford: Year 1 19 0 0 0 0 0 (100.0%) 0
(4 centers)
Baldwin: Year 3 35 20 1 0 0 2 6 6
(4 centers) (57.2%) (2.9%) (5.7%) (17.1%) (17.1%)
Campbell: Year 3 75 55 39 1 19 28 1 2
(10 centers) (73.3%) (52.0%) (1.3%) (25.3%) (37.3%) (1.3%) (2.7%)
Castle: Year 1 93 76 21 1 62 74 0 17
(10 centers) (81.7%) (22.6%) (1.1%) (66.7%) (79.6%) (18.3%)
Central Kaua'i: 61 46 39 1 27 33 6 0
Year 4 (5 centers) (75.4%) (63.9%) (1.6%) (44.3%) (54.1%) (9.8%)
Hilo: Year 2 2 1 7
(3 centers) 9 (22.2%) 0 0 0 (11.1%) (77.8%) 0
Kaimuki: Year 3 31 31 4 29 3
(10 centers) 31 (100.0%) (100.0%) (12.9%) (93.5%) (9.7%) 0 0
Contervonr 4 19 0 0 0 0 19 0 0
’ (100.0%)
(7 centers)
Ka‘'t-Kea'au-Rihoa: No data
Year 2 (9 centers)
ohala: Year
Kohala: Year 3 56 21 14 5 15 12 30 1
(3 centers) (37.5%) (25.0%) (8.9%) (26.8%) (21.4%) (53.6%) (1.8%)
Leilehua: Year 4 63 39 11 1 9 18 9 0
(9 centers) (61.9%) (17.5%) (1.6%) (14.3%) (28.6%) (14.3%)
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Number of center activities with the following tatgd populations and percentage to the total Hesvi
Student populations
Sub-grantee:
Year ign : Number of Students not
project activities performing at Students who Adult family
Number of centers i ivity di
( ) grade level, are St“‘?'er.“s with have been Students with  Other types of The activity did members
I Limited ; not target a
failing, - truant, Special needs student -
. English I . specific student
or otherwise e suspended, or or disabilities population :
. Proficiency population
performing expelled
below average

McKinley: Year 3 23 23 23 3 22 0 0 0
(8 centers) (100.0%) (100.0%) (13.0%) (95.7%)
Moloka'i: Year 4 58 10 5 0 5 23 23 3
(6 centers) (17.2%) (8.6%) (8.6%) (39.7%) (39.7%) (5.2%)
Wai‘anae: Year 2 10 9 2 10
(3 centers) 10 (100.0%) (90.0%) (20.0%) (100.0%) 0 0 0
Waipahu: Year 2 37 17 6 0 2 6 17 0
(7 centers) (45.9%) (16.2%) (5.4%) (16.2%) (45.9%)

TOTAL 589 350 199 18 200 219 118 29

(All sub-grantees) (59.4%) (33.8%) (3.1%) (34.0%) (37.2% (20.0%) (4.9%)

Note The above data are based on the 2RQ12 Profile and Performance Information CollectBystem (PPICS) Annual Performance Report (APR).d2énters
may have reported similar activities (e.g. enrichtregtivities) as one activity in PPICS. In additi@ach activity may include more than one of theent target
categories so each sub-grantee’s sum of percenfiagals of the categories may be more than 100%.

®PPICS shows 2012012 APR data for three of the centers for the Blilb-grantee. It appears that incomplete data raag heen entered for other Hilo sub-grantee
centers, but they are not included in the abovietab

PPP|CS 20122012 APR data shows that there were nine of 1eceattive for the Leilehua sub-grantee.

“There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaegrabtee grant. However, in 202012 three of the centers declined to participatethree schools implemented
CCLC programs. Bounds, B. (2012, Novemb®&/gi‘anae Sub-Grantee External Evaluation Repbidnolulu, HI.

“The following were entered in PPICS as descriptinrtae “Other types of student population” (we daleleted duplicate entries): 6th graders; all;séldents; Any
student whose siblings are enrolled in afterschaoking/activities; At-risk/low-income studentglkege and career ready students; community; Disaidged;
Diversified learners; Economically disadvantagedi ¢rade students; Economically Disadvantaged 4dhbém grade students; Economically disadvantaged,
Asian/Pacific Islanders; freshmen and sophomorédtedsand talented students encouraged to be imfratgrams; Grades-3; Grades 26; Grades 36; Grades 45;
Grades 46; Greatest need, F/R Lunch, ELL students; honatesits; Incoming Kindergarten students with vettielior no pre-school experience; Incoming
Kindergarteners; Interest in learning sewing; mityattisadvantaged students; open to any stude@taales 25; Pre-Kindergarten students; Registered Kindeegart
students; regular education students; regular ¢idmcstudents who have had no preschool experiandere entering Kindergarten this SY; Spring séenes
program also targeted 3rd grade students; stafiged homework assistance to students; this indddikowing up on current homework assignments gilog the
class teacher; student government and school sestiedents approaching proficiency; students amtriog proficiency on Hawaii State Assessment;esttglat or
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above grade level; students entering grade 1; stai@datering kindergarten; Students entering Kigaeen in Fall; Students entering kindergarten uittpreschool
experience; Students in grades 3-5; Students id€3rd—6.; Students interested in basketball.; 8tadeterested in cheerleading.; Students intedldateultural
dance/performing; Students interested in dramadestts interested in Hula dance.; Students inextéatmedia activities.; Students interested iroti@ls.; Students
interested in volleyball.; Students interested &ight-training-fithess; Students that needed ematisupport, guidance w/peer/family problems, @td.A.D.);
Students who are at or above grade level.; Stuademisare interested in media technology; studetis are interested in robotics; Students who didatteind
preschool (to help them transition into Kindergajt&students who exhibited exceptional art skiigjdents who have accumulated absences that msg tteam to
fail the quarter; Students who have not yet met H®Achmarks; Students who need a safe and quis avork on their homework; students who neetae up
credits.; Students who regularly exceed grade legathmarks; Students with an interest in Fine;/Atadents with an interest in performing arts,dgtits with an
interest in science/technology; Students with badragsues; Students with interest in photograpiydents who need to make up credits; Test prigoniometry
students



enrollees. There were between 154 (Hilo) and 1(R2Behua) total center students enrolled at thHe su
grantees over the summer of 2011 and SY 2P012. A total of 15,480 students in pre-Kindergarte
through Grade 12 were enrolled in the 14 sub-gesntého provided PPICS data. There were between 48
(Hilo) and 657 (Kalihi Learning Center) regular tamstudents in each of the 14 sub-grantees with a
cumulative total of 5,154. The proportions of regudenter students to the total center enrolleesoh
sub-grantee ranged from 22.6% (Wai‘anae) to 68 AkafMoanalua-Radford).

Table 5 also includes information about centerestisl grade level; gender; ethnicity; and ELL,
free- or reduced-lunch and SpEd status.

The centers’ population included 8,414 (54.4%) eetary, 3,759 (24.3%) intermediate/middle,
and 1,886 (12.2%) high school students. The regater participants were: 3,207 (62.2%) elementary
1,585 (30.8%) intermediate/middle, and 196 (3.8%h Ischool students. Grade level data were not
reported for some students so the above gradepevetntages breakdown do not add up to 100.0%.

The gender population was: 6,890 (44.5%) males/zitd (45.7%) females of which 2,437
(47.3%) were male regular center participants gb872(49.2%) were female regular center particigpant
Gender data were not reported for some studertteesabove gender percentages breakdown do not add
up to 100.0%.

Of the 15,480 center enrollees, 7,586 (49.0%) warfree- or reduced-lunch. In addition, 3,028
(58.8%) of the 5,154 regular center students, warkee- or reduced-lunch. Most of the center éeesl
were Asian/Pacific Islanders whose enrollment covad 11,045 (71.4%) and also composed of 4,091
(79.4%) of the regular center students. Theseiddieate that the centers enrolled students whe wer
target populations for the 2CCLC program and activities.

Findings about Target Populations that Received Seices by the Sub-Grantees

The 21' CCLC statute states that program funds shouldsbd to provide opportunities for
academic enrichment, including providing tutoriahsces to help students (particularly studentsigfn-
poverty areas and those who attend low-performihgals) (Retrieved frorhttp://doe.k12.khi.us/nclb/
21cclc/index.htm6/15/2011). The student populations targete@8rCCLC center activities and
descriptive data about the number of center aigs/pprovided to each type of student population are
shown in Table 5a. The centers reported implemgri89 activities during the summer of 2011 through
SY 20112012. The highest number (350) and percentage%§%fithe activities were provided to
“students not performing at grade level, are fgilior otherwise performing below average.” The next
highest number and corresponding percentage oftaagtiwere provided to “students with special reeed
or disabilities” (200 or 34.0% of the activities)da“students with Limited English Proficiency” (199
33.8% of the activities). “Other types of studeapplations” participated in 219 or 37.2% of the
activities. Refer to the footnote on Table 5a f@ various descriptions given by the centers fer th
“Other types of student populations” category. Tdwest percentages of the activities were provimed
“students who have been truant, suspended, orled@8 or 3.1% of the activities) and “adult faynil
members” (29 or 4.9% of the activities). Note thath center activity may have been provided to more
than one of the targeted population categories.

Findings about the Activities Implemented at the Caters
The purpose of the 2ICCLC program is to provide activities in multigleademic enrichment
areas to support the development and learninggbf iéed students. Table 6 displays the types and
percentages of activities provided by the sub-gmsturing the project year that spanned the surimer
2011 through SY 2012012. In reviewing the data, the reader may wistottsider the information in
the left column about the number of centers andbaurof years in the project. These variables, had t
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interplay with other variables, may have affectesl sub-grantee’s ability to implement some types of
activities.

During the summer of 2011 or SY 202D12, academic enrichment activities were provioed
14 of the 14 (100.0%) of the sub-grantees whickredtdata in PPICS. Tutoring and recreational tgbes
activities were each provided by 13 (92.9%) ofshb-grantees. Homework help was provided by 11
(78.6%) of the sub-grantees. Activities to promgiath leadership and activities to promote parental
involvement was provided by four (28.6%) of the-gwantees. Career/job training for youth activities
supplemental education services, and activitiggdmote family literacy were provided by three @25)
of the sub-grantees. Drug/violence prevention, selimg/character education activities and community
services/service learning activities were provitdgdwo (14.3%) sub-grantees. Mentoring activitied a
activities to provide career/job training for adultere provided by one (7.1%) sub-grantee. Five7{8p
sub-grantees provided other types of activities.

We summarize the data about the implementatioctofites, defined by the 21CCLC primary
categories, as shown on Table 6a. The findingsesidbat, of the 89 centers in the 14 sub-grantees
which submitted data in PPICS, the primary categoirnplemented the most were enrichment activities
(64 centers or 71.9%), tutoring (57 centers or %&,;lhomework help (28 centers or 31.5%), and
recreational activities (38 centers or 42.7%). Rriyrcategories that were implemented the least (one
center each) were mentoring and career/job traifingdults. Expanded library hours was not
implemented by any center. The purpose of tHeCILC program is to offer a broad array of addiion
services, programs, and activities (Retrieved fhitp://doe.k12.khi.us/nclb/ 21cclc/index.htm
6/15/2011).

We summarize the data about the implementatiowtofities as defined by the 2CCLC
secondary categories, shown as Table 6b. The fisdinggest that, of the 89 centers in the 14 sub-
grantees, the secondary categories implementeddbewere also enrichment activities (29 centers or
32.6%), tutoring (23 centers or 25.8%), homewaolk K&9 centers or 21.3%), and recreational acésiti
(19 centers or 21.3%). Two secondary categories wgplemented at one center each: (a) supplemental
education services and (b) promoting family litgxrabwo secondary categories were not implemented at
any centers: (a) expanded library hours and (lBerfob training for adults.

Findings aboutthe Types of Activities Implemented, by Content Area

The PPICS data includes the activities implemedtethg the summer of 2011 and SY
20112012 categorized by content area (reading/writingthematics, science, etc.). The data are
summarized and shown as Table 7. Sub-grantees avayitmplemented one or several activities in a
content area during the project year. If a cemgiémented at least one activity in the conterd,dte
was counted once. Information about the numbeenfers per sub-grantee and number of years that the
sub-grantee has been in thé' ZICLC program is also provided because these \asatffect the number
of activities implemented in each content area.

As shown in Table 7, reading/writing, mathemats&sence, art/music, and health/nutrition
activities were provided by 14 (100.0%) of the Li-grantees that provided PPICS data. An important
point is, however, that it was not always clear tikeor not the core academic activity was offexed
high quality.
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Table 6

Activities, by Sub-grantee, Type of Service, andW¢he Sub-grantee Implemented the Activity irBtimamer of 2011 and SY 2011-2012

— © o o L [ g c O
@ E 2 S SRS 05255 B85 £E50 2 o = 0w =EO O °© 5
Sub-grantee £ 2 g4 = e <S55 meesce 82 2S3 S5S382 S5 5L SSE 523 58
: , £ 5 3 i) © 2S5 STgns8 § c8S ESZE £33 £S5 ESY EES ©c3
Year in project ) ) £ 2900 > 9 s S > IS £
proj 3] s s = 5 =
‘= 5 E < o S 2EQ foz25835 2% ©3g £Ego8 29T 5% 2a5 288 LT
Number of centers LIE.I 2 = % S 8-§>~ .Sgggg ﬁg ) Smwg £g>g 2 Qo_g ae=E 8.§m
[a b = 7)) - = =
‘Aiea-Moanalua-
Radford: Year 1 sy — SY sy — — — — — SY — — —
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Baldwin: Year 3 Summ  Summ sy i sy Summ B . . . . summ sy _
(4 centers) sy sy Sy SY
Campbell: Year 3 Summ  Summ Summ
sy — — — — — — — — Summ — —
(10 centers) SY SY Sy
Castle: Year 1 Summ
sy 3% — 3% — — — — — — — 3% sy —
(10 centers) SY
Central Kaua'i: Summ  Summ sy . Summ . _ _ sy _ sy _ _ _ _
Year 4 (5 centers) SY SY Sy
Hilo: Year 2 sy sy . o sy _ _ _ — — — 53 — — —
(3 centers)
Kaimuki: Year 3 Summ  Summ sy . Summ . . _ _ _ _ _ _ — _
(10 centers) SY SY Sy
Kalihi Learning s s
. umm umm
Center: Year 4 Sy sy SY — — — - - - - - - - - -
(7 centers)
Ka't-Kea'au-Rhoa: No data
Year 2 (9 center8)
Kohala: Year 3 Summ sy sy o Surmm Summ . Summ . summ _ summ _ _
(3 centers) Sy SY
Leilehua: Year 4 Summ  Summ
(9 centers) sy sY B B SY B B B — > > > _ _ _
McKinley: Year 3 Summ  Summ sy . Summ . . o _ _ _ _ _ _ _
(6 centers) SY SY SY
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% — 3% — — — 3% Summ 3% 5% 3% 5%
(6 centers) SY SY SY
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(7 centers) SY SY
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TOTALS: Number of
sub-grantees providing 5
the type of service 14 13 11 1 13 3 2 0 3 2 4 (35.7 4 3 1
(% of maximum| (100.0%) (92.9%) (78.6%) (7.1%) (92.9%) (21.4%) (14.3%) (21.4%)  (14.3%)  (28.6%) %)'S (28.6%) (21.4%) (7.1%)
sub-grantees to total
([14] sub-grantees

o€

Note Summ=Summer, SY=school year

The above data are based on the 20012 Profile and Performance Information Collect8ystem (PPICS) Annual Performance Report (APR).dat

®PPICS shows 2012012 APR data for three of the centers for the Blilb-grantee. It appears that incomplete data raag been entered for other Hilo sub-grantee ceritats
they are not included in the above table.

The Kat-Kea‘au-Rihoa sub-grantee did not enter 202012 activities data so the sub-grantee is notitedl in the above percentage calculations. Therefioe denominator
used to calculate the above percentages is 1éaihstf 15.

°PPICS 20142012 APR data shows that there were nine of 10eceaitive for the Leilehua sub-grantee.

“There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaegrabtee grant. However, in 202012 three of the centers declined to participatetaree schools implemented CCLC

programs. Bounds, B. (2012, Novemb#&¥gi‘anae Sub-Grantee External Evaluation Repbidnolulu, HI.
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Table 6a

Sub-grantees and the Number of Centers Implemetiten@ype of Service as the Primary Category iir #hetivities during the Summer of 2011 and SY 2011

2012
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. 4 3 1 1
(R4adfort'd. \gear 1 (100.0%) 0 (75.0%) 0 (25.0%) 0 0 0 0 0 (25.0%) 0 0 0
centers
Baldwin: Year 3 4 3 1 2 1 4 2
(4 centers) (100.0%) (75.0%) (25.0%)  ° (50.0%) (25.0%)  ° 0 0 0 O (@ooow ° 50.0%)  °
Campbell: Year 3 9 7 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
(10 centers) (90.0%)  (70.0%) (10.0%) (60.0%) (10.0%)
Castle: Year 1 10 1 8 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ° > 0
(10 centers) (100.0%) (10.0%)  (80.0%) (30.0%) (50.0%)  (50.0%)
Central Kaua'i: 4 2 3 4 1 2
Year 4 (5 centers) | (80.0%) (40.0%)  (60.0%) 0 (80.0%) 0 0 0 (20.0%) 0 (40.0%) 0 0 0 0
Hilo: Year 2 1 2 1 2
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Kalihi Learning ; 4 3
E;e;t;rt':e :Sar 4 (100.0%) (57.1%)  (42.9%) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ka't-Kea'au-Rihoa: NG data
Year 2 (9 centerd)
Kohala: Year 3 3 1 1 0 1 0 3 0 3 0 2 0 1 0 0
(3 centers) (100.0%) (33.3%) (33.3%) (33.3%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (66.7%) (33.3%)
Leilehua: Year 4 7 9 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
(9 centers) (77.8%)  (100.0%) (33.3%) (11.1%) (11.1%) (11.1%)
McKinley: Year 3 2 8 1 4
(6 centers) (25.0%) (100.0%) (125%)  © (50.0%)  ° 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Moloka'i: Year 4 5 3 2 0 6 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
(6 centers) (83.3%)  (50.0%) (33.3%) (100.0%)  (16.7%) (16.7%) (16.7%) (16.7%) (16.7%) (16.7%) (16.7%)
Wai‘anae: Year 2 1 3 1
(3 centers} (333%) (1000%)  ° °  @am ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
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Waipahu: Year 2 4 4 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
(7 centers) (57.1%) (57.1%) (28.6%) (14.3%) (14.3%) (14.3%) (14.3%) (14.3%)
TOTAL number of
centers implementing 64 57 28 1 38 3 4 0 5 2 6 9 8 8 1
the service category.| (71.9%) (64.0%) (31.5%) (L1%) (42.7%) (34%)  (4.5%) (5.6%) (2.2%)  (6.7%) (10.1%§  (9.0%)  (9.0%)  (1.1%)
Total all centers = 89
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Note The above data are based on the 2012 Profile and Performance Information Collect8ystem (PPICS) Annual Performance Report (APR).dat

®PPICS shows 2012012 APR data for three of the centers for the Klilb-grantee. It appears that incomplete data raag been entered for other Hilo sub-grantee ceritats
they are not included in the above table.

®The Kai-Kea‘au-Rihoa sub-grantee did not enter 202012 activities data so the sub-grantee is notdted in the above percentage calculations. Thexefioe denominator
used to calculate the above percentages is 1éaihstf 15.

°PPICS 20142012 APR data shows that there were nine of 10eceaitive for the Leilehua sub-grantee.

“There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaegrabtee grant. However, in 262012 three of the centers declined to participatetaree schools implemented CCLC
programs. Bounds, B. (2012, Novemb&¥gi‘anae Sub-Grantee External Evaluation Repbidnolulu, HI.

