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YEAR FIVE: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY FOR MCKINLEY COMPLEX 21ST 
CCLC  

 
Project Alaka’i was submitted in June of 2010 for McKinley and Kaimuki complexes.  
Upon the award, the grant was split into two separate projects by complexes. McKinley 
Complex consists of eight schools: six elementary schools, one middle schools and one 
high school.  The complex has utilized the grant well to provide extra support in Math, 
Language Arts, Science and enrichment, as well as, build community partnerships and 
opportunities for Parent interactions with the schools. 
 
In the 2013-14 school year, a total of 1103 students that participated in CCLC of those, 
39% were regular attendees (attended for 30 days or more).    All but one site that had a 
late start this year served 20 percent or more of their school population in CCLC.   Of the 
students served, 52% percent or more were educationally disadvantaged. 

 
While the program business, payroll, and contacts were centrally monitored and managed 
by the District, each school site had a level of autonomy in establishing and meeting the 
needs of their school community.  Each school had a site coordinator who was at CCLC 
during all CCLC hours to oversee the daily management of the program, staffing, 
management of site fixed assets and enforcing school safety and policies.   
 
The last two years of the project was Directed by Pam Kohara a Complex Area Resource 
Teacher for both Kaimuki and McKinley complex’s CCLC Programs.  Like the prior 
directors, she worked with sites to ensure that the sites were targeting students most in 
need of support. However, these final two years, the emphasis shifted to refining the 
program’s weaker areas, such as, increasing parent involvement, increasing partnerships, 
and systematizing sustainable supports.  Ms. Kohara could do this because each school 
and the former directors were able to put into place many of the systems of support and 
defined procedures that laid the foundation for afterschool and/or intercession programs 
at each site.  
 
The project goals are:   

Goal 1:  To provide expanded learning opportunities for students at risk that will 
result in improved academic achievement in core academic areas with emphasis 
on reading and math;  
Goal 2:  To increase parent involvement at the school and participation in 
educational activities; and  
Goal 3:  To collaborate with school staff and community organizations to provide 
and sustain services in a safe environment provided by CCLC. 

 
This is the fifth and final year of the grant. Each of the schools provided CCLC services 
throughout the grant period.  All schools provided academic and academic enrichment 
programs. Some of the notable accomplishments are as follows: 
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Some of the notable outcomes over the 2013-14 grant period are: 
 

• For five schools, the percent of regular attendees that met/exceeded standards in 
math was higher than the percent that met/exceeded for the whole school 

• In reading, three of the schools’ regular attendees had a higher percentage of 
students that met/exceeded standards than the school as a whole 

• The percent of regular attendees that improved their HSA scores in reading was 
38% or more (range 38.5%-63%) 

• The percent of regular attendees that improved their HSA scores in math was 30% 
or more (range 30.8-65.8%) 

• Parent involvement in the final year was the highest of any years with 770 
incidents of parent participation 

 
Some of the notable outcomes over the five years period of the grant 
 

• Increase in partners from 3 to 12 
• Reading, math, science and arts/music were offered by all schools every school 

year 
• The project director worked closely with schools to utilize their data and target 

instruction to students in need 
• 100% of partners strongly agreed that they were satisfied with the partnership and 

would want to continue the partnership 
• Parent-reported involvement increased from 87 to 292 as reported on the student 

survey.  When other participation numbers were added, there were a total of 770 
incidents of parent participation in the final year counting all records.   

• There was an increase each year in the number of students that were regular 
attendees (from 200 to 408) 

 
 
Based on the evaluation results, the following recommendations are made: 
 

1. Continue efforts to target the students most in need of support and utilize 
available resources to help meet their needs.    

2.  Since the grant is ending, schools should take advantage of the CompassLearning 
program that is now available to the sites for use during the school day.  
Encourage principals to have their staff get PD and incorporate the tool into their 
instructional practices. 

3. Sustainability of programming would continue to benefit students and with the 
end of the grant, it is recommended that sites do what they can to continue the 
elements of the program found to be effective at their sites.    