The following were entered in PPICS as descriptinrtee “Other activities” category. Art Enrichme@redit recovery; Enrichment learning, tutoringreer/job training,
service learning, promotion of youth leadershipi@eproject support, mentoring; Kindergarten reads; Media Activities; Music; Other; ParentindIskiSTEM; Technology
Education; The activity had more than two prograements.
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Table 6b

Sub-grantees and the Number of Centers Implemetitan@ype of Service as the Secondary Categohein Activities During the Summer of 2011 and SY120
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Year 1 (4 centers)
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(4 centers)
Campbell: Year 3 2 1 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 1 0 4
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(10 centers) (10.0%) (70.0%) (10.0%) 0 oo  ° 0 0 0 0 0 O woow ° 0 0
Central Kaua'i: 1 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 1 3 0 0 0 1
Year 4 (5 centers)| (20.0%) (60.0%) (20.0%) (20.0%) (20.0%) (20.0%) (20.0%) (20.0%)  (60.0%) (20.0%)
Hilo: Year 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(3 centers)
Kaimuki: Year 3 8 1 1
(10 centers) (80.0%) (10.0%)  ° °  goow ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
Kalihi Learning 3 ) 6
Center: Year 4 0 12.9% 28 6% 0 85.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(7 centers)
centers
Ka'u-Kea'au-
Pahoa: Year 2 No data
(9 centers)
Kohala: Year 3 3 3 1 1 2 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3
(3 centers) (100.0%) (100.0%) (33.3%) (33.3%) (66.7%) (66.7%) (66.7%) (33.3%)  (33.3%) (100.0%)
Leilehua: Year 4 3 2 4 1 2 1 2 5
(9 centers) (33.3%) (22.2%) (44.4%) (11.1%) (22.2%) 0 (11.1%) 0 0 0 (22.2%)  (55.6%) 0 0 0 0
McKinley: Year 3 6 1 1
(6 centers) (75.0%)  ° ° O arsw  ° ° ° ° °  aasw  ° ° ° ° °
Moloka'i: Year 4 1 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(6 centers) (16.7%) (16.7%)
Wai‘anae: Year 2 1 1 1
(3 centers (333%) (333w  ° © @3 O ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
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Waipahu: Year 2 4 2 2 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1
57.1%) (28.6%) (28.6% 28.6%) (14.3% 14.3%)  (14.3% 14.3%
7 centers
TOTAL number
of centers
implementing the 29 23 19 3 19 3 4 0 1 4 6 14 5 1 0 9
service category. | (32.6%) (258%) (21.3%) (3.4%) (21.3%) (3.4%)  (4.5%) (11%)  (45%)  (6.7%) (15.7%) (5.6%)  (1.1%) (10.1%)
Total all centers =
89

Note The above data are based on the 22012 Profile and Performance Information Collect8ystem (PPICS) Annual Performance Report (APRJ.dat

*PPICS shows 2012012 APR data for three of the centers for the Blilb-grantee. It appears that incomplete data raag heen entered for other Hilo sub-grantee ceritatghey are not included

in the above table.

The Kafi-Kea‘au-Rhoa sub-grantee did not enter 262012 activities data so the sub-grantee is notited in the above percentage calculations. Therefioe denominator used to calculate the

above percentages do not include this sub-granteeters.
w °PPICS 20112012 APR data shows that there were nine of 1Geceattive for the Leilehua sub-grantee.

There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaegrabtee grant. However, in 202012 three of the centers declined to participatethree schools implemented CCLC programs. BouBds,

(2012, November\Wai‘anae Sub-Grantee External Evaluation RepHdnolulu, HI.



Technology/telecommunications activities were ateby 13 (92.9%) of the 14 sub-grantees.
Culture/social studies activities were offered 2(85.7%) of the sub-grantees. EntrepreneuriaVitiets
were offered by 7 (50.0%) of the sub-grantees. Qilpees of activities were offered by 9 (64.3%}od
sub-grantees.

As shown in Table 7a, the 89 centers from the bidggantees which provided PPICS data
implemented activities on the core academic aréesagling/writing (86 centers or 96.6%), mathensatic
(85 centers or 95.5%), and science (71 center9.864). The reader should note that centers may have
implemented activities that integrated various enhtireas, including the core academic areas.e0f4h
sub-grantees, all centers at 12 sub-grantees inepleh reading/writing, all centers at 11 sub-gresite
implemented mathematics activities, and all cerdefssub-grantees implemented science activities.
addition, the findings about the implementatiortwifural/social studies, arts/music, technology/
telecommunications, health/nutrition, entreprersduand other types of activities, addresses the
performance indicator that 100% of centers wilko#nrichment and support activities.

Findings about the Sub-grantees’ Status on the KPIs

The percentages of regular center students whaheéf' CCLC key performance indicators
(KPIs) for academic behaviors are shown as Tablén8.KPI criterion was that 75% of the regular eent
students needed to show improvement in the acadszhiavior. The shaded cells in Table 8 indicate tha
75% or more of the regular center students in tileggantee, who warranted improvement, improved in
their academic behavior.

The Campbell, Castle, Leilehua, Moloka'i, and Wadip sub-grantees met or exceeded the 75%
target for the academic behavior of “submitting lemrark on time”. For the academic behavior of
“participating in class,” the ‘Aiea-Moanalua-RadipBaldwin, Campbell, Castle, Central Kaua'i,
Leilehua, Moloka'i, and Waipahu sub-grantees mebaeeded the 75% target. None of the sub-grantees
met the target of “attending class regularly.” Ber academic behavior of “behaves well in class,”
Moloka'i was the only the sub-grantee which exceetie 75% criterion.

The Molokai sub-grantee met or exceeded the 788&tfor three or the four KPIs during the
project year of summer 2011 through Spring 2012 Chmpbell, Castle, Leilehua, and Waipahu sub-
grantees each met the 75% criterion for two ofitlue KPIs. The ‘Aiea-Moanalua-Radford, Baldwin, and
Central Kaua'i sub-grantees each met the 75% téogeine of the four KPlIs in this project year. The
Hilo and Wai‘anae sub-grantee did not submit artg ddout these measures for this project year.

On a state level, the academic behavior of “pauditng in class” was the only one of the four KfPist
was met by the combined regular students fromfalie@sub-grantees. The reader is referred to Téble
for details about each of the academic behaviosKPI

Findings about Student Academic Behavior, non-KPIs

The findings about the extent to which the combiregplilar students from all of the sub-grantees
met the four 2% CCLC KPIs about academic behavior in the projeeiryare shown in Table 8a. The
findings show that the KPI of “participating in s&” was met by 77.1% of the regular students,
surpassing the 75% targeted mark. There were 7&8Utar students reported as showing improvement
in “turning in homework on time” during the projgatar, which was just under the 75% target. For the
other KPlIs, 56.3% of the regular students impramedattending class regularly,” and 67.3% of the
regular students improved on the KPI of “behavimglass.”

We applied the 75% target to the non-KP| academitaiiors that were included on the'21
CCLC teacher survey. The findings for two itemgsssed the 75% mark: 76.3% of the regular students
improved in “completing homework to your satisfaati’ and 82.2% improved in “academic
performance.” The findings for two items were justler the targeted 75% mark: 72.5% of regular
students improved in “being attentive in class,d @2.9% improved in “coming to school motivated to
learn.”
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Table 7
Activities, by Sub-grantee, Content Area, and WherSub-grantee Implemented the Activity in thenSemof 2011 and SY 2011-2012

Sub-grantee: Reading/ . . Cultural/ . Technology/ Health/ Entrepre-
Year in project i Mathematics Science . . Arts/ music  telecommuni- - " Other
Writing social studies - nutrition neurial
(Number of centers) cations

‘Aiea-Moanalua-Radford:
Year 1(4 centers Y sY SY SY Y SY
Baldwin: Year 3 Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ
(4 centers) sy sy sy Summ sy SY SY sy
Campbell: Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ sy Summ
Year 3 (10 centers) SY SY SY SY SY SY SY SY
Castle: Year 1 Summ Summ Summ Summ
(10 centers sy sy SY SY sy Sy sy sy
Central Kaua': Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ
Year 4 (5 centers) SY SY SY SY SY SY SY SY SY
g'g:e:ti‘?‘éz sy sy sy sy sy %
Kaimuki: Summ Summ Summ sy Summ Summ Summ
Year3 (10 centers SY SY SY SY Sy Sy
Kalihi Learning Center: Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ
Year4 (7 centers SY SY SY SY SY SY SY
Ka't-Kea‘au-Rhoa: No data
Year 2 (9 center)
Kohala: Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ
Year 3 (3 centers) SY SY SY SY SY Sy SY SY SY
Leilehua: Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ sy Summ sy sy
Year 4 (9 centerS) Sy Sy Sy Sy Sy %
McKinley: Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ sy sy sy
Year 3 (8 centers) SY Sy Sy SY Sy
Moloka'i: Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ sy Summ
Year 4 (6 centers) SY SY SY SY SY SY SY SY
Wai'anae: sy sy sy sy sy sy sy
Year 2 (3 centers)
Waipahu: Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ Summ sy
Year2 (7 centers SY SY SY SY SY SY SY SY
;Ir-r?t?ér?]liet;t?r:anégﬁtsent area Summ: 11 Summ: 11 Summ: 10 Summ: 9 Summ: 11 Summ: 8 Summ: 8 Summ: 3 Summ: 5
du?ingSumn?e/SY SY: 14 SY: 14 SY: 14 Sy: 11 SY: 14 SY: 13 SY: 14 SY: 7 SY:9




LE

Sub-_grantge: Reading/ . . Cultural/ . Technology{ Health/ Entrepre-
Year in project L Mathematics Science : . Arts/ music  telecommuni- " ) Other
Writing social studies . nutrition neurial
(Number of centers) cations
TOTALS: Number
of sub-granteeg
thzlen::?)lrftr:r?tngrne% 14 14 14 12 14 13 14 7 9
* (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (85.7%) (100.0%) (92.9%) (100.0%) (50.0%) (64.3%)

(% of maximum
sub-grantees to total
[14] sub-grantees

*Summ=Summer, SY=school year

Note The above data are based on the 22012 Profile and Performance Information CollecBystem (PPICS) Annual Performance Report (APR).dat
*PPICS shows 2012012 APR data for three of the centers for the Biilb-grantee. It appears that incomplete data rmay been entered for other Hilo sub-grantee cergatshey are not included in the

above table.

The Kat-Kea‘au-Rihoa sub-grantee did not enter 262012 activities data so the sub-grantee is notiitedd in the above percentage calculations. Theretioe denominator used to calculate the above

percentages is 14, instead of 15.

‘PPICS 20112012 APR data shows that there were nine of 1Gecenctive for the Leilehua sub-grantee.
“There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaeggahtee grant. However, in 202012 three of the centers declined to participatetaree schools implemented CCLC programs. BouBd@012,
November)Wai‘anae Sub-Grantee External Evaluation Repddnolulu, HI.
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Table 7a

Sub-grantees and the Number of Centers Implemetitan@ontent Area in their Activities During thenSuer of 2011 and SY 2011-2012

Sub-grantee: Reading/ . . Cultural/ . Technology/ Health/ Entrepre-
Year in project i Mathematics Science . . Arts/ music  telecommuni- - " Othef
Writing social studies - nutrition neurial
(Number of centers) cations

‘Aiea-Moanalua-Radford: 4 2 1 0 2 0 2 0 1
Year 1(4 centers (100.0%) (50.0%) (25.0%) (50.0%) (50.0%) (25.0%)
Baldwin: Year 3 4 4 2 2 2 2 2 0 2
(4 centers) (100.0%) (100.0%) (50.0%) (50.0%) (50.0%) (50.0%) (50.0%) (50.0%)
Campbell: Year 3 10 10 9 6 9 8 3 1 3
(10 centers) (100.0%) (100.0%) (90.0%) (60.0%) (90.0%) (80.0%) (30.0%) (10.0%) (30.0%)
Castle: Year 1 10 10 9 9 4 10 1 1 0
(10 centers (100.0%) (100.0%) (90.0%) (90.0%) (40.0%) (100.0%) (10.0%) (10.0%)
Central Kaua'i: Year 4 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 2 4
(5 centers) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (80.0%) (100.0%) (80.0%) (80.0%) (40.0%) (80.0%)
Hilo: Year 2 1 2 1 0 1 1 1 0 0
(3 centers) (33.3%) (66.7%) (33.3%) (33.3%) (33.3%) (33.3%)
Kaimuki: Year 3 10 10 10 4 6 3 4 0 0
(10 centers (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (40.0%) (60.0%) (30.0%) (40.0%)
Kalihi Learning Center: Yeal 7 7 7 5 5 6 5 0 0
4 (7 centers (100%) (100%) (100%) (71.4%) (71.4%) (85.7%) (71.4%)
Ka'do-Kea‘au-Rihoa: Year 2 No data
(9 centerd)
Kohala: Year 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3
(3 centers) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (66.7%) (100.0%)
Leilehua: Year 4 9 9 5 5 6 4 5 1 3
9 centeré) (100.0%) (100.0%) (55.6%) (55.6%) (66.7%) (44.4%) (55.6%) (11.1%) (33.3%)
McKinley: Year 3 8 8 8 3 4 2 2 0 1
(8 centers) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (37.5%) (50.0%) (25.0%) (25.0%) (12.5%)
Moloka'i: Year 4 5 6 5 3 6 6 4 1 2
(6 centers) (83.3%) (100.0%) (83.3%) (50.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (67.7%) (16.7%) (33.3%)
Wai‘anae: Year 2 3 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0
3 centersﬁ (100.0%) (66.7%) (66.7%) (33.3%) (33.3%) (33.3%) (33.3%)
Waipahu: Year 2 7 7 4 3 4 4 3 2 2
(7 centers (100.0%) (100.0%) (57.1%) (42.9%) (57.1%) (57.1%) (42.9%) (28.6%) (28.6%)
mplementing the content | %8 8 n 4 58 54 20 10 21

P 9 (96.6%) (95.5%) (79.8%) (53.9%) (65.2%) (60.7%) (44.9%) (11.2%) (23.6%}

area. Number of centers = 8

9

Note The above data are based on the 20012 Profile and Performance Information Collect®ystem (PPICS) Annual Performance Report (APR).dat
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*PPICS shows 2012012 APR data for three of the centers for the Blilb-grantee. It appears that incomplete data raeg been entered for other Hilo sub-grantee certtatshey are
not included in the above table.

®PP|CS did not show 2012012 activities data for the KaKea‘au-Rihoa sub-grantee. Therefore, the denominator useal¢alate the above percentages do not includestti-
grantee’s centers.

‘PPICS 20112012 APR data shows that there were nine of 1Geceattive for the Leilehua sub-grantee.

There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaegrabtee grant. However, in 202012 three of the centers declined to participatethree schools implemented CCLC programs.
Bounds, B. (2012, Novembek)Nai‘anae Sub-Grantee External Evaluation Repddnolulu, HI.

°The following were entered in PPICS as descriptinrthe “Other” category. Any; Students are requit@ bring in assignments and homework for anysctaat they are struggling with;
basic Japanese language; Basketball skills anditesm Career; Career Development; Character Edutatheerleading skills and teamwork.; college eacker ready; Critical
Thinking Skills; Dance; Electives; Environmentahlwes education, drug and alcohol prevention; Gande Kinesthetic Learning; Organization, plannipgpritizing; Other; PE;
physical activity; Physical Education; Roboticsitines of kindergarten; Socialization; sports; supptudent transition into career and collegentsaorts, school pride, importance of
academics to participate in extra-curricular atié; Video group did a video for Hiki No (PBS); Nayball skills and teamwork; youth development.



It is heartening to find that regular studentsiamgroving in class participation, classroom behgvamd
classroom attendance. These behaviors supportra@adehievement by indicating an acclimation to the
classroom environment and improvement in attendanopefully, the behavior that lagged closely
behind will improve in time, if the acclimation the classroom environment continues to improve.

The HIDOE-SPMS performance measure for acaderhieaement is “60% of regular program
participants with teacher-reported improvementeiding/language arts” and “60% of regular program
participants with teacher-reported improvement athematics” (HIDOE-SPMS, 2010).

The changes in report card grades for the sub-ggahtegular students in 262012 is shown
as Table 9. In the project year beginning in thamser of 2011 and ending in the spring of 2012, dindy
Molokai sub-grantees met the performance measu8%for more of the regular center students
improving (by one-half grade) in their report gradé=LA or mathematics. The findings show that 90.2
of the Molokai sub-grantee’s regular center stusl@rith grades data improved their English Language
Arts report card grades and 89.8% improved thethamaatics report card grades. Besides the Molokai
sub-grantee, the percentage of regular studentsimfiroved grades data from the other sub-grantees
ranged from 31.5% (Kohala) to 49.9% (Campbelhigit ELA report card grades and from 23.2%
(Wai‘anae) to 52.4% (Campbell) in their mathemagjeades. On a state level (cumulative of all regula
students with grades data from all of the sub-ges)t 45.1% improved in their ELA report card geade
and 44.2% improved in their mathematics grades.

Note that incomplete or missing APR Grades dataackided from the percentage calculations.
Also, the counts in the “Stayed the same” catefmrgtudents with Reading/English Language Arts
report card grades data and for students with Madities report card grades data are adjusted toascl
students who maintained the highest grade. Ref€albte 9 for the grades data.

The status of sub-grantees on the HIDOE-SPMS pas#nce indicators are shown in Table 10.
Table 10 is based on the best information availaiteer from the sub-grantee narrative reports or
PPICS, to address the performance indicators.diptbject year covering the summer of 2011 through
SY 20112012, implementation was delayed for theikKea'au-Rhoa sub-grantee and they did not
enter data into PPICS or submit a full narratiyeore Therefore, the total number of sub-grantees i
Table 10 is based on 14 sub-grantees. Additionafiple 10 only includes data for which we could
determine that the reporting was complete (fullgradsed the performance indicator). If the repgrtin
appeared incomplete or unclear, and of coursbeistib-grantee did not report findings about the
performance indicator, the findings are not incthdeTable 10 for that sub-grantee.

For the performance indicator, “100% of centeferod high-quality core academic activity,”
three sub-grantees (21.0% of the 14 sub-grantepsjted implementing activities in the core academi
areas. However, PPICS did not require data to tereshabout the quality of the activities, therefawe
could not determine from the PPICS data if thegrarince indicator was met. For the performance
indicator, “100% of centers offer an enrichmenspport activity,) 14 sub-grantees reported coreplet
data, and six sub-grantees (42.9% of the 14 sulttaga) met the performance indicator. For the
performance indicator, “85% of centers have commyyrartners,” four sub-grantees reported complete
data, and two sub-grantees (14.3% of the 14 totalygantees) met the performance indicator. For the
performance indicator, “75% of centers offer seggiat least 15 hours on average when school is not
session,” we made a distinction between the sunametischool year sessions. During the summer of
2011 session, 14 sub-grantees reported data, seel(&1L.4%) of the sub-grantees met the performance
indicator. During the SY 2012012 session, 14 sub-grantees reported data, aredafiche sub-grantees
met the performance indicator. For the performandiator, “100% of centers are in high-poverty
communities,” five sub-grantees reported complata,dand all five sub-grantees (35.7% of the 14 sub
grantees) met the performance indicator. On a ktagt (cumulative of all sub-grantees and their
centers), none of the KPIs were met.
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Although these percentages seem to portray a kteak we believe that far more sub-grantees
met the performance indicators. However, some sabtges did not report their program status in ¢erm
of the performance indicators and, therefore, ithdifigs could not be included in Table 10. Pledse a
refer to Table 10a for additional information orleaub-grantee which supports corresponding KR dat
on Table 10.
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Table 8
Sub-grantee Status on 2011-2012 HIDOE-SPMS Keyiffeahce Indicators

Percentage of regular center students who
Sub-grantee improved in the Key Performance Indicators
(Year in project) Description (as reported by teachers of day class)
Number of centers
ﬁubmlttmg Participating Attending class Behaves well
omework - .
f in class regularly in class
on time
‘Aiea-Moanalua- N (Improvement warranted 28 39 17 26
Radford: N (Improved behavior) 20 30 12 18
Year 1 (4 centers) Percentage 71.4% 76.9% 70.6% 69.2%
Baldwin: Year 3 N (Improvement qurante 164 214 112 16¢
@ cente'rs) N (Improved behavior) 115 163 59 106
Percentage 70.1% 76.2% 52.7% 64.2%
Campbell: Year 3 N (Improvement Wa_eranted 309 394 174 249
(10 centefs) N (Improved behavior) 238 322 89 162
Percentag 77.0% 81.7% 51.1% 65.1%
Castle: Year 1 N (Improvement Wa_eranted 306 305 176 256
(10 ceﬁters) N (Improved behavio 23¢ 251 111 19C
Percentage 78.1% 82.3% 63.1% 74.2%
Central Kaua'i: N (Improvement Wa_eranted 193 221 119 152
Year 4 (5 centérs) N (Improved behavior) 140 175 55 101
Percentage 72.5% 79.2% 46.2% 66.4%
Hilo: Year 2 No data
(3 centers)
Kaimuke: Year 3 N (Improvement Wa_eranted 254 269 151 223
(10 cent'ers) N (Improved behavio 19C 20C 91 14¢
Percentage 74.8% 74.3% 60.3% 66.8%
Kalihi Learning N (Improvement warrante 32C 352 194 271
Center: Year 4 N (Improved behavior) 191 241 83 165
(7 centers) Percentage 59.7% 68.5% 42.8% 60.9%
Ka'u-Kea‘au-Rhoa: No data
Year 2 (9 centers)
Kohala: Year 3 N (Improvement Wa_eranted 103 109 75 96
@3 centérs) N (Improved behavior) 71 79 41 68
Percentage 68.9% 72.5% 54.7% 70.8%
Leilehua: Year 4 N (Improvement qurante 231 27% 15€ 21t
© center. 9 N (Improved behavior) 175 213 83 142
Percentag 75.7% 78.0% 53.2% 66.0%
McKinley: Year 3 N (Improvement Wa_eranted 140 170 77 117
@ centeré) N (Improved behavior) 79 120 20 51
Percentag 56.4% 70.6% 26.0% 43.6%
Moloka'i: Year 4 N (Improvement Wa_eranted 280 283 249 267
© cente}s) N (Improved behavio 214 22€ 18€ 20¢
Percentage 76.4% 79.9% 74.7% 78.3%
Wai‘anae: Year 2 No data
(3 centers®
Waipahu: Year 2 N (Improvement wa_lrranted 362 392 _236 313
7 centeré) N (Improved behavio 274 30¢ 147 22(
Percentage 75.7% 78.6% 62.3% 70.3%
Total N Elmprove(rjngn:] warranted 2690 3021 1736 2350
N (Improved behavio 194¢ 232¢ 977 1581
(all sub-grantees) 5o o ntage 72.3% 77.1% 56.3% 67.3%
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Note The above data are based on the 20012 Profile and Performance Information Collect®stem (PPICS) Annual

Performance Report (APR) data. Students who dicheetl to improve or who did not have completedheasurveys are excluded

from the above percentage calculations.

HIDOE-SPMS KPI is that 75% or more of regular cestedents should show improvement in their respeetcademic behaviors.

The shaded cells indicate the academic behavioichwhet the 75% KPI target.

%PPICS shows 2012012 APR data for three of the centers for the Blilb-grantee. It appears that incomplete data raag heen
entered for other Hilo sub-grantee centers, but #ne not included in the above table.

PPPICS shows 2012012 APR data shows that there were nine of 1Gceattive for the Leilehua sub-grantee.

“There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaegrabtee grant. However, in 202012 three of the centers declined to participate
and three schools implemented a CCLC programs. @5 (2012, November)yai‘anae Sub-Grantee External Evaluation Report
Honolulu, HI.

43



Table 8a
Statewide Regular Students With Teacher-Reportams@s in Student Behaviors During the Summer of 2xbugh SY 2011-12

N of regular
students for whom
Student behavior improvement in Improved No change Declined
behavior was
warranted

Turning in homework on time (KPI) 2,690 (71é9?4,106/0) (2341]%) (72203/0)
Completing homework to your satisfaction 3,080 (7263;;) ) (13345% ) (61230)

VT 2,328 609 84
Participating in class (KPI) 3,021 (77.1%) (20.1%) (2.8%)

, 1,554 1,235 46
Volunteering 2,836 (54.8%) (43.6%) (1.6%)

. 977 661 98
Attending class regularly (KPI) 1,736 (56.3%) (38.1%) (5.6%)
Being attentive in class 2,828 (7265% %) (2?_05%% ) (61209/0)

— 1,581 603 166
Behaving in class (KPI) 2,350 (67.3%) (25.7%) (7.0%)

. 2,809 458 151
Academic performance 3,418 (82.2%) (13.4%) (4.4%)
Coming to school motivated to learn 2,379 (7]5999;]) (2(251(?%) (41230)
Getting along well with other students 2,186 (é'édf(;) (2(75088%) (3883%)

Note The above data are based on the 22012 Profile and Performance Information Collect8ystem (PPICS) Annual
Performance Report (APR) data. The total teach®egs given out = 4,637. The total teacher sureeyapleted = 4,023.
Students who did not need to improve or who didhaate completed teacher surveys are excluded tneraltove
percentage calculations. In addition, the teacherey behavior items above may have varying numbecempleted total
and number of students warranting behavior imprargm

The bolded behavior items are HIDOE-SPMS Key Peréorce Indicators. HIDOE-SPMS KPI is that 75% or enair
regular center students should show improvemetitaim respective academic behaviors. The shadéslindicate that the
75% KPI target was met for the academic behavior.
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Table 9

Sub-grantee Status on 2011-2012 Report Card Grades

Sub-grantee:
Year in project
(Number of centers)
N regular students w/ reading/ELA grade

'S,

Change in Reading/English Language Arts
(ELA) report card grades

Change in mathematics
report card grades

N regular students w/ mathematics gra

es

Improved Stayed Declined Improved Stayed Declined
the same the same

‘Aiea-Moanalua-Radford: Year 1

(4 centers)

0 w/ Reading/ELA grades No data No data No data No data No data No data

0 w/Math grades

Baldwin: Year 3 (4 centers) 154 155 48 115 181 62

357 w/ Reading/ELA grades o 0 0 o 0 0

358 w/iMath grades) (43.1%) (43.4%) (13.5%) (32.1%) (50.6%) (17.3%)

Campbell: Year 3 (10 centers) 249 220 30 263 195 44

499 w/ Reading/ELA grades o 0 0 o 0 0

502 w/Math grades (49.9%) (44.1%) (6.0%) (52.4%) (38.8%) (8.8%)

Castle: Year 1 (10 centers) 182 215 75 239 178 54

472 w/ Reading/ELA grades o 0 0 o 0 0

471 wiMath grades (38.6%) (45.5%) (15.9%) (50.7%) (37.8%) (11.5%)

Central Kaua'i: Year 4 (5 centers) 1592 136 29 132 156 33

310 w/ Reading/ELA grades o 0 0 o 0 0

321 wiMath grades (49.0%) (43.9%) (7.1%) (41.1%) (48.6%) (10.3%)

Hilo: Year 2 (10 centers)

0 w/ Reading/ELA grades No data No data No data No data No data No data

0 w/Math grades

Kaimuki: Year 3 (10 centers) 172 170 83 148 179 80

425 w/ Reading/ELA grades o 0 0 o 0 0

407 wiMath grades (40.5%) (40.0%) (19.5%) (36.4%) (44.0%) (19.6%)

Kalihi Learning Center: Year 4 (7 centers) 194 261 97 194 273 91

552 w/Reading/ELA grades o 0 0 o 0 0

558 w/Math grades (35.1%) (47.3%) (17.6%) (34.8%) (48.9%) (16.3%)

Ka'u-Kea'au-Rihoa: Year 2 (9 centers)

0 w/Reading/ELA grades No data No data No data No data No data No data

0 w/Math grades
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Subjgrant.ee: Change in Reading/English Language Arts Change in mathematics
Year in project (ELA) report card grades report card grades
(Number of centers)
N regular students w/ reading/ELA grades,
N regular students w/ mathematics grades
Improved Stayed Declined Improved Stayed Declined
the same the same
Kohala: Year 3 (3 centers)
: 47 90 12 41 91 17
149 w/ Reading/ELA grades o 0 0 o 0 0
149 wiMath grades (31.5%) (60.4%) (8.1%) (27.5%) (61.1%) (11.4%)
oot 0 cerer o om o oae  ma
0, 0 0 0, 0 0
483 w/Math grades (41.8%) (50.2%) (8.0%) (44.7%) (50.5%) (4.8%)
Wai‘anae: Year 2 (6 centers)
. 26 16 32 16 26 27
74 w/ Reading/ELA grades o 0 0 o 0 0
69 w/Math grades (35.1%) (21.6%) (43.3%) (23.2%) (37.7%) (39.1%)
e et erie) o s o e o
0, 0 0 0, 0 0
494 wiMath grades (41.4%) (46.4%) (12.2%) (34.8%) (51.4%) (13.8%)
e ﬁgi‘;%}?‘g’}gfisgra dos 1085 1899 515 1930 1904 535
0, 0 0 0, 0 0
4369 w/ Math grades (45.1%) (43.2%) (11.7%) (44.2%) (43.6%) (12.2%)

Note The above data are based on the 22012 Profile and Performance Information CollectBystem (PPICS) Annual Performance Report

(APR) data. The shaded cells indicate that the HEEEPMS 60% performance indicator was met for acadaohievement.

{Incomplete or missing APR Grades data are exclublisg, the counts in the “Stayed the same” cateffurgtudents with Reading/English
Language Arts report card grades data and for steddth Mathematics report card grades data grestadl to exclude students who
maintained the highest grade.
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Table 10

Sub-grantee Status on 26:2D12 HIDOE-SPMS Performance Indicators

Sub-grantee

100% of

centers offer

100% of

85% of centers
85% of centers offer services

75% of centers offer services at

100% of

centers are in
least 15 hours on average when

(Year in project) high quality centers offer have to parents and <chool is not in session high-poverty
Number of centers | core a_cgdemic ergcl:%k\l/?yent c%rgrtmnuer;:y Otpaer;ﬁly ult communities
activity members Summer 2011 SY 2012012
?‘;Z?'l\"&aggr'w‘t‘;'sadford: _a Not met —a Not met Not met Not met &
aalcdevxitr;:g)ear 3 _a Met 2 Met Met Not met -2
g%rr(‘:z?]‘teg;s\){ear 3 Met Met Met Not met Not met Not met Met
a%sélgn t\((;s)r 1 _a Met _a Met Not met Not met =
5:2?2' (Eiﬁti;rs) Met Met Not met Not met Met Not met Met
glg:erni?é)z _a Not met -2 Not met Not met Not met &
(Kla(m)inggrlft:e\rfse)ar 3 _a Not met _a Not met Not met Not met &
pain 4'-(6’7""222?6 rcsfme" Met Not met Not met Met® Not met Not met Met
g?éﬁ:éﬁ?é?gahoa: Year No data
éoggrlﬁér?)aar 3 _a Met A Not met Met Not met -2
'(-;i(':‘z':]‘::r: g;( ear4 _=a Not met 2 Not met Not met Not met L
(“é'gﬁgggear 3 _a Not met -2 Not met Not met Not met Met
%oégﬁ?g;swgear 4 _a Met _a Not met Not met Not met &
}/g/ii;lrl::esziYear 2 _a Not met _a Not met Not met Not met Met
}’;’Tgﬁ?e‘::s; ear 2 _a Not met Met Not met Not met Not met a
TOTAL number and
percentage of subj- 3 6 2 3 3 0 5
grantees that metthe  (21.4%) (42.9%) (14.3%) (21.4%) (21.4%) (35.7%)

performance indicato
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Note The information in this table is from the besti® of information, either the sub-grantee nareateport or PPICS. The KaKea'au-Rhoa sub-grantee did not

enter 20112012 activities data so the sub-grantee is notided in the above percentage calculations. Therefloe denominator used to calculate the aboveepeges

is 14, instead of 15. Shaded cells indicate cooedimg KPIs which sub-grantees met.

®The status of meeting or not meeting the perforraandicator is not included because of incompletissing, or unclear information in the evaluatiepart.

PPICS shows 2012012 APR data for three of the centers for the Biilb-grantee. It appears that incomplete data meg heen entered for other Hilo sub-grantee
centers, but they are not included in the abovietab

‘PPICS 20112012 APR data shows that there were nine of 10eceaitive for the Leilehua sub-grantee.

“There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaegrabtee grant. However, in 202012 three of the centers declined to participatetaree schools implemented
CCLC programs. Bounds, B. (2012, Novemb®/gi‘anae Sub-Grantee External Evaluation Repbidnolulu, HI.

) Kalihi Learning Center is shown as meeting thg8%8of centers offer services to parents and ottielt family members” KPI based on the informationyded in the

evaluation report.
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Table 10a

Sub-grantee data on 2012012 HIDOE-SPMS Performance Indicators

nggzgggsgtﬁﬁ;nd Number of centers and percentages
Number of centers and implemented enrichment which offered at least 15 hours on
) percentages which pler - Number of centers and average when school is not in session
Sub-_grant.ee. implemented core activities (Cultural/ sqmal percentages which offereqg
Yearin project academic activities studies; Arts/ music; services to parents and
(Number of centers) . L Technology/ - L
(Readlng/ertlng, telecommunications: other adult family members
Mathematics; Science) Health/ nutrition: Summer 2011 SY 2032012
Entrepreneurial; Oth8&r
‘Aiea-Moanalua-Radford: Year 1 4 2 0 0 0
(4 centers (100.0%) (50.0%)
Baldwin: Year 3 4 4 4 4 0
(4 centers) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)
Campbell: Year 3 10 10 1 5 0
(10 centers) (100.0%) (100.0%) (10.0%) (50.0%)
Castle: Year 1 10 10 10 2 2
(10 centers (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) (20.0%) (20.0%)
Central Kaua'i: Year 4 5 5 0 5 0
(5 centers (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)
Hilo: Year 2 3 2 0 0 0
(3 centers) (100.0%) (66.7%)
Kaimuki: Year 3 10 8 0 4 4
(10 centers) (100.0%) (80.0%) (40.0%) (40.0%)
Kalihi Learning Center: Year 4 7 6 0 1 2
(7 centers (100%) (85.7%) (14.3%) (28.6%)
Ka't-Kea‘au-Rhoa: Year 2 No data
(9 centerd)
Kohala: Year 3 3 3 1 3 2
(3 centers) (100.0%) (100.0%) (33.3%) (100.0%) (66.7%)
Leilehua: Year 4 9 8 0 4 0
(9 centers® (100.0%) (88.9%) (44.4%)
McKinley: Year 3 8 7 0 2 1
(8 centers (100.0%) (87.5%) (25.0%) (12.5%)
Moloka'i: Year 4 6 6 1 1 1
(6 centers) (100.0%) (100.0%) (16.7%) (16.7%) (16.7%)
Wai‘anae: Year 2 3 1 0 0 0
(3 centers* (100.0%) (33.3%)
Waipahu: Year 2 7 4 0 3 2
(7 centers (100.0%) (57.1%) (42.9%) (28.6%)
TOTAL number of centers
. . 89 76 17 34 14
m%eb”;fgt'cnegnigfscfgtem area. (100.0%) (85.4%) (19.1%) (38.2%) (15.7%)

Note The above data are based on the 22012 Profile and Performance Information Collect8ystem (PPICS) Annual Performance Report (APR).ddte shaded cells indicate those
items which met the KPIs a) 100% of centers offghlguality core academic activity, b) 100% of @atoffer enrichment activity, c) 85% of centeriepfervices to parents and other adult
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family members, d) 75% of centers offer servicdeast 15 hours on average when school is notssiae Note that although 100.0% of the centesdlisub-grantees offered core academic

activities, the quality of the activities could rim# determined and therefore, the cells with 1004%¥e not shaded.

*PPICS shows 2012012 APR data for three of the centers for the Blilb-grantee. It appears that incomplete data raag heen entered for other Hilo sub-grantee certatghey are not
included in the above table.

PPICS did not show 2012012 activities data for the KiaKea‘au-Rhoa sub-grantee. Therefore, the denominator useal¢alate the above percentages do not includesthi-grantee’s
centers.

‘PPICS 20112012 APR data shows that there were nine of 1Gecerctive for the Leilehua sub-grantee.

9There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaegrabtee grant. However, in 202012 three of the centers declined to participatetaree schools implemented CCLC programs.
Bounds, Betsy (2012, Novembe¥yai‘anae Sub-Grantee External Evaluation Repddnolulu, HI.

°The following were entered in PPICS as descriptinrthe “Other” category. Any; Students are requit@ bring in assignments and homework for anyscthat they are struggling with;
basic Japanese language; Basketball skills andiegdn Career; Career Development; Character EdutaCheerleading skills and teamwork.; college eacker ready; Critical Thinking
Skills; Dance; Electives; Environmental, values@tion, drug and alcohol prevention; Gardening;gsthetic Learning; Organization, planning, priaiitg; Other; PE; physical activity;
Physical Education; Robotics; routines of kindetgyar Socialization; sports; support student trémsiinto career and college; team sports, schadepimportance of academics to
participate in extra-curricular activities; Videoogp did a video for Hiki No (PBS); Volleyball slsland teamwork; youth development.



Findings from the Review of Sub-grantee 2012012 Narrative Reports

The purposes of reviewing the sub-grantee nagaéports are (a) to examine the extent to which
the sub-grantee reports were complete in termseoHIDOE-SPMS evaluation report template; (b) far t
reports with complete data, to examine the exemitich the sub-grantees are reporting their ptojec
implementation and outcomes; and (c) to providemenendations for improvement of the HIDOE-SPMS
evaluation report template or sub-grantee repogiagtices. Incorporated within the evaluation repo
template were evaluation questions about projeptdmentation and outcomes, including KPIs, and
performance indicators.

The findings of our reviews of the narrative rép@re shown in Tables 11 and 12. The farthest left
column of Table 11 is a parallel to the HIDOE-SP&&luation report template that was provided tdveac
sub-grantee project leader and evaluator. We redezach section of the sub-grantee reports for

completeness. The ratings of each sub-granteetrepoponent are shown &= completein =
incompleteni = not included, oun = unclear in Table 11. We also provide informatidnout each sub-
grantee’s year of funding as a possible variablgo&sible indicator of evaluation capacity) in the
completeness of the evaluation report. As showraisle 11, there were 14 sub-grantees in differeats/of
implementation of their project which provided exation reports about their 2032012 programs (two in
Year 1, three in Year 2, five in Year 3, four ina¥el, and none in Year 5). To determine the peaggnof
completeness, the evaluators multiplied the nurobsub-grantees in each year by the number ofcexti
needed to be included in the report per year agl divided that number by the total shown at thi#obo of
the table for that year. The sub-grantees in tisé year of implementation show about 28% compk=en
rate, while sub-grantees in the second and thiad gEimplementation show 33% and 48%, respectively
The sub-grantees in the fourth year of implememtegshow about a 62% completeness rate. There were n
sub-grantees in the fifth year of implementatiomefall, the completeness of reports over five yehrs
implementation was approximately 46%.

Our hypothesis was that the “project year” vagalshs of interest because the sub-grantees may
have grown in evaluation capacity or their evaluatay have grown in familiarity with the evaluaticgport
template over years with the 2CCLC program. The findings suggest that our hypsiththat sub-grantees
in their Years 4 or 5 have higher levels of evabratapacity than sub-grantees in Years 1 or 2ccbel
valid. The sub-grantees that were in Years 3 aadirhore complete project components as projectgams
1 or 2. This is a positive finding.

We had a second hypothesis, which was that theuédvbe more complete report sections when
there was no or very little data collection invalwe write the section. For example, we assumeittiiea
sections about the evaluation design would mersiglve having the evaluator writing the report disng
the basis for their work on the report. Howeverslagwn in Table 11, that was not the case. Thesehma
various reasons for these findings that the HID@®BAS State Program Manager may wish to study. For
example, did the sub-grantee leaders or evalubtgin the project year with an evaluation desighaass
for their evaluations? Did they follow the evaloatidesign?

We examined the data for other possible pattéyqmsitive finding is that the evaluators found no
correlation between complete reporting by urbarniesrversus rural centers. The variable of urbaal/'ru
centers was an indicator of access to evaluatieourees. However, the data did not support angdiffces
between completeness of report sections basecearrian or rural location of a sub-grantee. This is
positive finding.

To address the two purposes of reviewing the 20012 sub-grantee reports:

(a) Do the 20132012 narrative reports show evidence that the subrgntees are examining
implementation and outcomes of their centersAs shown in Table 11, there is variance among the
evidence shown in the reports. Some reports werplatie along almost all components of the report
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template, some reports were complete along someaoents, and some reports had high variance of
completeness. Our rating forms for each individudd-grantee report will be forwarded to the HIDOE-
SPMS state program manager for his review and wittkeach individual sub-grantee. We will not pase
argument that the template needs modificationpbtitaps the sub-grantee report writers may need som
direction. This recommendation is urging a revidthe HIDOE-SPMS evaluation report template with al
sub-grantee leaders and evaluators to ensurenthatiill all follow the template in the followingear. The
session should emphasize that they are encouragettitess evaluation questions beyond those in the
evaluation report template to capture the emplmgimiqueness of their sub-grantee. They need to
minimally collect and summarize data to reportia format of the evaluation report template.

(b) Does the review of the sub-grantee narrativesports show evidence that clarification is
needed in any area of the HIDOE-SPMS evaluation rapt template or improvement in use of the
report template? Although this may seem like two questions, itdally two sides of one question, that is,
do the report writers find the report template lsaénd do they use it? Of course, our evidencetabe
extent to which the report writers’ thought theaggemplate was usable is based on secondarymation.
We did not directly collect data from the sub-gesmteport writers to ask about the usability ofregort
template, and we base our evidence to this questiadhe evidence in their report on the extent héctv
they used the report template.

It is apparent that some report writers followee HHDOE-SPMS evaluation report template to a
high degree, other report writers followed the teatgto a lesser degree, and some writers didesrhgo
follow it at all. We conclude that the report wrigehat followed the HIDOE-SPMS evaluation report
template to a high degree produced a more com@ptat. This is a logical conclusion because thpgse
of writing the report is to address the evaluatiopstions, KPIs, and performance indicators in the
evaluation report template. However, as shownéncttmments in Table 12, the report writers whordid
follow the evaluation report template tended ndtdawe provided sufficient descriptive data aboatrth
project clients and staff, may not have providet da support their conclusions about implementadio
outcomes, and may not have included all necessanpanents needed for reporting for the federatates
reporting. The data for these connections betweerdmpleteness of the report components and cotamen
to address this question are shown in the indivicmaew forms that will be forwarded to the HIDOE-
SPMS state program manager.