4. A continued focus on data is recommended so that schools are utilizing all 
programming and resources to strategically plan how they can improve student 
outcomes.   Although this is the last year of the grant, there are practices that 
could be of benefit to the site and should be considered.   
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

 

Initially, a CCLC grant was submitted jointly with Kaimuki and McKinley complexes to 
address student needs.  After the grant award, the project was split into a separate grant 
for each sub-grantee. The percent of ELL students at all schools was 19.8% or over.  
Academic achievement was below the state average in many grades at the sub-grantee 
schools on both the Hawaii State Assessment (HSA) and the Terra Nova (TN).  On the 
School Quality Surveys, there were concerns about safety, family involvement and 
academic achievement noted. 

Origin 

 
Based on identified needs, the sub-grantee initiated CCLC programs at its eight schools.  
Due to various factors including a delay in getting contracts into place for the services, 
implementation occurred late.  The first time services were offered was in summer of 
2010 but by the end of the 2010-11 school year, all schools had a CCLC in place and 
continued to provide CCLC services.   
 

The project goals include: 
Goals  

Goal 1:  To provide expanded learning opportunities for students at risk that will result in 
improved academic achievement in core academic areas with emphasis on 
reading and math. 

Goal 2:  To increase parent involvement at the school and participation in educational 
activities.  

Goal 3:  To collaborate with school staff and community organizations to provide and 
sustain services in a safe environment provided by CCLC. 

 

Each school determined project participants based first on academic needs. Some schools 
focused on all students in need of academic skill development, while others focused on 
certain grade levels.  In addition to academic skill development, activities included 
sports/recreation; arts/music; youth development and others. Parent participation has 
largely been around informational meetings, celebration of student work and 
accomplishments.  All sites are set up to offer computer assisted instruction through 
Compass Learning, Odyssey software.  

Clients (Characteristics) 

 
The demographic breakdown of each school may be found on the next table.  Most 
schools were successful in providing services to a good percentage of the at-need 
subgroups.  However, some sites were unsuccessful at achieving regular participation 
numbers and therefore they do not have the necessary growth data.  
 
The following table provides the number and percent of students served at each school by 
the categories of educationally disadvantaged (eligible for free/reduced lunch), limited 
English proficient (LEP) and regular attendees (attended 30 days or more). In addition the 
percent of the total school population served is indicated. 
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McKinley Complex Demographics 
School Total  # 

of stud-
dents at 
site 

Total # of 
CCLC 
students 

% of 
school 
served 

# 30 
Day 
Stud-
ents  

30 day 
students 
% 

Ed. 
Dis. 
Total 
# 

Ed. Dis. 
% 

Ed Dis 
# 30- 
day 

Ed. Dis 
% 

LEP 
Total 
# 

LEP % LEP 
30 
day 
# 

LEP % 

Central 351 122 35% 81 66.4% 98 80.3% 14 17.3% 36 29.5% 19 23.5% 
Kaahumanu 597 209 35% 24 11.5% 154 73.7% 24 100% 49 23.5% 6 25% 
Kaiulani 421 131 31% 36 27.5% 131 100% 36 100% 58 44.3% 17 47.2% 
Kaulewela 416 83 20% 42 50.6% 76 91.6% 37 88.1% 24 29% 7 16.7% 
Lanakila 433 208 48% 93 44.7% 109 52.4% 63 67.8% 54 26% 27 29% 
Likelike 401 218 54% 150 69% 187 85.8% 126 84% 78 35.8% 43 28.7% 
McKinley 1677 6 .03% 2 33% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
Royal 376 126 34% 0 NA 85 67.5% 17 NA 20 15.9% 0 NA 
Total 4672 1103 24% 428 39% 840 76.2% 317 74.1% 319 28.9% 119 10.8% 