The findings in Table 12 are comments writteni®yy €RDG evaluators to expand on the coding
shown in Table 11 for complete, incomplete, notuded, or unclear for each report section. We relrtie
reader that the coding were based on the beliethbasub-grantee reports should have the HIDOE-SPM
evaluation report template, with the HIDOE-SPMSestaogram manager as a primary audience, and the
larger school community also as an audience. There§ome report sections were considered incomjjlet
the components and criteria in the evaluation rejgonplate were not fully considered. For instaiifcihe
report section was about the implementation ofolnnient activities, a complete write up should have
addressed “100% of centers will offer enrichment ampport activities such as nutrition and healtt,
music, technology, and recreation” (HIDOE-SPMS, 2qd. 4). Another type of issue was that there meas
reporting of the specific type of enrichment ad¢i@s, this was considered either incomplete orearclSome
reports included a list of activity names but dal match the activity to an enrichment area, amddfby
the 2£' CCLC program (health/nutrition, technology, arysit, sports, etc.). Some reports did not include
information that each center in the sub-granteereff enrichment activities, this was consideredritgete.

Therefore, we are saying that the session inwengethe HIDOE-SPMS evaluation report template
will clarify the number and types of questions ttiet sub-grantee leaders and evaluators might dlawet
using the evaluation report template. However,| tikire are more sub-grantee report writers ugieg t
evaluation report template, it is difficult to gleeomplete data from the reports that were subdhitte

52



Table 11

21°'CCLC 20112012 Overall Findings: Completeness of ReportsRbpgort Section and Sub-grante& ears

in Program)

Evaluation report

Completeness of report in s-grantee report X years in progr

template section | Complett Incomplett Not includet Unclea

Front cover: project | Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
title, location, Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Y4: Y4:
evaluator name, Kalihi, Leilehua, Y3: Kaimuk Y3: Y3:
reporting period, Moloka'i Y2: Hilo Y2: Y2:
report date Y3: Baldwin, Y1: Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua- Y1:

Campbell, Kohala, Radford

McKinley

Y2: Wai‘anae,

Waipahu

Y1: Castle
Executive summary: | Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
what was evaluated, | Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Y4: Y4:
why was the Kalihi, Leilehua, Y3: Kaimuk Y3: Y3:
evaluation conducted| Moloka‘i Y2: Y2: Hilo Y2: Wai‘anae
major findings, Y3: Baldwin, Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua- Y1: Y1:
recommendations Campbell, Kohala, Radford

McKinley

Y2: Waipahu

Y1: Castle
Program descrig- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
tion: A. Project Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Molok&'i Y4: Y4:
origin: Where project| Kalihi, Leilehua Y3: Y3: Y3:
was implemented, Y3: Baldwin, Y2: Y2: Y2:
type of community, | Campbell, Kaimuk Y1: '‘Aiea-Moanalua- Y1: Y1:
how many people Kohala, McKinley Radford
affected Y2: Hilo, Wai‘anae,

Waipahu

Y1: Castle
Program descrip- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
tion: B. goals and Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Leilehua Y4: Molok& Y4
objectives: priority of | Kalihi Y 3: McKinley Y3: Y3:
goals and objectives,| Y3: Baldwin, Y2: Hilo, Wai‘anae Y2: Y2:
if any Campbell, Kaimuk Y1: '‘Aiea-Moanalua- Y1: Y1:

Kohala Radford, Castle

Y2: Waipahu

Y1:
Program descrig- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
tion: C. clients: e.g., | Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Leilehua, Y4: Y4:
SES, experience, Kalihi Moloka'i Y3: Y3:
special needs, ability | Y3: Baldwin, Y 3: Kaimulq, Y2: Y2:

Campbell, Kohala McKinley Y1: Y1:

Y2: Wai‘anae, Y2: Hilo

Waipahu Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua-

Y1: Radford, Castle
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Evaluation report

Completeness of report in s-grantee report x years in progr

template section | Complett Incomplett Not includet Unclea
Program descrip- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
tion: D. materials/ Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Leilehua Y4: Y4:
resources:what pgm | Kalihi, Moloka'i Y3: Kaimuli, Kohala Y3: Y3:
materials were used, | Y3: Baldwin, Y2: Y2: Hilo Y2:
resources available, | Campbell, McKinley Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua- Y1: Y1:
activities participants | Y2: Wai‘anae, Radford
expected to take part| Waipahu
in, specific proceduresY1: Castle
followed, pgm
administration
Program descrip- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
tion: E. staff and Y4: CenKaua'i Kalihi Y4: Leilehua Y4. Y4: Moloka'i
others: how many in | Y3: Baldwin, Y3: Kohala, Y3: Kaimuk Y3:
each category, what | Campbell McKinley Y2: Hilo Y2:
roles assumed Y2: Waipahu Y2: Wai‘anae Y1: Y1:
Y1: Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua-
Radford, Castle
Program descrip- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
tion: E. Staff time: Y4: Y4: Leilehua Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Moloka'i
how much time did | Y3: Baldwin, Kohala Y3: Kalihi Y3:
staff work Y2: Y2: Y3: Campbell, Y2:
Y1: Castle Y1: Kaimuki, McKinley Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua-
Y2: Hilo, Wai‘anae, Radford
Waipahu
Y1
Program descrip- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
tion: E. program Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Y4: Leilehua Y4:
monitoring / Kalihi, Moloka'i Y3: Y3: Kaimuk Y3:
technical support: Y3: Baldwin, Y2: Hilo Y2: Y2:
program monitoring, | Campbell, Kohala, Y1: Y1: Y1:
tech support McKinley
Y2: Wai‘anae,
Waipahu
Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua-
Radford, Castle
Program descrig- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
tion: E. partners: Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Y4: Y4: Leilehua
which partnerships, | Kalihi, Moloka'i Y3: Kohala, Y3: Kaimuk Y3:
nature of partnerships Y3: Baldwin, McKinley Y2: Hilo Y2:
Campbell Y2: Y1: Y1:
Y2: Wai‘anae, Y1:
Waipahu

Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua-

Radford, Castle
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Evaluation report

Completeness of report in s-grantee report x years in progr

template section | Complett Incomplett Not includet Unclea
Evaluation design: Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
A. Purpose of the Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Y4: Leilehua Y4: Moloka'i
evaluation Kalihi Y 3: Baldwin, Y3: Y3:
Y3: Campbell Kaimuki, Kohala, Y2: Hilo Y2:
Y2: McKinley Y1: Y1:
Y1: Y2: Wai‘anae,
Waipahu
Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua-
Radford, Castle
B. Evaluation Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
design:describe the | Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Y4: Leilehua Y4: Moloka‘i
plans to evaluate Kalihi Y3: Baldwin, Y3: Kaimuk Y3: Kohala
implementation and | Y3: Campbell McKinley Y2: Y2:
plan to evaluate Y2: Y2: Hilo, Wai‘anae, Y1: Y1:
outcomes Y1: Waipahu
Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua-
Radford, Castle
C. Evaluation Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
design: evaluation Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Y4: Leilehua Y4:
schedule:data Kalihi, Molok&'i Y 3: McKinley Y 3: Baldwin, Y3:
collected for each Y3: Campbell Y2: Kaimuki, Kohala Y2:
outcome of interest, | Y2: Waipahu Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua- Y2: Hilo, Wai‘anae Y1:
methods, collection | Y1: Radford, Castle Y1:
schedule
D. Results re Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
implementation: Y4: CenKaua'li, Y4: Y4: Leilehua Y4: Moloka'i
as planned? Why | Kalihi Y3: Kohala Y3: Kaimuk Y3:
not? How Y3: Baldwin, Y2: Y2: Hilo, Waipahu Y2:
changed?What Campbell, Y1: Castle Y1: Y1: ‘Aiea-
were any changes | McKinley Moanalua-Radford
from the grant Y2: Wai‘anae
application? Y1:
D. Results re Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
implementation: Y4: CenKaua'li, Y4: Y4: Y4.
What were Kalihi, Leilehua, Y3: Kohala Y3: Kaimuk Y3:
challenges? How | Moloka'i Y2: Y2: Hilo, Waipahu Y2:
addressed? Y3: Baldwin, Y1: Y1: Y1: ‘Aiea-
Campbell, Moanalua-Radford
McKinley
Y2: Wai‘anae
Y1: Castle
D. Results re Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
implementation: Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Y4: Molok&'i Y4: Leilehua
Partners as planned | Kalihi Y 3: Baldwin, Y 3: Kaimuk Y3: Kohala
from the grant Y3: Campbell McKinley Y2: Hilo, Wai‘anae  Y2:
application? Why Y2: Y2: Waipahu Y1: Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua-
not? New partners? | Y1: Y1: Castle Radford
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Evaluation report

Completeness of report in s-grantee report x years in progr

template section | Complett Incomplett Not includet Unclea

D. Results re Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
implementation: Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Y4: Y4: Leilehua,
Most interesting Kalihi Y 3: Baldwin Y3: Kaimuli, Kohala Moloka‘i
activities to students, | Y3: Campbell Y2: Wai‘anae, Y2: Hilo Y3: McKinley
teachers, Y2: Waipahu Y1: Y2:
administrators, Y1: Castle Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua- Y1:
partners? Radford
D. Results re Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
implementation: Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Y4. Y4: Moloka'i
Plans to ensure Kalihi, Leilehua Y3: Y3: Kaimuli, Kohala Y3:
effective Y3: Baldwin, Y2: Waipahu Y2: Hilo Y2:
implementation next | Campbell, McKinley  Y1: Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua- Y1:
year? Y2: Wai‘anae Radford

Y1: Castle
E. Results re out- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
comes:attendance, | Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4. Y4. Y4: Leilehua,
performance, Kalihi Y 3: Kaimulq, Y3: Kohala Molok&'i
behavior (KPIs) Y3: Campbell McKinley Y2: Hilo Y3: Baldwin

Y2: Y2: Wai‘anae, Y1: Y2:

Y1: Waipahu Y1: Castle

Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua-
Radford

E. Outcome evalu- | Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
ation: 100% of Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Molok&'i Y4: Leilehua Y4:
centers will offer Kalihi Y3: Y3: Baldwin, Y3:
high-quality services | Y3: Campbell Y2: Waipahu Kaimuki, Kohala, Y2:
in at least one core | Y2: Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua- McKinley Y1:
academic area Y1: Radford Y2: Hilo, Wai‘anae
(reading, math, Y1: Castle
science)
E. Outcome evall- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
ation: 100% of Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4. Y4: Leilehua Y4:
centers will offer Kalihi, Moloka‘i Y3: Y 3: Baldwin, Y3:
enrichment and Y3: Campbell, Kohala Y2: Waipahu Kaimuki, McKinley Y2:
support activities Y2: Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua- Y2: Hilo, Wai‘anae  Y1:

Y1: Radford Y1: Castle
E. Outcome evall- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
ation: More than 85% Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Y4: Y4: Leilehua,
of centers will Kalihi Y 3: McKinley Y 3: Baldwin, Moloka'i
establish and maintainY3: Campbell Y2: Kaimuki Y3: Kohala
partnerships within | Y2: Waipahu Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua- Y2: Hilo, Wai‘anae  Y2:
the community that | Y1: Radford Y1: Castle Y1:

continue to increase
levels of community
collaboration in
planning,
implementation, and

sustaining programs.
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Evaluation report

Completeness of report in s-grantee report x years in progr

template section | Complett Incomplett Not includet Unclea
E. Outcome evalu- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
ation: More than 85% Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Leilehua, Y4: Y4:
of centers will offer Kalihi Moloka‘i Y3: Y3: Kaimukj,
services to parents, | Y3: Campbell Y3: Baldwin, Kohala Y2: Hilo McKinley
and other adult family Y2: Wai‘anae Y2: Waipahu Y1: Castle Y2:
members. Y1: Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua- Y1:
Radford

E. Outcome evali- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
ation: More than 75% Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Leilehua Y4: Y4: Moloka‘i
of centers will offer Kalihi Y3: Kohala Y3: Baldwin, Y3:
services at least 15 | Y3: Campbell Y2: Wai‘anae Kaimuki, McKinley Y2:
hours on average and Y2: Waipahu Y1: Y2: Hilo Y1:
provide services whenY1.: Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua-
school is not in Radford, Castle
session, such as
during the summer
and holidays.
E. Outcome evalu- Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
ation: 100% of Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Leilehua Y4: Moloka'i Y4:
centers are located in Kalihi Y3: Kohala Y3: Baldwin, Y3:
high-poverty Y3: Campbell, Y2: Kaimuki Y2:
communities. McKinley Y1: Y2: Hilo, Waipahu Y1:

Y2: Wai‘anae Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua-

Y1: Radford, Castle
A. Conclusions: Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
program effectiveness Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Moloka'i Y4: Leilehua Y4:
as a whole? Various | Kalihi Y3: Baldwin, Y3: Y3:
components? How | Y3: Campbell, Kaimuki, Kohala Y2: Y2:
firm are these McKinley Y2: Hilo, Wai‘anae Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua- Y1:
conclusions? Y2: Waipahu Y1: Castle Radford

Y1.
B. Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
Recommendations: | Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Moloka'i Y4: Y4
on the basis of Kalihi, Leilehua Y3: Kohala Y3: Y3:
specific data, what Y3: Baldwin, Y2: Wai‘anae Y2: Y2:
recommendations can Campbell, Kaimuk Y1: Y1: Y1:
you suggest? McKinley

Y2: Hilo, Waipahu

Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua-

Radford, Castle
C. Formative Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
process:how will the | Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Moloka'i Y4: Y4:
evaluation results be | Kalihi, Leilehua Y3: Y3: Kaimuk Y3:
used to refine, Y3: Baldwin, Y2: Y2: Hilo Y2:
improve, and Campbell, Kohala, Y1: Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua- Y1:
strengthen the McKinley Radford
program? Y2: Wai‘anae,

Waipahu

Y1: Castle

57



Evaluation report

Completeness of report in s-grantee report x years in progr

template section | Complett Incomplett Not includet Unclea
D. Dissemination: Y5: Y5: Y5: Y5:
how will the Y4: CenKaua'i, Y4: Y4: Moloka'i Y4:
evaluation results be | Kalihi, Leilehua Y3: Y3: Kaimuki, Kohala Y3:
disseminated to the | Y3: Baldwin, Y2: Y2: Hilo, Wai‘anae, Y2:
public? Campbell, McKinley  Y1: Waipahu Y1:
Y2: Y1: ‘Aiea-Moanalua-
Y1: Castle Radford
TOTALS
Y5: 0 sub-grantees| Y5: 0 Y5:0 Y5:0 Y5:0
Y4:116| Y4: 72 (62%) Y4: 15 (13%) Y4: 14 (12%) Y4: 15 (13%)
Y3:145| Y3: 69 (48%) Y3: 34 (23%) Y3: 35 (24%) Y3: 7 (5%)
Y2:87 | Y2: 29 (33%) Y2: 24 (28%) Y2: 33 (38%) Y2:1(1%)
Y1:58 | Y1: 16 (28%) Y1: 24 (41%) Y1: 13 (22%) Y1:5 (9%)

Total (All): 406

Total (All): 184
(46%)

The Kdiu-Kea'au-Rihoa sub-grantee did not submit any findings. Tha&lsshown in the first column were derived by niplying the
number of sections in the report template by thmber of sub-grantees in each year. The percentegesderived by totaling the
number of sub-grantees in each given year per aokma dividing by the number for each given yeahmfirst column (Y4=4,
Y3=5, Y2=4, Y1=2). As an example, the total numbksections in the report template was 29, mukiply the number of sub-
grantees in each year (the number of sub-grante¥éear 4 was 4, therefore, 29x4=116), which wasl @sethe denominator for sub-
grantees in year 4. To calculate the percentagalmfrantees with complete data, the count of TBérsecond column (data for
complete reporting) was divided by 116 to arrivé2io.
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Table 12

215'CCLC 20112012 Sub-grantee Reports: Evaluatoxotes about the Completeness of Report Sections

Report sectio

Notes by reviewers of 2032012 sub-grantee reports

Front cover:
project title,
location, evaluator
name, reporting
period, report date

*Need to include all the information noted on th®BE-SPMS evaluation report template: title
the program and its location, name(s) of the etal(s), period covered by the report, date the
report was submitted.

*Note that the location of the sub-grantee requitese than just naming the sub-grantee. The
information may include the HIDOE complex area #ralisland where the project is
implemented. *Note that the narrative is for adamudience than the HIDOE2CCLC program
and information about the location of the sub-ggardan be useful contextual information about
the project.

Executive
summary: what
was evaluated, why
was the evaluation
conducted, major
findings,
recommendations

*The executive summary looks like introductory section to the report rather than eecative
summary.

*The executive summary should summarize the ergpert. The recommendations are not
summarized and included in the executive summary.

Program descrip-
tion: A. Project
origin: Where
project was
implemented, type
of community, how
many people
affected

*Missing adescription of the type of community and the ha$to®l demographic:

*Should mention the reasons why the grant writecsaiher stakeholders applied foP'Z1CLC
program funds?

*Need to address all the questions for this comptoae shown in the HIDOE-SPMS evaluation
report template.

Program descrig-
tion: B. goals and
objectives: priority
of goals and
objectives, if any

*The description of program goals is incomplete.r&hg no mention of the objective and goal.
Title IV, Part B of ESEA nor is there mention oétHIDOE-SPMS Key Performance Indicators.
*The goals are in terms of regular attendgesficiency on the HawdiState Assessment in
reading. Regular attendee grades in reading/Engfislused as another outcome measure. There
are no outcome measures for mathematics. For ireprent: align with/include HIDOE-SPMS
KPIs and performance indicators.

*Addresses sub-grantee goals and objectives. Tueds are in very broad terms and do not
address not address the'ZICLC federal or state objectives.

Program descrip-
tion: C. clients:
e.g., SES,
experience, special
needs, ability

*The report describedients based on statistics of the host school (demogragtacacteristics
academic achievement, qualification for SPED, Eédgnomically disadvantaged). There are no
statistical data about the sub-grantee attendessagraphics, social economic status, ethnicity,
gualification for educational services, etc.).

eSummary is across the sub-grantee specific infdomalescribing the center attendee clients is
not mentioned. Attendee ethnicity, sex, and gratel$ not specified.

«List of enrollment by center and number of attersdand family members who participated.
*Does not include ethnicity and sex.

*For improvement, report at the center level inithakil to the sub-grantee level. Also,
demographics should include gender, grade levahjeity as required by the 2LCCLC program.
*For improvement, summarize information to addteesHIDOE-SPMS KPIs and performance
indicators.

*Executive summary includes description and prapomf students at six schools (overall) on f/r
lunch.

*For improvement: include counts and percentagesitier students in alignment with data
required for reporting for HIDOE-SPMS.

59



Report section

Notes by reviewers of 2032012 sub-grantee reports

Program descrip-
tion: D. materials/
resources:what
pgm materials were|
used, resources
available, activities
participants
expected to take
part in, specific
procedures
followed, pgm
administration

*Program resources are presented in tabular forerelis no mention of how the materials al
with the goals and objectives of the project, teeds of the target student population, how the
materials are operationally used in project adésit

*Use of host school facilities is mentioned.

*The report includes the specific activities thi#tmdees were to attend and the rotation of
activities at each center.

*Very general description of materials and resairce

*See partners. Written as all materials and regsuace linked to partnerships. However, it is
mentioned that tutorials, AVID programming, othetidties are also implemented.

*Need to provide full descriptions of activitiesatarials and resources.

*For improvement, report at the center level.

Program descrip-
tion: E. staff and

others: how many
in each category,
what roles assumed

*There is a list of staff presented in tabular fofihe list doe not use data from APR Fori

For improvement: list the types of staff by thé' ZICLC categories and provide the information
for each center.

Staff description is incomplete based on APR datpired for reporting staffing.

*For improvement, report at the center level.

For improvement, describe staff positions in teohithe 2£' CCLC categories
*Recommendation to have a person assigned to cabedsite activities and communicate that to
the program coordinator. CAS resigned during agrimt period. A person asked to coordinate
grant activities in addition to her regular duti®s.improve: provide counts of staff in22CCLC
categories.

Program descrip-
tion: E. Staff time:
how much time did
staff work

*Although the amount of time in days perek and hours per day are presented, it is unctety
the number weeks and the period of the year whetices were delivered. The data does not
include data from APR Form.

Program descrip-
tion: E. program
monitoring /
technical support:
program
monitoring, tech
support

*Mention of external material resources consultaotiging services. Mention of the oversight

the project director and project coordinator sitgts.

*There is a brief description about the authorizhgctivities for project implementation.

How students are selected for participation, hmaof staffing, training of staffing, staff

meetings re data collection and other evaluatemdt Schedule of programs at each site, number
of anticipated students, number of staff.

*For improvement, summarize information to addthesHIDOE-SPMS KPIs and performance
indicators.

Program descrip-
tion: E. partners:
which partnerships,
nature of
partnerships

*Patners are described, but not in terms of their waith the centers. Includes description of
contribution of partners and list of community jperis.

*Need to write to address the performance indic&annot determine if the performance indicator
was met or not.

*Specific information provided about sub-grantedenpartners but vague information about
individual center partnerships, “some individuahteg partnerships.” For improvement, list the
individual partners so it can be determined iftHBOE-SPMS KPIs and performance indicator
was met.

*For improvement, summarize information to addteesHIDOE-SPMS KPIs and performance
indicators.

Evaluation design:
A. Purpose of the
evaluation

*No mention of the requirements of the program &edeqirement for a program evaluatic

*The report includes a table of program goals,daitirs, data to be collected, and measures.
*None of the indicators/measures are identifiedither Federal or HIDOE-SPMS KPls.

*No mention of Federal/state requirements for aogevaluation. No mention of the requirements
based on indicators/measures.

*Very general statement of evaluation, there ispexific description of applicability of evaluation
to the 2% CCLC project.

*For improvement, show alignment/include HIDOE-SPKMs and performance indicators.
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Report section

Notes by reviewers of 2032012 sub-grantee reports

B. Evaluation
design: describe the
plans to evaluate
implementation and
plan to evaluate
outcomes

*No mention of the requirements of the program &edéquirement for a program evaluati

*No specific narrative describing the requiremdotsmplementation evaluation and outcome
evaluation of the project. There is no alignmeriteen the evaluation plan and the Federal and
HIDOE-SPMS requirements. There is a brief explamatif implementation evaluation conducted
to review the implementation of activities.

*None of the indicators/measures are identifiedither Federal or HIDOE-SPMS KPls.

*The narrative does not describe the requirementisnplementation evaluation and outcome
evaluation of the project.

*For improvement, provide statement(s) about hawntiethods tie into the study of
implementation or study of outcomes.

*The report should clearly distinguish and desctfiteeplans for the study of implementation and
outcomes

*For improvement: specify the methods (instrumemspondent group, data-collection schedule)
for the study of implementation and study of outesm

*For improvement, clarify the design of the studynagplementation and design of the study of
outcomes with the methods, description of respotsdgnoups/ documentation of information, for
each study.

*For improvement, address the HIDOE-SPMS evaluatgort template and organize by study of
implementation and study of outcomes.

C. Evaluation
design: evaluation
schedule:data
collected for each
outcome of interest
methods, collection
schedule

*The narrative only includes a description of eatihn methods. For improvement, neel
include a schedule associated with each evaluati&thod.

D. Results re
implementation:
as planned? Why
not? How
changed?What
were any changes
from the grant

*Minimal explanation of the measures used to coliath about project implementati

*No discussion of the relationship between plareretiactual implementation nor how the
measures are operationalized for project assessment

*Narrative summarized positive implementation withdata.

*Need to provide actual data at the center levelsau-grantee levels. Data might be by activities,
but it is also necessary to show the data by theeod area and service area as p&rQILC
reporting requirements.

application? *The plans for implementation are not mentioned.
*For improvement, organize the report to addres®taluation questions from the HIDOE-SPMS
evaluation report template.
*For improvement, address the HIDOE-SPMS evaluatgort template and organize by study of
implementation and study of outcomes
D. Results re *Need to clearly descritthe challenges to implementation, how they wereestdd, if change
implementation: needed to be made in the project, what the chamgesand how were the decisions made.
What were *For improvement, organize report to address tlauation questions from the HIDOE-SPMS
challenges? How | evaluation report template.
addressed? *No information on any of the challenges, or mantiwat there were no challenges. Statements

should be made about either set of circumstances.

D. Results re
implementation:
Partners as planneg
from the grant
application? Why
not? New partners?,

*No discussion of the planned/intended participatiboommunity partners and the performa
of the partners during implementation.

| «A lot of information about work with partners aneluded throughout the report, busidifficult
to determine if the work was as intended (as writtethe grant proposal), and if the work by
partners meets the performance indicator (whicls éal center level reporting). The report should
be written to address the evaluation questions.
*No information on intended partners (from the giaoposal) included.

*No data on the planned activities.
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Report section

Notes by reviewers of 2032012 sub-grantee reports

D. Results re
implementation:
Most interesting
activities to
students, teachers,
administrators,
partners?

*Data are presented in tab however, the narrative does not describe the datzeitables. Th
narrative description and interpretation of data irecessary component of presenting data.
*Data were collected from the Project Director sibordinators, school principal, students, and
parents. No data from teachers, administratorsnees, but parentsrote about their perceptions
of teachers; interests. Students wrote about tesidhterests. No information about partners
interests. These are secondary sources of infasmdtor improvement, include data from primary
sources of information.

*Need to write the report to address the HIDOE-SRM&8uation questions and performance
indicators. Cannot determine from this report & grerformance indicator was met or not.

*Survey results for students and parents are iappendixes. For improvement, include a
summary in the body of the report about the studamid parentsinterests. Also, it is imperative

to omit the names of students and adults for andgyend compliance with research principles.
*For improvement, directly address the HIDOE-SPM3%Kand performance indicators.

*The student survey responses are included irefhartrverbatim from the students. This is not
advised: (a) responses may be identifiable withrélspondent, (b) the individual responses do not
form an overall picture to the readers. To impraeanmarize responses need to be summarized
before presented in the report and be sure torscneteany identifiable information.

*For improvement, report the methods of data ctlacand include data summaries to support the
conclusions.

D. Results re
implementation:
Plans to ensure
effective
implementation
next year?

*For improvement, follow the HIDC-SPMS evaluation report template and address taluation
guestions, which include the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs andgueance indicators.

included in recommendations.

*For improvement, report the methods of data ctlacand the data to support the conclusions.
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Report section

Notes by reviewers of 2032012 sub-grantee reports

E. Results re out-
comes:attendance,
performance,
behavior (KPIs)

*The reporting is unclear because findings of eacher survey are presented in a bar graph

no percentages to show if the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs wegéor not. For improvement, directly
address the HIDOE-SPMS evaluation questions, Kitdsperformance indicators.

*Reporting is unclear (“83% of the students impobve’). The HIDOE-SPMS KPIs and
performance indicators are in terms of regularesttsiand there are no distinction made for
regular students in this report.

*The reporting is unclear because statements amlbthe sub-grantee. For improvement, address
the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs and performance indicatorhatappropriate unit size, i.e., if the
evaluation question unit size is at the centerl)délie data summary needs to be at the center. level
*For improvement, need a distinction of all cesteidents and regular center students.

*The narrative and data is incomplete. The repoesdot include data to address the USDE or
HIDOE-SPMS KPIs and performance indicators. It @pp¢hat the outcome data refers to whole
school results (host school) or whole center resit is unclear.

*Qutcomes are not presented in terms of regulanddtes. The report writers need to be clear that
outcome data should only be collected and repdatiestudents who participated in center
activities for 30 or more days. This is uncleattia report.

*Cannot determine if the performance indicator mas or not. Analysis of teacher survey findings
is in terms of comparisons to past years insteachpfovement for the year (as the KPI for
academic behavior is written).

*The year-to-year comparison is made, but the wigleiar comparison needs to be reported, too, to
address the HIDOE-SPMS performance indicator. Aksed to address the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs
and performance indicators for academic achievenasrghown by changes in reading/ELA and
mathematics report card grades. The report cadegrare analyzed with the previous years
instead of changes in grades during the project yea

*Need to directly address the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs agrdigpmance indicators and write the report
to address the evaluation questions in the HIDOEISBvaluation report template, include
summary statements that the centers met or dichaet the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs or performance
indicators.

*Academic achievement data were in terms of HSAes;dcenter program materials], and activity
quizzes. These are fine, perhaps, for formativegags and the interests of some stakeholders.
However, for the purposes of the®aZTCLC program, the report writer needs to showfitrgings

of the 22' CCLC teacher surveys and changes in report categrin ELA and mathematics.
*Although behavioral indicators are mentioned ia tlarrative, specific HIDOE-SPMS KPlIs are
not addressed.

*The report includes findings from the teacher eymesults and semester grades, but summarized
at the sub-grantee level. For improvement: repdhecenter-level to address the HIDOE-SPMS
KPIs and performance indicators.

E. Outcome evalu-
ation: 100% of
centers will offer
high-quality
services in at least
one core academic
area (reading, math
science)

*There is n analysis of the quality of iplementation of the activity, as needed to addites
HIDOE-SPMS performance indicator.

*Qutcomes are not reported at the center levaleaded to address the HIDOE-SPMS
performance indicator.

*The report should be written to address the evialuguestions.

*Need to include summary statements that the cemtet or did not meet the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs
or performance indicators.

*For improvement, summarize information to addteesHIDOE-SPMS KPIs and performance
indicators. How was “high quality” of implementationeasured?

*For improvement, organize information about thelamentation of core academic activities
(English Language Arts, mathematics, science) tivess the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs and
performance indicators.

*For improvement, these statements of meeting ltfective should be supported by center level
data of implementing high-quality core academidvitis.
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Report section

Notes by reviewers of 2032012 sub-grantee reports

E. Outcome evalu-
ation: 100% of
centers will offer
enrichment and
support activities

*Although data are presented in the report, thene ianalysis/summary of the data

presentation of findings.

*Need to write narrative to address the performamdieator. Cannot determine if the performance
indicator was met or not.

*Need to include summary statements that the centet or did not meet the HIDOE-SPMS KPlIs
or performance indicators.

*For improvement, summarize information to addthesHIDOE-SPMS KPIs and performance
indicators.

*For improvement, organize information about impdetation in each core academic area
(English Language Arts, mathematics, science) tess the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs and
performance indicators.

*For improvement, the statements of meeting thiopaance indicator should be supported by
center level data of implementing high-quality witiiés in a core academic area.

E. Outcome evali-
ation: More than
85% of centers will
establish and
maintain
partnerships within
the community that
continue to increase
levels of community
collaboration in
planning,
implemen-tation,
and sustaining
programs.

*The names ofartners are given, but there is no summary stateaieut the finding

«Cannot determine which centers worked with whiahtners. The report should be written to
address the evaluation questions.

*Partners are described as “variety of individuatiers.” For improvement, need to present the
information in a format and narrative to addreessHHDOE-SPMS KPIs and performance
indicators.

*Partnerships are presented in one list, and them®re information about partners on another
page intermixed with the descriptions of activitikss not possible from these descriptions to
conclude if the HIDOE-SPMS performance indicatoswzet or not. For improvement, summarize
information to address the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs andgrerfince indicators.

E. Outcome evalu-
ation: More than
85% of centers will
offer services to
parents, and other
adult family
members.

*Raw cata are included in the report without analysisysary, or narrative of findings. The r¢

data are often not useful in reporting. It is nseeg to include a summary of the data with a
concluding statement that the HIDOE-SPMS KPI ofgrenance indicator was met or not met.
*The report does not address center and sub-griRiemeasures for parent/adult
activities/participation. Need to write to addréss performance indicator. Cannot determine if the
performance indicator was met or not.

Activities are described that the community sctfooladults offered courses, but no data are
included about parents or adults enrolling in therses. Concluding statements are made about
parents and adult involvement in the project, lyatim, no data are provided.

sLimited parent activities: informational meetinggjebrations, opportunities for parents to
volunteer, attend classes, and use of [center @nognaterials]. The report includes the results of a
parent survey distributed after parent activitiesummary of the parents' responses need to be
included in the report with a concluding statentbat the sub-grantee met or did not meet the
HIDOE-SPMS KPIs or performance indicator.

eIt is complete, accurate, valid, and necessargrtigyy to state that there were no parent sessions
in the project year, as included in this sub-graméport. For improvement, the report writer may
include statement about why there were no actsvitighis component for the project year and
plans to implement activities in this componenth&f project in the future.
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Report section

Notes by reviewers of 2032012 sub-grantee reports

E. Outcome evalu-
ation: More than
75% of centers will
offer services at
least 15 hours on
average and provid
services when
school is not in
session, such as
during the summer
and holidays.

*The report includesumber of hours for each center at a specific tioog the otal count of hour

is not included. So, the reader has to do someillegiens to determine if the HIDOE-SPMS

performance indicator was met. It should not beessary for a reader to do calculations. The

report writer needs to address the HIDOE-SPMS pmdace indicator directly by providing the

statistic at the appropriate unit size (centerllesgh-grantee level, etc.) to address the perfocema
pindicator and state if the performance indicatos weet or not.

E. Outcome evalu-
ation: 100% of
centers are located
in high-poverty
communities.

*There is no actual statement about “l-needs community” attributes in this report narmat

*For improvement, these statements of meeting ¢énf@mnance indicator should be supported by
center level data about high-need communities.

*For improvement, add statistics about the commpuoverty levels or host school fr/reduced
lunch, ELL, SpEd levels, AYP, NCLB status, etc.

*For improvement, present data in terms of addngssvaluation questions in the HIDOE-SPMS
evaluation report template and addressing the HEBPEIS KPIs or performance indicators.

A. Conclusions:
program
effectivenesss a
whole? Various
components? How
firm are these
conclusions?

*This report addressonly sut-grantee implementation and outcome measures. Doiesidres:
HIDOE-SPMS KPIs and performance indicators.

*Conclusions are aligned with the evaluation plaesighed for the sub-grantee objectives.
Although conclusion contains HIDOE-SPMS KPIs: Imgrment in Academic Behaviors, High
Quiality Services in One Core Academic Area, Faraitlgagement, Hours Per Week, Partnerships,
Reading and Math Assessments, and Reading anddviadles, there is no direct discussion of the
methods used to obtain the data or conduct thgrginalf data. There is no synthesis of findings
based on procedure or research process. Brief stiomed project highlights. No HIDOE-KPIs
addressed.

*Many of the improvements identified in the conabmsare not based on data in the body of the
report.

*For improvement, the conclusions should be writteterms of the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs and
performance indicators.

B.
Recommendations:
on the basis of
specific data, what
recommendations
can you suggest?

*Provide recommendations in terms of working towdnel HIDOE-SPMS KPIs and performan
indicators.

*For improvement: include information about why teeommendations are necessary (e.qg.,
challenges in implementing intended activitieseclijes were not met).

C. Formative
process:how will
the evaluation
results be used to
refine, improve, and
strengthen the

*The formative process may have some overlap Wwittahnual report recommendations,

ideally, there should be a formative process shbalthroughout the project year.

*For improvement, address the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs arfbpmance indicators. It's fine to collect
and review other types of data that address thésrmed characteristics of the particular sub-
grantee or center.

program?
D. Dissemination: | ¢lt is expected that all srgrantee reports include dissemination of findirggsharing with hos
how will the school leaders and the HIDOE-SPMS state projecagerposting the reports on the HIDOE

evaluation results b
disseminated to the
public?

ewebsite. Many sub-grantee reports do not includeghmethods of dissemination of findings.

Other notes about th

e sub-grantee reports arediedlbelow.
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(@)

(b)
()

(d)

(€)

(f)

This report does not clearly describe the struabfitbe project. At times, there is a lack of distion
made between complex area schools and sub-grasmesrs, between host school students and center
attendees, at times it is unclear whether measuodéasdtors are applied toward a specific sub-greuip/
population. Only measures of academic behaviospeeified as referring to “regular students.”

The CRDG evaluators did not have access to sonoetrgppendices.

The sub-grantee evaluator is not clear that hasstezjuired to report data that is also reporteldRiCS.
The sub-grantee evaluator stated in the reportwéder, when deemed redundant, information that is
reported in the Profile and Performance Informa@atiection System (PPICS) is not reported here and
likewise, specific data collected to inform theerral evaluation is not necessarily reported taCSR1
This report includes detailed descriptions of tbiviies. We suggest that the descriptions areedde
appendixes. The body of the report would inclugeHDOE-SPMS evaluation questions and
information addressing each evaluation questiomrBaries of the activities may be used to address th
evaluation questions in the body of the report.

While the sub-grantee report includes data basddiSfscores, Teacher Survey, and student and parent
surveys, the report does not address the evaluatiproject implementation. The evaluation only ers/
outcome evaluation measures chosen from the suttegia perspective. For eaxple, although some of
the Teacher Survey data is presented, the HIDOESSRPMIs are not addressed.

This sub-grantee report is an interim report alsobtgrantee start up. In the 2011-2012 project, year
sub-grantee was engaged in acquisition of equipareshimaterials through the HIDOE procurement
office. Procurement of equipment and materials ezaspleted at the end of October 2011. Actual
equipment installation was not completed until sianof 2012. The sub-grantee expected to begin
project implementation and delivery of servicesttendees in school year 2012-2013.
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Conclusions about the Status of Sub-grantee Reporésxd Recommendations
for Improvement Based on a Review of the 2011-2082b-grantee Reports

It is imperative that these sub-grantee repousige information needed for the Federal and

State purposes. Project leaders and evaluatormesglspecific instructions about documenting their
project using research methods for the purposkesfet evaluation reports, particularly to address th
HIDOE-SPMS KPIs and performance indicators in tiagiework of the HIDOE-SPMS evaluation report
template. Our overall findings show that the mayooif reports are not written based on the HIDOE-
SPMS evaluation report template and the findingsnat written to address the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs and
performance indicators.

1.

Our specific recommendations for improvement ekthreports are listed below.

Evaluation findings should be presented in termadofressing the HIDOE-SPMS questions from
the evaluation report template and not questiams fa questionnaire or interview guide. It
should not be assumed that it is sufficient to @lde information throughout in the report. The
information needs to be organized in a way thatrtfeshows the reader the evaluation questions
and the answers to the evaluation questions.

If conclusions are stated in the sub-grantee retiwh data should be included to support the
statement or a reference provided to support ttersent. The reverse is also true. If data
summaries are presented in the report, then thetrefpould include narrative to provide
description and summarization of the data. Thegerte are intended to be professional
evaluation reports and not a person's impressigmapéct implementation or outcomes. Reports
should include a description of how the data wetkected, the data-collection schedule,
methods (description of instruments), target grauny, problems with data collection, number of
respondents, analyses, and so forth.

The summary of data should be included in the tefmrexample, in a table, graph, or list, with
a narrative to explain the data, connecting tha ttathe evaluation question. Tables, graphs,
lists, or other data displays should be clearlgled.

The appropriate unit size of the finding shoulddiszussed in the narrative. For instance, if the
performance measure is “100% of centers will offi@richment and support activities such as
nutrition and health, art, music, technology, amtteation,” then the findings need to be provided
at the center-level, and not at the sub-grantesd mvstudent participant level.

To avoid problems with clarity in writing, provigedefinition of each acronym and avoid using
slang in professional reports.

If data were not collected for a KPI or performaneeasure in time to include the summary in
the report, provide a statement to explain thahénreport and a date when the data will be
collected or why the data will not be collectedisTalso applies if a component of a project (for
example, parent and other adult activities) wetdmplemented in time to be reported in the
annual report.

Include a description of the evaluation designhwitdescription of data-collection methods. The
HIDOE-SPMS evaluation report template has a godiiheuof what to include about an
evaluation design.

It is very important to explain if the project wiagplemented as described in the grant proposal
because the grant proposal was the basis of fun@imgdescription needs to include what was
done to address challenges to implementing whatwig®n in the grant proposal and any
changes that were made, what permissions werenebitéd make those changes. This
information should not be omitted.
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9. All project leaders and evaluators must use theGHESPMS KPIs and performance indicators
without modification. Some sub-grantees modifiesl 21£' CCLC teacher survey before
administration to teachers. Additionally, sometiritegas unclear if the teacher survey was
administered to the correct target group. Theséodstshould not be acceptable.

10. We further recommend more specific statements tufomoe indicators for academic
achievement: “60% of regular participants will irape their first to fourth quarter report card
grades in reading/English Language Arts by at lbaita grade,” and “60% of regular
participants will improve their first to fourth quer report card grades in mathematics by at least
half a grade.” The current statements are ratheere(“teacher-reported improvement” with the
target of 60% of regular participants) and the grdntees will likely collect various types of
data. The data will not be comparable across sabtges. Meanwhile, sub-grantees are required
to collect report card grade data for PPICS purpcmed these data can serve the same purposes
for the narrative reports. We stress again thatdappropriate for sub-grantee leaders or
evaluators to collect other types of data for tkalr-grantees in addition to the required data to
address the HIDOE-SPMS evaluation report template.

11. The evaluation report should clearly tell a stdopat happened with the sub-grantee throughout
the project year (who, what, when, where, why, hoswy much). Data should be collected from
the appropriate target group. Documentation shbeldollected and included in the report about
what was implemented and how far the project hagrpssed toward each project goal. If there
were any challenges along the way, this shoulechdeded in the report as part of telling the
story about the project year. Collect this inforimatfrom the target group(s) or have it be a
regular part of documentation about the projectifative efforts (continual or intermittent)
should be documented and the effects describdgeireport.

12. The conclusions should summarize the findings almoplementation and outcomes, not present
data for the first time. The conclusions shouldbgned with the HIDOE-SPMS KPIs and
performance indicators.

13. The recommendations should be aligned with the alatady presented in the report and follow
through on statements in the conclusions. The recemdations should be appropriate for the
project clients and project context. The recommgada also should align with the HIDOE-
SPMS KPIs and performance indicators.

We recommend at least one general session in wiéch is a review of the HIDOE-SPMS
evaluation report template, with the sub-granteentewriters and their evaluators as the primary
audience, and incorporating a summary of our contsreamd recommendations from our review of the
reports. The session might be led by the HIDOE-SRM& program manager, thé'ZICLC statewide
evaluators, or a contractor with expertise in thetent of this session. We recommend follow ughie t
session with a discussion between the HIDOE-SPHt® grogram manager and each sub-grantee’s
leaders and evaluators about the individual re¥@wms that will be provided to the HIDOE-SPMS state
program manager.

We further recommend that a component of this garsession be used for the sub-grantees to
share best practices about evaluation methodslang@gram implementation to improve effectiveness
This might include methods learned at workshopsoaferences conducted by the'ZICLC or other
educational organizations.

Recommendations to Improve Program Effectiveness

We have provided recommendations based on natidefesearch, based on our over 10 years
of experience evaluating several sub-granteespanteview of federal and state documentation of
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recommended program practices (see Appendix ChaVe also reviewed the findings of all sub-
grantees that received funding in the 22012 program year. Our last recommendation is @ stagly
of the Moloka'i sub-grantee, which has shown extlamary effectiveness, as written in its narrative
report. These recommendations are based in-partioreview of the PPICS data and, in-part, on our
review of the narrative reports.

It is noteworthy that only the Moloka'i sub-granteet and surpassed the academic performance
targets by far. The targets were 60% of the regiladents would improve their report card grades (i
reading/English Language Arts and mathematicst bgaast half a grade within the project year. The
Moloka'i sub-grantee reported that 90.2% of thautegstudents improved their reading/English
Language Arts grades and 89.8% of the regular stadeprove their mathematics grades as reported by
their classroom teachers.

The data also showed that the sub-grantee wasyheffektive in improving the regular center
students’ academic behaviors. The target was 7§Uaestudents or more should improve in the
academic behaviors. The findings for Moloka'i weré:4% improved in submitting homework on time,
79.9% improved in classroom participation, 74.7&stjunder the mark) improved in classroom
attendance, and 78.3% improved in classroom behawimloka'i was the only sub-grantee to reach this
level of positive outcomes in academic behaviors.

Further, we note that the Moloka'i sub-granteefstafl students accomplished this without
implementing many of the project features recomredriay the program or our recommendations that
were based on research or our experience. Thisdedlthe recommendation that the majority of center
staff should also be classroom teachers (the pexgermnf the Moloka'i staff that were classroom teas
were 56.3% during the summer and 60.3% during¢hed year), and services should be offered at leas
15 hours per week (average weekly hours were 4igshduring the summer and 9.0 during the school
year). Although we note these departures fromebbemmended program features, we are not
recommending that sub-grantees ignore the resémsdd or program recommendations. We are noting
that a sub-grantee may have some characteristitpthmote academic achievement and behaviorghat i
not yet identified in the research that was revigtweour experience and should be examined.

In considering if the case study should be doreHIDOE-SPMS state program manager may
wish to examine the uniqueness of the Moloka'i gramtee with the questions in mind, “Can th& 21
CCLC sub-grantee project be replicated at anofteméth similar positive effects?” and “Is Moloka
uniqueness prohibitive about replicating this effecproject?”

The Moloka'i center students’ demographic varialsieggest high levels of students with
disadvantages. Sixty-seven percent of the totabcastudents qualified for free- and reduced-ludciued
78.4% of the regular center students qualifiedree- and reduced-lunched. Ninety-one percentef th
total center students were Asian/Pacific Islandesthey also composed 94.0% of the regular stadent
which is considered a very high level in both catezp. Forty-four percent of the Moloka'i center
students participated in 30 or more days of cemt8vities to qualify as regular attendees. Thighisut
an average percentage among the sub-granteesoMbstregular students were in the elementarylgeve
(70.5%) and only 3.1% at the high school level. &@simade up 51.3% and males 42.3% of the total
center students. No gender data were providefoef the center students so the cumulative gender
percentage does not total 100.0%. In additionsthegrantee had among the highest number of partner
15 partners for the project year, each providirggpamming, and suggesting high levels of community
involvement. The Moloka'i sub-grantee offered abiiat highest level of variance of enrichment
activities among the sub-grantees in the projeat.ye

We repeat that a case study about this sub-gravntiedigh levels of students with
disadvantages, shown to be highly effective in meprg both academic achievement and behaviors, may
be well worth the resources devoted to the effort.
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21st CCLC Program: Evaluation Report Template

Front Cover (1 page)

The front cover should provide the following infaation:

+ Title of the program and its location
- Name of the evaluator(s)

- Period covered by the report

- Date the report is submitted

Executive Summary (no more than 2 pages)

This section of the report is a brief overviewlod evaluation, explaining why it was conducted
and listing its major conclusions and recommendaatiélthough the summary is placed first, it
is the section that you writast

Typical content:

«  What was evaluated?

« Why was the evaluation conducted?

« What are the major findings and recommendationsyiha conclude from the
evaluation?

Program Description (approximately 5 pages)

This section sets the program in context. It dégsrhow the program was initiated and what it
was supposed to do. Because this evaluation respordinly intended for internal use and its
readers are likely to be familiar with the prograhis section can be fairly brief, setting down
information “for the record.”

Information helpful in writing this section can gathered from myriad sources: a program plan
or proposal, needs assessment reports, discusgitbngrogram personnel, memos, curriculum
outlines, lists of goals, budget estimates, anfbgb. The program director and staff probably
have most of the information for this section ieittheads, but references to documents will help
you assess the consistency of their recollectiatis afficial program descriptions.

Typical content:
1. Origin of the program
+ Where was the program implemented? What sort ohoamity? How many people
did it affect?
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2. Goals of the program:
« What was the program designed to accomplish? Wb @r objectives were set?
What was their order of priority, if any?

3. Clients involved in the program:
« What are the characteristics of the intended diefthe program (e.g., age,
socioeconomic status, experience, special needsaflity level)?

4. Characteristics of the program materials and ressur
- What program materials were used?
- What resources (e.g., grant funds, physical faesljtin-kind personnel, community
partnerships) were available?
- In what activities were program participants expddb take part?
« What specific procedures, if any, did program shaifow?
« How was the program administered?

5. Staff and others involved in the program:

« How many specific personnel such as administratanssultants, teachers,
specialists, volunteers or others were active enpifogram? What roles did they
assume?

« How much time (per week, month, or year) did stifote to the program?

« How was the program monitored? What kinds of tezddrsupport and assistance
were offered?

. Which individuals and organizations did you devetaptnerships with for 21
CCLC activities? What were the purpose and nathiteaese partnerships?

Evaluation Design and Results (approximately 8 page

The first part of this section describes why thaleation was conducted, and what it was
intended to accomplish. The second part of this@edescribes the methodology of the
evaluation—how the program was evaluated. Samplak imstruments should be made
available, with the exception of widely used pufid tests or tests that by law cannot be
reproduced. Samples can be placed in an appendik,ib helpful to the reader to have a few
typical items reproduced in the body of the text.

Finally, this section presents the results of theous measurements, observations, and other
data collection methods used to assess outcomgsaghm implementation. This section
might also include anecdotal evidence, testimorabtsut the program, or excerpts from
interview transcripts. This kind of information &mns the report and often conveys the quality
of the program and its results in a way that cateatxpressed as numbers.

Before you begin to write the results sectiondalla should have been analyzed, and recorded in
tables, graphs, or plots. Scores from tests arallyquresented in graphs and tables showing
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means and standard deviations for each group. Redfujuestionnaires are frequently
summarized on a copy of the questionnaire itself.
Typical Content:

1. Purposes of the evaluation
« Was the evaluation required to primarily describsgpam implementation
(implementation) or program outcome (outcome)?

2. Evaluation plan
- What was the implementation evaluation plan?
« What was the outcome evaluation plan?

3. Evaluation Schedule
« For each outcome of interest, what data were delsc\What instruments were used?
« What was the schedule for data collection? Wherm \wetruments administered, or
observations or interviews conducted, and who ctalbthe data?

4. Results of the implementation evaluation:

« Has the program been implemented as planned igrém application? If no, what
changes were made and why? Describe what the pndgrally looked like.

« What challenges have been faced in implementingrthgram and how are these
challenges being addressed?

«  Which community-based partnerships, as planneldargtant application, have been
established and maintained and which ones wereWht?

« Are program activities interesting and valuablstiadents, teachers, administrators,
and community partners?

« What are the plans to ensure effective programemphtation next year?

5. Results of the outcome evaluation
The outcome evaluation serves to address the fopprogram performance indicators,
established by the U.S. Department of Educationtfer2f' CCLC program:

- Students patrticipating in the program will show moyements on measures such as
school attendance, classroom performance, andatsdtalisciplinary actions or
other adverse behaviors (behavior outcomes).

- Core educational services: More than 100% of cemtdt offer high-quality services
in at least one core academic area, such as readthbiteracy, mathematics, and
science.

- Enrichment and support activities: 100% of centahsoffer enrichment and support
activities such as nutrition and health, art, musichnology, and recreation.

«  Community involvement: More than 85% of centerd editablish and maintain
partnerships within the community that continuéntrease levels of community
collaboration in planning, implementation, and airshg programs.

« Services to parents and other adult family membdose than 85% of centers will
offer services to parents, and other adult famigmbers.
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« Extended hours: More than 75% of centers will offervices at least 15 hours on
average and provide services when school is negssion, such as during the
summer and holidays.

« High-need communities: 100% of Centers are locatdugh-poverty communities

Conclusions and Recommendations (approximately 2 pas)

It may be more compelling to present this sectiothe form of a list rather than as a narrative.
The recommendations or options can be the mosieinfial part of the evaluation report. Be
sure, therefore, to emphasize what is importarmt,tamimake clear which conclusions have been
tentatively rather than firmly drawn. Take carettiings section attends to all the concerns that
were presented in your description of the purpodise evaluation.

Many times the only part of an evaluation repodat ik read is the section dealing with
recommendations and options. For this reason, ould prepare the section very carefully.
Recommendations generally suggest a single co@iesetion armed at remedying weaknesses in
the program and perpetuating strengths. You mdgipte provide the users with options for
alternative courses of action. Each option is stgpdy major findings and data from the
evaluation. Recommendations should follow logicéitym judgments made about the
evaluation data. Your suggestions should be didetcieard specific aspects of the program or to
specific actions.

Typical content:
1. Conclusions
« What are the major conclusions to be drawn abaueffectiveness of the program as
a whole? Of its various components? How firm aeséhconclusions?
2. Recommendations regarding the program
« On the basis of specific data, what recommendatansyou suggest concerning the
program?

3. How will the evaluation results be used to refingrove, and strengthen the program?

4. How will the evaluation results be disseminategublic?
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Appendix B

21% Century Community Learning Centers
Sub-grantees and Centers in the Summer of 2011 Thugh SY 2011-2012
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Table B1

21* CCLC Program: 2011-2012 Cohort, Sub-grantees, @adters

Name of sub-grantee and counts of centers

Namesnoérs

Cohort 5 (Projected five-year funding cycle: 200802 through 2012—-2013) Year 4

Central Kaua'i sub-grantee: 5 centers
3 elementary host schools

1 intermediate/middle host school

1 high school

Kaumuali‘i Elementary
Koloa Elementary
Wilcox Elementary
Kamakahelei Middle
Kaua'i High

Kalihi Learning Consortium: 7 centers
5 elementary host schools
2 intermediate/middle host schools

Fern Elementary

Ka'ewai Elementary
Kalihi-Waena Elementary
Linapuni Elementary
Pu‘uhale Elementary
Dole Middle

Kalakaua Middle

Leilehua sub-grantee: 10 cenfers
7 elementary host schools

2 intermediate/middle host schools
1 high host school

Hale Kula Elementary
Helemano Elementary
‘lliahi Elementary
Ka‘ala Elementary
Solomon Elementary
Wahiawa Elementary
Wheeler Elementary
Wahiawa Middle
Wheeler Middle
Leilehua High

Moloka'i sub-grantee: 6 centers

4 elementary host schools

1 intermediate/middle host school
1 high host school

Kaunakakai Elementary
Kilohana Elementary

Kualapu‘u Conversion Charter Elementary

Maunaloa Elementary
Moloka'i Middle
Moloka'i High
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Cohort 6 (Projected five-year funding cycle: 200032 through 2013-2014) Year 3

Baldwin sub-grantee: 4 centers

2 elementary host schools

1 intermediate/middle host school
1 high host school

Waihe‘e Elementary
Wailuku Elementary
‘Tao Intermediate
Baldwin High

Campbell sub-grantee: 10 centers
7 elementary host schools

2 intermediate/middle host schools
1 high host school

‘Ewa Elementary

‘Ewa Beach Elementary
Holomua Elementary
Ka‘imiloa Elementary
Keone'‘ula Elementary
I[roquois Point Elementary
Pohakea Elementary
‘Ewa Makai Middle

‘llima Intermediate
Campbell High

Kaimuki sub-grantee: 10 centers

7 elementary host schools

2 intermediate/middle host schools
1 high host school

Ala Wai Elementary
Ali‘i olani Elementary
Hokalani Elementary
Jefferson Elementary
Kihio Elementary
Lunalilo Elementary
Palolo Elementary
Jarrett Middle
Washington Middle

Kaimuki High
Kohala sub-grantee: 3 centers Kohala Elementary
1 elementary host school Kohala Middle
1 intermediate/middle host school Kohala High

1 high host school

McKinley sub-grantee: 8 centers
6 elementary host schools

1 intermediate/middle host school
1 high host school

Ka'ahumanu Elementary
Ka'iulani Elementary
Kauluwela Elementary
Lanakila Elementary
Likelike Elementary
Royal Elementary
Central Middle

McKinley High
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Cohort 7 (Projected five-year funding cycle: 201022 through 2014—-2015) Year 2

Hilo sub-grantee: 6 cent@rs
4 elementary host schools

1 elementary and intermediate/middle host

school
1 high host school

Ha'aheo Elementary
Hilo Union Elementary
Kapi‘olani Elementary
Katumana Elementary

Kalaniana‘ole Elementary and Intermediate

Hilo Intermediate

Ka'‘l -Kea‘'au-Rhoa sub-grantee: 9 centers

5 elementary host schools

1 intermediate/middle school

1 high and elementary school

1 high and intermediate/middle school
1 high school

Kea‘'au Elementary

Keonepoko Elementary
Mountain View Elementary
Na'alehu Elementary

Pahoa Elementary

Kea‘au Middle

Ka't High and Rhala Elementary
Pahoa High & Intermediate
Kea‘au High

Wai‘anae sub-grantee: 3 cenfers
1 elementary host school

1 intermediate/middle host school
1 high host school

Leihoka Elementary
Wai‘anae Intermediate
Wai‘anae High

Waipahu sub-grantee: 7 centers
5 elementary host schools

1 intermediate/middle host school
1 high host school

August Ahrens Elementary
Honowai Elementary
Kalei‘opu‘u Elementary
Waikele Elementary
Waipahu Elementary
Waipahu Intermediate
Waipahu High

Cohort 8 (Projected five-year funding cycle: 2010%2 through 2015-2016) Year 1

‘Aiea-Moanalua-Radford: 4 centers
3 elementary host schools
1 high host school

‘Aiea Elementary

Alvah Scott Elementary
Waimalu Elementary
‘Aiea High

Cohort 8 (Projected three-year funding cycle: 2@012 through 2013-2014) Year 1

Castle sub-grantee: 10 centers

8 elementary host schools

1 intermediate/middle host school
1 high host school

‘Ahuimanu Elementary
He'eia Elementary
Kahalu‘u Elementary
Kane'ohe Elementary
Kapunahala Elementary
Parker Elementary
Pa‘ohala Elementary
Waiahole Elementary
King intermediate
Castle High

®The Leilehua sub-grantee provided data for nineéezsrin the 20112012 Profile and Performance Information

Collection System (PPICS) Annual Performance Ref#®i®R).
®Three of the six Hilo sub-grantee centers providat in the 20112012 PPICS.
°No data were provided in PPICS for the KaKea‘au-Rihoa sub-grantee.
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“There were six centers included in the Wai‘anaegrabtee grant. However, in 202012 three of the centers
declined to participate and three schools (LeihBlamentary School, Wai‘anae Intermediate School\&adanae
High School) implemented CCLC programs. Boundg2B12, November\ai‘anae Sub-Grantee External
Evaluation ReportHonolulu, HI.
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Appendix C
The 21" Century Community Learning Centers:

A Multi-Year Evaluation Design
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A Design for the State-wide Evaluation of the
21 Century Community Learning Centers Program in Hawa'i

This design for the state-wide evaluation of th& @&ntury Community Learning Centers
program in Hawai'i (Hawai‘i 21 CCLC) was developed under a Memorandum of Agreehé@A)
between the Hawai‘i Department of Education (HID@&Bgcial Programs Management Section (SPMS)
and Curriculum Research & Development Group (CRDBfGhe University of Hawai'i at Mnoa,

College of Education (UHM-CoE). The purpose of @A was to develop an evaluation design for “the
state-level evaluation report, [and] to address tt@woverall program and the key performance measur
are meeting its program goals” (HIDOE-SPMS, 2012).

A brief historical and descriptive background oféti’'s 21% CCLC program is provided,
including a brief summary of the history, goalsiding, and regulations. This section is contextual
information necessary for understanding the evinatesign. The background section is followed by a
overview of the evaluation design and a logic maplaphic. The logic model displays the evaluation
design components (federal and state requiremfetstal program goals, inputs, activities, outpats]
outcomes), the information that affect programvétintis (federal and state requirements, federajaim
goals) and the outputs and outcomes that resuit fimplementing program activities.

The final section of this document is a summargiafuments that were reviewed to help guide
the evaluation. This review of documents is alselaverable of the HIDOE-CRDG MOA. The first
section of summaries are drawn from reports alf@iHawai‘i 2£' CCLC program. Specifically, these
are the 2008—09 and 2009-10 Hawai{' ZICLC performance reports written by Pacific Resesrfor
Education and Learning (PREL, 2010, 2011) and tfRQH 21" CCLC audit findings reported on June
30, 2010. The second section of summaries is dfeam national studies of the 2CCLC program.
These studies were published as the@TLC Grant Monitoring Support Report (BerkeleyiPypl
Associates, 2011), the 2006—-07 and 2009—£0CXILC program monitoring reports by Learning Points
Associates (Naftzger, Vinson, Bonney, & Murphy, 20Raftzger & Vinson, 2011), the 2CCLC
descriptive study of program practices (Penuel &Mee, 2010), and the 2CCLC non-regulatory
guidance (USDE, 2003).

Background on the 2% CCLC Program
The 22'CCLC program is authorized under Title IV, PabfBhe Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, as amended by the No Child Left BdbAct of 2001, and is administered through the
USDE. The law’s specific purposes are to
1. provide opportunities for academic enrichmemtiuding providing tutorial services
to help students (particularly students in highgrtyareas and those who attend
low-performing schools) meet State and local studerformance standards in core
academic subjects such as reading and mathematics;

2. offer students a broad array of additional s®sj programs, and activities, such as
youth development activities, drug and violencevprgion programs, counseling
programs, art, music, and recreation programsnt#dofy education programs, and
character education programs, that are designesdrtforce and complement the
regular academic program of participating studeantsl;

3. offer families of students served by communrégrhing centers opportunities for
literacy and related educational development;
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4. use the funds to carry out a broad array ofreefand after-school activities (or
activities during other times when school is naséssion) that advance student
achievement in the view of the United States Depant of Education (Retrieved
from http://doe.k12.khi.us/nclb/21cclc/index.ht6i15/2011).

The 2£'CCLC program was first awarded to the HIDOE byW&DE in 2002. The
HIDOE-SPMS was assigned management of this progsatimjts first grant year beginning in
2002-2003 (PREL, 2011). Funding is awarded to sahtges as five-year cycles to provide
services to students. According t6"ZICLC guidelines, sub-grantees receive the firgtetyears
of the five years as level funding; the fourth yisareduced by 25% of the initial amount, and the
fifth year is reduced by 50% of the initial amouhe purpose of this funding pattern is to
gradually move the responsibility for funding te tstates (PREL, 2011, p. 7). It is also meant to
prepare the sub-grantee to sustain the projecatipes and activities under other sources of
support.

The Hawai‘i 2 CCLC key performance indicators (KPI) include fobjectives and
eight related outcome indicators. The KPIs are tatbfrom the Government Performance and
Results Act (GPRA) performance indicators assodiaii¢h the 23 CCLC program and were
revised during the program years as deemed negdsstiie HIDOE-SPMS. They are shown as
Table C1.

An Overview of the Evaluation Design

The evaluation design described in this documeopén for revision of foci and components
contingent on new information, including feedbaakt the HIDOE-SPMS program manager, the grant
monitoring team, auditor, sub-grantee local evaligtor review of local sub-grantee evaluation repo
Our evaluation design is based on rigorous desigasribed by Berkeley Policy Associates (2011),
which was contracted by the USDE to develop a fraonk for rigorous and quality evaluations of'21
CCLC programs. Their report includes descriptioms$ lecommendations of several quasi-experimental
designs. We are proposing a two-group, post-tdgtaqurasi-experimental design adapted from Berkeley
Policy Associates (2011) for the Hawai'i’2CCLC evaluation. The design takes advantage ofthié-
year funding provided to sub-grantees and starzizddiequirements for submittal of evaluation data
about school-community demographics, student deaptnigs, attendance, description of activities,
academic behaviors, and academic performance.fidatethe sub-grantees will be used as the basis for
the statewide evaluation. The evaluation is designeiers, with each subsequent year of the etialna
building upon the previous year. The outcome véemkyvill be examined in separate analyses agdiast t
contributing variables of student demographicgrathnce, and center-level information.

The HIDOE-SPMS 21CCLC program manager distributed and discussexvaluation report
template (shown as Appendix A) with sub-granteggatdeaders and their evaluators. Sub-grantees and
their evaluators are required to submit an eleatr@port based on the evaluation report temptagach
year that they receive 2 CCLC funds, including any years that they opeuatger a no-cost extension.
Each sub-grantees has two sections to complet® 32 (a) the Grantee Profile, which includes the
center names, addresses, budget information, sutiegr objectives, partnerships; and (b) the Annual
Performance Report, which includes information afweumter operations, center activities and clients,
center host schools, regular students’ academiaviats (results of the teacher survey), and regular
students’ academic achievement data. All sub-gegnteject leaders are required to complete thet&ean
Profile in each year of their grants. Sub-granteeéear 2 through Year 5 of their grants are reggiito
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Table C1. 28" CCLC Key Performance Indicators for Hawai‘i, 2010-2011

Performance measure 2010-11,

Outcome Indicator 2011-2012 target

Obijective 1 Participants will demonstrate educational and $daaefits and exhibit positive behaviochange:

1.1. Students participating in the program willwsho 1.1a. Percentage of regular program participants
improvements on measures such as school with teacher-reported improvement in turning in 75%
attendance, classroom performance, and decreasetlomework on time

disciplinary actions or other adverse behaviors 1.1b. Percentage of regular program participants
(behavior outcomes). with teacher-reported improvement in classroom 75%
participation

1.1c. Percentage of regular program participants
with teacher-reported improvement in attending 75%
class regularh

1.1d. Percentage of regular program participants
with teacher-reported improvement in student 75%
classroom behavic

Objective 2. 21st Century Community Learning Centeitl offer a range of high-quality educationaévélopmental, and
recreational services.

2.1 Core educational services: 100% of centers willPercentage of centers that offer high quality

offer high-quality services in at least one core services in at least one core academic area, such

i . . ; . . ; 100%
academic area, such as reading and literacy, as reading and literacy, mathematics, and science.
mathematics, and science.
2.2 Enrichment and support activities: 100% of Percentage of centers that offer enrichment and
centers will offer enrichment and support actigtie support activities such as nutrition and health, ar

" ) X ; 100%

such as nutrition and health, art, music, technglog music, technology, and recreation.
and recreatiol
2.3 Community involvement: More than 85% of  Centers will establish and maintain partnerships
centers will establish and maintain partnerships  within the community that continues to increase
within the community that continue to increase levels of community collaboration in planning, 85%
levels of community collaboration in planning, implementing, and sustaining programs.
implementing, and sustaining progra
2.4 Services to parents and other adult community Percentage of centers that offer services to
members: More than 85% of centers will offer parents, senior citizens, and other adult 85%
services to parents, senior citizens, and othdt adu community members.
community member
2.5 Extended hours: More than 75% of centers will Percentage of centers that offer services at léast
offer services at least 15 hours per week on aeeraghours per week on average and provide services
during the school year and provide services when when school is not in session, such as during 75%
school is not in session, such as during the summesummer and holidays.
and holidays.

Objective 3. 21st Century Community Learning Centeitl serve children and community members with gineatest need for
expanded learning opportunities.

3.1High-need communities: 100% of centers are Title | and percentage of center students eligible

L e 100%
located in hig-poverty communitie for free or reduced lunc

Objective 4. Participants in 2entury Community Learning Centers will demonstrmtademic improvement based on
formative and summative assessments given throughewschool year.

4.1Participants in 25l Century Community Learning Percentage of regular program participants with
Centers will demonstrate academic improvement inteacher-reported improvement in reading/language 60%
reading/ language arts and/or math arts.

Percentage of regular program participants with

0,
teacher-reported improvement in math. 60%

(HIDOE-SPMS, 2010).
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collect, report, and certify the Grantee Profilad ¢he APR Sub-grantees in their second through fifth
project years also are required to enter datati@n-line 21 CCLC Profile and Performance
Information Collection System (PPICS) APR sectibne narrative reports and PPICS data will be the
basis of the yearly statewide*2CCLC performance report. The overall evaluatiosigieis based on the
logic model shown in this section. The implemeptaf the evaluation design will be in stages to
enhance feasibility.

The completeness of sub-grantee data is criticdétarmining the extent to which the evaluation
design will be feasible to implement. That ishéte are sufficient student-level data represemtati the
21* CCLC centers to support the described evaluatsiod, then statistical analyses may be possible. |
the first two years, the evaluation design willdsesented to the program manager, state evaluatafs,
sub-grantees for discussion about feasibility antlisd understanding. Written documentation and
revisions to the evaluation design will be madeegponse to feedback from the stakeholders.

The 2011-12 review of the evaluation data colleai€2D10-11 will be evaluation Year 1 For
evaluation Year 1, the sub-grantee evaluation tepatl be reviewed (during 2012) for completeness
against the ZLCCLC evaluation report template and KPls. If tparts are incomplete, formative
feedback will be given to the state program managdrsub-grantees about the completeness of data.
This discussion is proposed to help improve th&ectibn of data and collect feedback about the
feasibility of the evaluation design prior to tHamqmed regression analyses in Year 2 of the stdtewi
evaluation. Discussions and planning prepare farBewhen it is critical that the sub-grantees tued
evaluators are prepared to submit complete datathdtir 2012—-13 evaluation reports including the
additional request for student-level Hawai‘i Studassessment total reading and total math scaledsc
for Grades 4, 8, and 10.

In Year 2 (2012-13) of the statewide evaluatiopdres about SY 2011-12), we will again
review sub-grantee evaluation reports for compkgterand feedback will be provided to the state
program manager. Data from three sub-granteedwiithe basis of a test of the statistical modettfer
evaluation question about student characteristidgarticipation levels based on center data drilis
evaluation question is, “To what extent do studdwaracteristics and student participation levels
independently or in interaction significantly cdate with academic achievement as shown by HSA tota
math or HSA total reading scores?”

In Year 3 of the statewide evaluation, data fromtees with complete evaluation reports will be
considered for inclusion in the quasi-experimeatwlyses. The main feeder school for eachG1LC
center will be considered the 2CCLC project school to match with a comparisorosthOnce the
group of feeder schools is defined (by the numibepmplete evaluation reports), the evaluators will
meet with state program manager to discuss repedganof the elementary, middle, and high feeder
schools as the basis for the match to nah@aLC schools. The 21CCLC feeder schools will be
matched as closely as possible to non-funded (cosamg schools within 5 percentage points in the
school population on variables of free and reddeedh, special education, English language leayners
and top four ethnic groups. The design focusesubcomes in Grades 4, 8, and 10 (HSA total reading
scaled scores and HSA total math scaled scorealbecdhese are critical grade levels to provide
educators and project leaders with feedback—tharigr to or at students’ transition from elementz
middle school, middle school to high school, and y@ars prior to graduation. Matched feeder and
comparison schools will be kept intact throughtt five-year study unless there are drastic
demographic changes that urge reconsidering thehagitschools. If a comparison school becomes
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funded under the 24CCLC program, another matched school will be fofardhe project school based
on the demographic criteria.

Nested within the matched schools will bé' ZICLC project students individually matched with
non-project students. Students will be matchedrbgeylevel, gender, free/reduced lunch, special
education, English language learner, and ethni€ltis nested design controls for selected indiVidnal
group demographic characteristics and allows foioee sensitive examination of treatment (for exampl
participation in center activities) versus no ceaigivities in relation to outcome variables.

Center-level implementation will be an independexrtable entered as number of years of
funding. Center student-level treatment variabli lvé measured as attendance.

Part 1 of the Evaluation Design in Year 1: SY 201112 and 2012-13

In Year 1 of the evaluation (2011-12), sub-gramégerts from 2010-11 will be reviewed for
completeness (as detailed below) and to formutatemmendations for improvement for the state
program manager. This careful review of data dettermine the availability of data for implementing
more rigorous evaluation design.

The 2£'CCLC HIDOE-SPMS program manager has distributeewvatuation report template,
shown as Appendix A of this report. To implemem@re rigorous evaluation design, we will review (a)
the sub-grantee narrative reports to determink @oaponents of the evaluation report template are
addressed and (b) the PPICS datasets to reviewissibns and completeness. Descriptive data will be
used to summarize the 2010-11 sub-grantee daggdotifindings about the extent of implementatibn o
activities, academic achievement, demographic lesofevels, parent and adult involvement,
partnerships, school community profile, operatingns, and other reported information. The evalsator
also will look for information about needs assessmand formative assessments used to improve
services. The descriptive summaries of data wikiggplemented with formative feedback about the
usability of the data for further statistical arsy.

The proposed 21CCLC evaluation design incorporates the assumptioiined below.

1. The reports should provide a contextual descripioout the project.
a. A reader of an evaluation report should be abkntasion the logic of the project
(why it exists / statement of needs, the conned¢tiaitay school, connection of the
components), day-to-day operations, how the operataddress the statement of
needs, staffing, student participants, activitéex] so forth.
2. The reader should be able to understand the ei@iuddsign including
the connection of the KPIs to data-collection md#o
strengths and weaknesses of the methods,
descriptions of respondent group(s),
response rates,
the connection of findings to the evaluation quoes]
discussion of the findings, and
g. recommendations for improvement of the project.
3. Quantitative and qualitative data used to repartess and performance measures must be
systematically collected, analyzed, and reported.
4. Qualitative data that are not systematically codldor analyzed are considered weak
evidence for reporting measures.
5. In addition to measurement of outcomes, an evanagport must include

"0 o0 T
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a. the study of implementation that includes a desiorpof project activities,

b. an evaluation of implementation of project actasti and

c. areasonable hypothesis that links the study ofémentation to the resultant
outcomes.

In Year 2 (2012-13), the 2011-12 reports will béewed and a statistical analysis for a
subgroup (at least three sub-grantees) will testetraluation question, “To what extent do student
characteristics and student participation levedependently or in interaction significantly cortelavith
academic achievement as shown by HSA total malS#x total reading scores?”

We expect this logic model to evolve as new findiagout the Hawai‘i ZICCLC program
become available through the state evaluationgsabtee feedback and reports, findings of grant
monitoring reports, analytic studies, and auditogisorts.

Part 2 of the Evaluation Design: Years 2, 3, 4, A@htrol-Treatment Group Study in School Years
2013-14 and 2014-15

The logic behind the model is to study the variandfie outcome dependent variables. This will
provide an examination of the relationship of shtdsharacteristics, participation in center adigt and
outcome variables. The model will test the follogviquestions for the Hawai‘i 2ICCLC program based
on the studies reviewed for this evaluation design:

(a) To what extent do regular center students’ demdncagharacteristics predict improvement
in academic achievement as shown by HSA total ngaalind HSA total math scaled scores in
comparison to students in matched schools who tlparticipate in center activities?

(b) To what extent do students’ levels of participatioienter activities predict their levels of
achievement in mathematics or reading as shown3¥ tdtal reading and HSA total math
scaled scores in comparison to students in matstteobls who do not participate in center
activities?

(c) To what extent do students’ levels of participaiiveenter activities predict their
improvement in teacher-reported academic beha@orspletion of homework on time,
satisfactory completion of homework, classroomipigrdtion, class attendance, classroom
behavior) as shown on the®2CCLC program teacher survey in comparison to stiscie
matched schools who do not participate in centivides?

(d) To what extent do students’ levels of participafiogenter activities predict improvement in
grades in English Language Arts and mathematicstimparison to students in matched
schools who do not participate in center activities

The following evaluation questions can be addregsetludies that are based on center data only:

(e) To what extent does the type of staff (teachermn-teachers) affect the achievement levels
of regular center students’ academic achievemesth@sn by HSA total math or HSA total
reading scores?

() To what extent do student characteristics and styshaticipation levels independently or in
interaction significantly correlate with academahizzvement as shown by HSA total math or
HSA total reading scores?

The independent variables in the model are chaisiits of the students (demographics) and

types of activities in which students engage (l@fglttendance as level of participation). Inteacbf
the independent variables will be included in ttaistical model. Independent variables found to
significantly account for the variance of the ouheovariables may be included in a second analysis.
Formative findings that are useful for program ioy@ment/modification may emerge. For example, if
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the findings show that a student demographic viriabd participation level in an activity signifitty
predict an outcome variable; then, the interpretasiuggests that a student having similar chaiatiter
who participates in the identified activity at {harticular level to those of the findings will tetalhave a
similar level of achievement.

For the first evaluation question, two-level hietdcal linear modeling analyses will be
conducted, with treatment versus control as a predvariable and other explanatory variables idell
at the appropriate level. For the remaining quastioegression will be conducted among projectesitsd
only.

The Logic Model Graphic for the Program and Evaluaton Design

Under Title IV, Part B, of the Elementary and Sedary Education Act, as amended by e
Child Left Behind Act of 200the USDE provides regulations, oversight, digttiand funding to state-
level 27" Century program management entities. In Hawdié, 22'CCLC is managed by the HIDOE,
Office of Curriculum, Instruction and Student Sugd®CISS), Special Programs Management Section
(SPMS). The SPMS office has aligned Hawai‘i proggoals with the federal program goals and
established state program measures with appraval tihe USDE.

The HIDOE-SPMS state program manager has primaporesibility for selecting sub-grantees
through an application process. Applicants fof @CLC funds must adequately document statements of
needs, propose a program with specific plans fdressing students’ needs, and designs for evatpatin
their projects. Each year, the state program marw@geracts an external evaluator to conduct the
statewide evaluation of the program.

The Flow of Information

Figure 1 illustrates the essential elements ofHawai‘i State 21 CCLC Evaluation Logic
Model. The logic model includes 8 boxes, 12 dout#aded arrows, and 3 single-headed arrows. Of the
two boxes in the top row, one box represents FédarhState requirements and another box represents
Federal Program Goals. Of four boxes in the secowdone of the four boxes represents sub-grantee
inputs; the second, activities; a third, outputs] the fourth, outcomes. Most of the boxes are self
explanatory. The outputs box includes measuresplementation. The outcomes box includes measures
of program effects. The three single-headed arrepsesent the transformation from inputs through
activities to programmatic outputs that are finallgasured as outcomes. Of the two boxes in the thir
row, one box represents the state’s emphases lnagivig implementation of the 2ICCLC program and
one box represents evaluating program outcomexldition to representation in a hierarchy based on
rows, boxes of the logic model graphic are shadedrding to program level: (a) federal and statelle
is not shaded, (b) sub-grantee level evaluationdd@as a moderate shade, and (c) statewide level
evaluation focus has a deep shade. The 12 doubieearrows show the flow of information between
the program's levels represented on the logic myp@dghic. Each box is numbered for easy referamce i
this narrative.

The logic model provides a framework for discugdime relationship between Federal and State
level requirements and goals, programmatic impldat@m at the sub-grantee level, and the statewide
evaluation of the program. The federal and stajgirements (box 1) and the Federal program goails (b
2) are the basis for the Hawai'i state implemeatatind evaluation of the 2CCLC program. Federal
and state requirements direct sub-grantees’ ir(pots 3), activities (box 4), outputs (box 5), and
outcomes (box 6) to meet Federal Program Goals Zhdxor the state-level evaluation, the statewide
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evaluator summarizes sub-grantee evaluation dedajiaing implementation (box 7) and outcomes (box
8) across the sub-grantees. In addition to revigwirb-grantee data, the statewide evaluator reviews
reports, recommendations, and comments from asditogrant monitoring teams in forming
recommendations to the state program managemesis or program improvement or improvement of
the statewide evaluation. The bi-directional arringicate the feedback loop from the statewide
evaluation to the sub-grantees and state programagement levels.
Weaknesses of the Model

This evaluation design is dependent on conductisatiafactory match of schools and students
and on obtaining complete student-level data atemutlar center students from sub-grantees. Thegmlesi
is also dependent on the feasibility of obtaininglent-level data from schools that are not furioethe
21* CCLC program.
The center student-level data will need to be sttethat the end of 2012-2013, linking individual
students with demographics, participation levelsanter activities, staff type, and HSA reading BISA
math scaled scores. The feasibility of this desidhbe evaluated when the first year of evaluati®n
reviewed. If the determination is made that thegites not feasible, then an alternate evaluatiodeh
will be proposed.
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Figure 1. Hawai'‘i State 21st Century Community Learning Center Evaluation Logic Model
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= State administration

= State monitoring and technical

Federal Program Goals (2) |

(1) Provide opportunities for academic enrichment, including providing tutorial services
to help students, particularly students who attend low-performing schools, to meet state
and local student academic achievement standards in core academic subjects, such as
reading and mathematics; (2) Offer students a broad array of additional services,
\ programs, and activities, such as youth development activities, drug and violence

assistance prevention programs, counseling programs, art, music, and recreation programs,
* State Key Performance technology education programs, and character education programs, that are designed to
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Implementation Evaluation (7)

Measures of programmatic variables
based on the following performance
indicators (a) Federal-level reporting PPICS
data (i.e., student demographics,
attendance, and achievement data;
programmatic operations data) and GPRA
Key Performance Indicators; (b) Hawaii
State Key Performance Indicators; and (c)
Sub-grantee performance indicators (e.g.,
program operations, staff background and
qualifications, and other programmatics
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Summary of Recommendations to Improve
Implementing the Evaluation Process and Reporting
This summary of recommendations is gleaned from a review of reports about the Hawai‘i

21st CCLC program and nationwide studies about the 21st CCLC program.
Recommendations Responding to Reports about Hawaii 21% CCLC Program

1.

Need to consider new/ more/ improved methods tecitlata about the 2CCLC sponsored
community activities, parents’ involvement in thefiildren’s education, or parents’ involvement
in activities to further their own education.

Add the 21 CCLC teacher survey item of “Completing homewarlyour [day classroom
teacher’s] satisfaction” as a key performance iagicto show a connection between the impact
of center’s activities and teachers’ expectatidith® quality of homework.

The 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 performance repons ko enroliment of students from the
intended target groups at some centers (PREL, 2W,). We recommend monitoring of
centers’ methods of selecting students. Enrollméstudents who are outside the intended target
group may affect the extent to which Hawai'‘i's @mstare able to reach the KPI's.

The 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 performance repotitgliadindings that not all centers met the
KPI of offering high-quality activities in at leashe non-academic area (PREL, 2010, 2011).
While sub-grantee project leaders should continustrive to meet this KPI, we recommend that
sub-grantee evaluators report reasons why thereomatiallenges to meet this KPI or conscious
decisions by a sub-grantee not to meet the KPI.

The 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 performance repottsi@dindings that the Hawai‘i 24CCLC
program did not meet the KP1 of 75% of centers jliog services at least 15 hours per week
(PREL, 2010, 2011). While sub-grantee project lemdbould continue to strive to meet this KPI,
we recommend that sub-grantee evaluators repadieobas in meeting this KPI or conscious
decisions by a sub-grantee not to provide senatésast 15 hours a week.

The auditor’s questioned if GPRAs are a considenati the Hawai‘i 21 CCLC program.

GPRAs are the basis for the Hawai‘i KPIs. We wilhtinue monitoring the modifications in the
GPRAs and will recommend revisions to the local K& necessary to align with the modified
GPRAs.

The auditor’s concern about lack of a comprehensiaduation to monitor program effectiveness
is addressed in the evaluation design describddsrdocument. The evaluation design includes
studies of program implementation and outcomesea@!t the 21 CCLC performance

indicators and measures. The evaluation designradtades summarizing the sub-grantee reports
and other reports about the®a1CLC for any points of program improvement or ioy@ment to
the statewide evaluation.

The evaluation design addresses the auditor’'s cortbat evaluation findings should be used for
program improvement by providing both formativediings to refine the sub-grantee reports,
performance measures, and evaluation design, iti@adtb the summative component.

In response to the auditor's concern, we will adlkend report information about the HIDOE-
SPMS program manager’s activities to monitor tHe-gantees, including distribution and use of
evaluation results. In 2011-2012, the on-goingviids included in-person statewide meetings,
interactive statewide webinars, one-to-one techsigaport, standardized documentation of
project operations and regular reviews, and onmsdaitoring with all sub-grantees throughout
the year.

Recommendations Based on Nationwide Studies of tB¢* CCLC Program
10. Naftzger and Vinson’s (2011) research suggestghieat are higher levels of student academic

achievement when centers are staffed by teachamsthen centers are staffed by non-teachers.
Sub-grantee project leaders and evaluators sheutdvare of these findings and study the
patterns of staffing and student improvement ineament. We are not expressly
recommending that centers need to be entirelyestddy teachers, but it may be advantageous for
staff to have the skill sets of a teacher when Wwngrkvith center students.
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11. When planning and evaluating activities, we recomuinthat project leaders and evaluators
consider Naftzger and Vinson’s (2011) findings tstatdents who spend greater amounts of time
participating in center activities showed highe#els of achievement.

12. Preliminary evidence outlined in this report suggeisat programs providingastly tutoring
services have a slight advantage in contributingathematics achievement (Naftzger and
Vinson, 2011). We recommend that project leadedsearaluators consider this research when
planning and evaluating activities and reporting fihdings.

13. We recommend that the HIDOE-SPMS program managksab-grantee project managers and
evaluators consider the findings of Naftzger, et(2009) for program improvement. Their
analysis of the nationwide 2CCLC 2006—2007 data resulted in findings thatrafteool
programs that have a positive impact
a) carefully planned the social environment and preessn the delivery of services,

b) implemented tutorials and similar services,

¢) emphasized skill building and mastery, and

d) selected and implemented research-based currituldels and teaching practices that are

specifically designed for the afterschool setting.

14. We recommend that each sub-grantee submit an ¢iesluhesign to the state program manager.
Sub-grantees and their evaluators may wish towethe report by Berkeley Policy Associates
(2011) that describes features of effective evadnatfor program improvement.

15. We recommend that 2CCLC program leaders review the findings of Peraunel McGhee's
(2010) that describe a program-to-evaluation fraoréwT he framework is based on components
of instructional supports aligned with student regddcilitated by quality academic instruction
and student participation, then leading into pgodint outcomes. This report reinforces and
fleshes out components of Hawai'i's®2CCLC program and can inform program development.

Recommendations for Implementation of the Evaluatio based on Reports about the Hawai‘i 21
CCLC Program and National Studies about the 2% CCLC Program

We reviewed local and national reports about tfeQTLC program and present summaries
from those reports that may improve the Hawai¥ ZCLC program and inform development of the
evaluation design.

Recommendations based on Reports about the Hawa2il® CCLC Program

Findings from the 2008—2009 and 2009—-26tHvai‘i performance reports (PREL, 2010, 2011)
were reviewed for recommendations to improve theestide and sub-grantee evaluation design. Our
review of the performance reports was synthesinedcambined with our own experiences a8 @CLC
sub-grantee evaluators to develop recommendations.

Community involvement/partnerships. The 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 performance reports
state that data about community involvement weteamailable (PREL 2010, 2011)Ve wereevaluators
for multiple sub-grantees during those two yeas @novided data about community partners for
individual centers; therefore, we found this puzrgliHowever, we surmise that the statewide evalsato
contracted during 2008—-2009 and 2009-2010 were suinimg data submitted on theS2CCLC Profile
and Performance Information Collection System (FRIenly. The 2X CCLC PPICS is an on-line data
collection and reporting system, into which alf'ZICLC sub-grantees were required to enter datatabou
center operations. The PPICS data about commuaitypgrs are entered in terms of the entire sub-
grantee; center-level data about community partaersiot entered into PPICS. If it was the caskthea
statewide evaluators during 2008-2009 and 2009—-2@&t@ provided with data from the PPICS system
only, then their findings are understandable. THRGE-SPMS program manager requires every sub-
grantee to submit an additional report based cevatuation report template containing the sub-gmant
program description; sub-grantee evaluation ddsignding methods, results, findings, and
recommendations; and sub-grantee outcome evaluaitts including results based on Hawaif'21
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CCLC key performance indicators. This evaluatiquorealso requires reporting about community
partners by individual centers. For the stateweg®rt about the Hawai‘i 21CCLC in 2010-2011, we
will look to the narrative evaluation reports fafdrmation about community partners for centerstHeu
we recommend that the HIDOE-SPMS program managgimte to encourage the sub-grantee
evaluators to collect and report data about thenconity partnerships established for each center.

Services to parents and other adultsThe targets for services to parents and othetsdere
not met in 2008—2009 and 2009—-2010 when the rapheervice levels actually fell considerably below
the targets. However, our experience as sub-gravedeators leads us to believe that the data &l
grantees and local evaluators about services pdvm parents/other adults may not reflect aceadls
of center activities. Some data about these typesreices may not have been collected because it i
sometimes difficult to identify the parents o Z1CLC students from parents who are not connected t
the 22' CCLC centers or the respondent group may havdeprsbwith the data-collection methods. We
recommend sub-grantee evaluators and projectcsiafider methods to collect data about community
activities and parents’ involvement in their chiddis education or parents’ involvement in actigtie
further their own education.

Various data-collection methods are available theyadata from parents who do not read or
speak the English language, who are participards iactivity also attended by parents of non-ptojec
students, or that are useful in other situationsre/project staff and evaluators believe there are
challenges to collecting data. Some of these daltaetion methods to consider are

» Project staff in attendance at the activities nuntify the center students with their parents and
hand them evaluation forms.

» A sign-in station at the entrance to the activitgeamay include asking the parents if their
children participate in the 2ICCLC and, if so, parents can be handed the evaitutarms.

» During the day following a parent-community actyithildren may be asked if their parents
attended the activity. If the children indicatettivas the case, the children can be asked to take
evaluation forms home to their parents and retoemtto the center staff.

» If parents are not able to read/respond in theiEim¢ginguage, their children may assist in
reading the questionnaires to their parents anihgriheir responses.

Teacher-reported changes in student behavioithe data about student behavior are collected
with the 2 CCLC teacher survey that, as a program requireriseréquired to be completed by the day-
school reading or mathematics classroom teach&tudénts (also called regular center students) who
participated in center activities for 30 or morgislan a school year (summer through spring). ThOGR
evaluators recommend adding thé' ZICLC teacher survey item of “Completing homewarkour
satisfaction” as a key performance indicator. Fgdifor this item may show a connection between
center activities such as homework help or tutsnigth factors of satisfactory completion of homekvo
including a student’s understanding of homeworkinesments, connections with the content taught in
day classes, and/or with teachers’ expectatiomiseofjuality of homework.

Target groups. PREL (2010, 2011) reported thae 2F' CCLC programs were established in the

targeted community locations; however, some cemitgdsow enrollment of students from the targeted
population. This pattern will be monitored by thalkeiators in the upcoming years. We recommend that
the state program manager also monitor the seteofistudents for the centers. Enrollment of sttslen
who are outside the intended target group may tfifedings about academic achievement or
performance.

Types of staff.A little less than half of the staff employed a ttenters during the school year
and a little more than half of the staff employétha centers during the summer were teachers.aRdse
about the 21 CCLC programs suggest that students enrolledtivites implemented by center staff
with teaching credentials were more likely to attaioficiency in reading and mathematics (Naftzyer
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Vinson, 2011). However, Naftzger and Vinson did cmitect data specific to Hawai'i's 2ICCLC

centers, and we posit that these findings neetiduscrutiny. We suggest that the sub-grantee atahi
look for patterns between student academic perfocmand center staff teaching credentials. We @ire n
expressly recommending that centers need to belgrdtaffed by teachers, but it may be advantageou
for staff to have the skill sets of a teacher wivenking with center students in the homework held a
tutorial activities.

Hours of operation. The two years of performance reports note thatdneai‘i program did not
meet the criteria of 75% of centers providing seesiat least 15 hours a week (PREL, 2010, 20118. On
perspective may be that the direct result for tveek number of hours per week may be that studeimbs
receive less than the desired level of services less than the desired academic performance and
behavioral outcomes. However, the evaluators ploaitthere may not be enough students eligible to
enroll in the centers to operate at 15 hours a weatkenough eligible students willing to attend to
operate at 15 hours a week, or center logistiasaddacilitate implementing center activities faleast
15 hours a week. We recommend that program leatelgvaluators collect and report information
about reasons for the number of hours that aa#s/dire implemented per week at the centers.
Evaluation Considerations Based on the 21CCLC Auditor’s Findings Reported June 30, 2010

Our multi-year evaluation design addresses thegoints of the June 2010 auditors’ report. The
first point is that the HIDOE-SPMS management neegsovide clearly defined and appropriate
performance measures used to evaluate the progfdmmsauditors questioned if the state included USDE
Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) atdrs in their performance measures. GPRA is a
law designed to improve management of governmeagrams. There are many specific areas within
GPRA, including an area for educational progrant. @gearch found that the KPIs align to GPRA
indicators. However, at the time of writing thisatiyation design, GPRA indicators are being modified
the federal level and the modifications are ydigaonfirmed. We will continue to monitor developitse
with GPRA indicators. When the modifications araftoned and the HIDOE KPIs aligned to the new
GPRA indicators, we will realign the evaluation ideswith any future revisions to the HIDOE KPIs.

Second, the auditors also pointed out that theseneacomprehensive evaluation to monitor the
effectiveness of the program toward the performamdieators used to evaluate the sub-grantees. The
evaluation design in this document hopes to addhéspoint. The evaluation design includes studfes
program implementation and outcomes in relatiotiéoperformance indicators and measures.

The auditor’s third main concern was that evaluatEsults should be used to improve the
program and refine the performance measures. Wesslthe third point in part by providing evaluatio
findings in summative format and include any foriveafindings to refine the performance measures or
improve the evaluation design. Some of these affané shown earlier in this document as a reswtiof
review of the 2008—2009 and 2009-2018 2CLC performance reports. The reader is referwate
full description of the evaluation design in thstlsection of this document.

The fourth point was that the HIDOE-SPMS managemeantls to monitor the sub-grantees,
including monitoring use of evaluation results. FH®OE-SPMS program manager provides in-person
statewide meetings, interactive statewide webirgoportunities for one-to-one technical supportl an
on-site monitoring with all sub-grantees throughtbwt year. We will document the HIDOE-SPMS
management’s efforts to monitor the sub-grantedgaovide support for program improvement
throughout the year.

Recommendations based on National Studies of the2CCLC Program

We reviewed national studies of the"ZICLC program and summarized implications for

improvement of the Hawai‘i 21CCLC program and development of the evaluatiofgdes
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Evaluation Considerations Based on the 21CCLC Grant Monitoring Support Report

(Berkeley Policy Associates, 2011Berkeley Policy Associates (2011) developed a basiduation
framework for 23 CCLC programs in collaboration with the USDE. By Policy Associates also
provided technical assistance to states to supipeirtefforts toward effective evaluations and peog
improvement. Sections of the Berkeley Policy Asatasg grant monitoring report are summarized and
presented in this section. The interested readgfimé the full grant monitoring report at
http://www.isbe.state.il.us/%5C/ 21cclc/PDF/framekv@1st_cclc_eval.pdf.

Berkeley Policy Associates (2011) recommendedragf@atures for state- and local-levef21

CCLC recipients to follow in building quality prcams.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Qualified external evaluators should be contrafethe state- and local-level evaluations.
External evaluators should have formal trainingesearch and/or evaluation methods with
experience in planning and conducting program exadns, have content knowledge about
evaluating and studying educational programs; debased programs and/or that are specific to
after-school programs; and have experience evatyatid studying educational programs,
school-based programs, and/or that are specififtéo-school programs.

Program goals and measurable objectives shouldiliemin clearly defined statements about
the goals to be measured, with specifications abowtprogram effectiveness and progress
toward the goals will be measured. The state-lpr@jram goals should align with the®21

CCLC grant program purposes. Sub-granteeS'QILC program goals should align with the
21* CCLC grant program and may also reflect local sesutl priorities. A logic model or theory
of change should be articulated so that therdhigaretical model to define the building blocks
that move from inception toward the long-term outes. When goals are aligned with the
overall program theory or logic, measuring suc@egslves defining how to measure
achievement of goals. Sub-grantee evaluations ssithe same or similar basic program goals
and evaluation questions, and in addition, subtgemnmay supplement the state goals with
additional goals that consider their local need&lEsub-grantee is asked to state their goals in
their grant proposal and in the’2CCLC PPICS.

Evaluation designs should be “systematic, well-coented, and measure progress towards
achieving program goals and objectives. Designsldhme sufficiently rigorous to measure the
quality of implementation and to support a reastshipothesis that the program is, or is not,
contributing to achieving the desired outcomes’rk@iey Policy Associates, 2011, p. 3).
Comprehensive and effective evaluation designsidfeckvaluation questions that focus the
evaluation by articulating what will be evaluat€hmprehensive evaluations include both
process and outcome measures. Process measuriee pnéermation about program
implementation. Outcome measures identify whatdeesn achieved. Process measures combine
with outcome measures to show the relationship éstwmplementation and outcomes, that is,
to show the relationship between implementatiopro§ram components and the outcomes.
Studying this relationship leads to formative imfi@tion about program strengths, weaknesses,
and recommendations for program improvement.

The best quality evaluations are rigorous evaluadiesigns that are feasible. Rigorous evaluation
designs are not merely pre-post comparisons bupaoerachievement by the group in the
program with achievement by a similar group thdtrtt experience the same program. A
balanced and useful evaluation includes data frémoad base of relevant, key stakeholders who
participate in the program or are directly affedbgdhe program. These stakeholders may
include students, teachers, parents, program atadfcommunity partners.

Evaluation questions are addressed through anatiaiplan focused on the evaluation
guestions and implemented to collect and analyeeagst data. An evaluation report should link
the findings, conclusions, and recommendationhégtogram goals and evaluation questions.
The evaluation report is written to provide cleatgted documentation about the purpose of the
evaluation, the evaluation methods, findings, casions, and recommendations to inform the
audience of the evaluation.
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Implications for improvement of the Hawai‘i 21* CCLC program and evaluation design.
Berkeley Policy Associates (201fnovided some excellent recommendations for prograpnovement,
specifically working with evaluators, understandagluations, and using evaluation results. Assh fi
step, sub-grantees may provide evidence thatekaluations are conducted by professional external
evaluators, and they provide an evaluation desigthkir sub-grantee to the HIDOE-SPMS program
manager. The evaluation designs should addresd®theerformance indicators and components of the
evaluation report template. The state-level evadnalesign that we are proposing in this document
includes reviewing the sub-grantee evaluation tspdihe reader is referred to the last sectiomisf t
report for the description of the evaluation desiys outlined in the evaluation report template,
evaluation reports submitted in subsequent yearsldldescribe how evaluation results were used to
improve the sub-grantee programs.

Evaluation Considerations Based on the 21CCLC Analytic Support for Evaluation and Program

Monitoring: An Overview of the 21% CCLC Performance Data (Naftzger, Vinson, Bonney, &
Murphy, 2009; Naftzger, & Vinson, 2011)

In 2009, Naftzger, Vinson, Bonney, and Murphy frbearning Point Associates published their
analyses of the 21CCLC 2006—2007 performance data, conducted uragract with the USDE. Their
findings include increased interest in studyingféegures of afterschool programs and their effect
students’ academic achievement. Naftzger, et2009) included findings that inform the Hawai‘i®21
CCLC program refinement and evaluation design. 2dait et al., (2009) found that afterschool programs
that have a positive effect (a) carefully plansbeial environment and processes in the delivery of
services, (b) implement tutorials and similar sesi (c) emphasize skill building and mastery, @hd
select and implement research-based curricular Imaahel teaching practices that are specifically
designed for the afterschool setting.

In 2011, Naftzger and Vinson published similar firgs from their analyses of the 2009-10
national 21 CCLC program data. Overall, in 2009—-2010, th& @CLC did not reach the targeted
performance measures associated with GPRA perfariadicators. The only exception was the
number of regular center students who were belafigiency in mathematics or reading on 2008—-2009
state assessments and who achieved proficiendyosean 2009-10 (Naftzger & Vinson, 2011).

Similar to the analyses of 2006—2007 data, théyses of the 2009—2010 data suggested that
students who spent greater amounts of time paatioigp in center activities showed higher levels of
achievement. This was shown in improvement on nreasacross all five years, including State
assessment results in mathematics and course giidoese are considered rather strong findings
although a contradictory finding for course grades shown between 2008—2009 and 2009-2010. “The
importance of this finding cannot be understatezhbse it represents the best evidence collected in
PPICS on the potential efficacy of the program”f{kiger & Vinson, 2011, p. 37).

Preliminary evidence outlined in this report suggélsat programs providingostly tutoring
services appear to have a slight advantage inibatitrg to mathematics achievement, especially
mathematics grades, while non-school-based cemtelsenters receiving higher levels of funding per
student seem to demonstrate higher levels of aghient in both mathematics and reading. More
rigorous investigation should be centered on progeffectiveness of school-based and non-schooldbase
afterschool programs, especially in the area oftleeation and distribution of funds (Naftzger &
Vinson, 2011, pp. 37-38).

Students who were tutored in mathematics or reastiogved improvement in those areas.
Students in centers mainly staffed by teachers wene apt to attain proficiency in mathematics and
reading (Naftzger & Vinson, 2011).
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Implications for the Hawai‘i 21%' CCLC program and evaluation designThese findings are
based on nationwide data and have important intgicsa for the Hawai‘i program. We recommend that
the HIDOE-SPMS program manager and sub-granteegirojanagers and evaluators consider these
findings for program improvement. These findingsigd be tested as any new program, however, and
studied for effectiveness with the local centerylations. The evaluation questions reflect thterto
which this recommendation makes a difference idesttachievement in the center students. The state
program manager and statewide evaluators may &g variables to the evaluation design to study
these program characteristics.

Evaluation Considerations based on the 21Century Community Learning Centers: A Descriptive
Study of Program Practices (Penuel & McGhee, 2010)

In 2004, the USDE contracted SRI International ilss@artner, Policy Studies Associates to
conduct an evaluation of the®2CCLC program. The SRI framework was based on compis of
instructional supports that first, fed into quaktgademic instruction; secondly, service delivetydent
participation); and thirdly, leading into particigaoutcomes (Penuel & McGhee, 2010). The framework
has implications for the Hawai‘i 2ICCLC model because the components (with the exrepf
community partner involvement for 2CCLC) parallel the Hawai‘i ZICCLC model.

The SRI framework begins withstructional supportef

. center staffing (recruits and retain quality tpfovide opportunities for staff
development, policies requiring attendance),

. alignment to student needs (coordinate activitigs school and with support services,
use of data for program improvement), and

. adult support (maintain positive relationshighayouths).

The instructional support components are facdidatyquality academic instructioof

. intensive exposure to academics after school @maistent basis,

. focus on core academic content,

. use of research-based instructional strategies,

. guidance from instructors with education and eXgnee related to their roles, and

. feedback to students and parents on academicgang

The quality academic instruction astident participation in the academic activittesvard the
objective of enhanced achievement are also affdntedgular attendance and student engagement in
academic activities (Penuel & McGhee, 2010).

Implications for the Hawai‘i 21%' CCLC program and evaluation designPenuel and
McGhee’s (2010) findings reinforce and further fiesit many features that are already emphasized in
the Hawai‘i 22' CCLC program. We suggest that the HIDOE-SPMS aimgmanager and sub-grantee
project managers and evaluators consider thesmd@ig@s reinforcing their policies for program
implementation. The state program manager andistieevaluators may agree to add variables to the
evaluation design to study these program charatiteyi
Evaluation Considerations Based on the 21Century Community Learning Centers Non-

Regulatory Guidance (US Department of Education, Qfce of Elementary and Secondary
Education, Academic Improvement and Teacher QualityPrograms, 2003, pp. 31-34).

The following paragraphs are excerpted from the BSDffice of Elementary and
Secondary Education, non-regulatory guidance fe2tfi CCLC program. These paragraphs
describe the types of evidence required to deterifime 22 CCLC programs are research-
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based and effective, a definition of scientificddysed research, and when scientifically based
research is appropriate for theZ1CLC program.
H-2: What evidence is required from the States antbcal programs to determine
whether 21 CCLC programs are research-based and effective?
In its application to the Department, an SEA mestaiibe the performance indicators
and performance measures that it will use to et@llegal programs and activities. These
State-developed performance measures can be usecdabgrantees as the “established
set of performance measures” described in the sduolfet below.

Local programs must indicate how they meetgtiaciples of effectivenestescribed in

the law. According to statute, programs or actgtmust be based on:

* An assessment of objective data regarding the fugdabfore- and after-school
programs (including summer school programs) andites in schools and
communities;

» An established set of performance measures aimeasating high-quality academic
enrichment opportunities; and

» If appropriate, scientifically based research firavides evidence that the program
or activity will help students meet the State amchl academic achievement
standards.

H-3: What is scientifically based research?

Scientifically based research, as defined in TKlef the reauthorized ESEA, is research

that involves the application of rigorous, systématnd objective procedures to obtain

reliable and valid knowledge relevant to educatiotivities and programs. This means
research that

» employs systematic, empirical methods that dsawbservation or experiment;

» involves rigorous data analyses that are adedoaest the stated hypotheses and
justify the general conclusions drawn;

» relies on measurements or observational metthadsprovide reliable and valid data
across evaluators and observers, across multisunements and observations, and
across studies by the same or different investigato

» is evaluated using experimental or quasi-expentiad designs in which individuals,
entities, programs or activities are assigned fferdint conditions and with
appropriate controls to evaluate the effects otthradition of interest, with a
preference for random-assignment, experimentsthar @esigns to the extent that
those designs contain within-condition or acrossedtion controls;

» ensures that experimental studies are presemi&dficient detail and clarity to allow
for replication or, at a minimum, offer the oppaity to build systematically on their
findings;

* has been accepted by a peer-reviewed journgdpoaed by a panel of independent
experts through a comparably rigorous, objecting, scientific review.

H-4: When is scientifically based research appropéte for the 22' CCLC program?

When providing services in core academic areasevbaentifically based research has

been conducted and is available—such as readingratftematics—a community

learning center must employ strategies based dmrasearch. The Department, in
collaboration with other agencies, will continugdentify programs and practices based
on rigorous scientific research and will ensure shech information is made widely
available.
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