 
There was a total of 1103 students that participated and of those, 428 or almost 39% were regular attendees.  Six of the schools had 
more than 100 students enrolled which was one of the goal/indicators in the grant.  Of the total participants, 76.2% were identified as 
educationally disadvantaged (eligible for free/reduced lunch) and 74.1% of the regular attendees were educationally disadvantages.  
The percentage of total students that were identified as LEP are 28.9% and of regular attendees 10.8% are LEP.  There was a pretty 
even split between male and female participants with 51.8% of total participants being male and 48.2% being female.  For regular 
attendees, 55.7% of participants are male and 44.3% are female.   The ethnicity for those whose information was provided  follows: 
 
Ethnicity of Participants 

Ethnicity Total Participants Regular Attendees 
Asian/Pacific Islander 636 331 

Black or African American 11 5 
Hispanic of Latino 9  

White 15 5 
Other/Non-Determined   
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The ethnicity for many students did not fall into the categories given for several reasons.  For 
some students, it was not known, for others, the ethnicity was listed as mixed or other.  The 
majority were identified as Asian/Pacific Islander with 97.1% of total participants and 94.8% of 
regular attendees being in this category.  Asian/Pacific Islander is one of the most 
underperforming populations. There were 75 students identified as having special needs or 
disabilities for total participants and 8 for regular attendees.  The participants by grade level are 
as follows:   
 
           Number of Participants by Grade Level 

Grade Total Participants Regular Attendees 
K 61 5 
1 102 17 
2 153 56 
3 240 89 
4 222 112 
5 205 60 
6 55 40 
7 40 25 
8 21 16 
11 6 2 

 
The grades with the greatest number of participants were grades 3, 4 and 5.   There were no 
participants in grades 9, 10 and 12.   McKinley High School did not participate until the second 
semester of the year.  A new site coordinator came onboard and was able to get teachers to run 
afterschool tutorial programs in Language Arts and Math.  However the program was launched 
too late to effectively recruit student participants. Generally, secondary participation is difficult 
to get due to competing afterschool activities including sports..  Students have to have some kind 
of incentive to invest afterschool hours into whatever is being offered.   Future programs should 
work to build in some of these incentives.  
   
Parents were invited to utilize the CompassLearning software, visit their child’s classes, attend 
an information meeting, conference or performance and volunteer.  There were 532 incidents of 
parent participants.   
 

The grant funded the purchase of a server and the perpetual licenses for the CompassLearning 
software program in Math and Language Arts for Grades K -12 and High School Science and 
Social Studies content as well. Each year the grant continued to fund the updates and technical 
supports for the program as well as instructional help to utilize the program.  

Material and Resources 

 
CompassLearning is a web-based program that includes academic assessment and computer-
based instructional activities and individualized learning paths.  Because the student assignments 
and assessments can be adjusted at any time, the program offers a high degree of flexiblility and 
adaptable supports. For example, CompassLearning could be used for quick formative 
assessments and offer individual students activities for a specific standard, or a cluster of 
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standards that align to the teachers’ real instruction and/or the student’s learning needs. 
Therefore, making it a good support tool for closing learning gaps. 
 
Professional development was provided for CCLC staff on its use throughout the grant period 
and some schools elected to purchase additional services and time with school funds so that 
CompassLearing could be incorporated into the school day on a limited basis during defined 
intervention blocks. However, none of the McKinley Complex Schools took advantage of this 
opportunity. The CompassLearning (CL) program was the tool used to determine academic 
progress for students within this grant and therefore an integral component. Schools that could 
had teachers collaborate with the afterschool program to define what lessons and activities the 
students should be working on during the day afterschool program to make the greatest progress.    
 
 Admittedly, the majority of the schools did not have access to the daytime services and 
struggled with offering students relevant activities on the CL since regular day teachers were 
minimally involved with the afterschool program and afterschool assignments.  The schools that 
used regular teachers as Part Time Teachers during the Afterschool hours really had a better 
grasp of the CompassLearning capabilities.  Had the program been fully accessible to the schools 
during the day and then have had afterschool offer open access to the computers, the impact 
would have been even more successful. Having a strong and continuous connectivity to day time 
instruction is a much more effective way of implementing the CompassLearning resource.  
 
While many teacher had the desire to teach afterschool, very few teacher’s had the energy to do 
so. Teachers who were willing appreciated when they could use the time to offer extended 
supports for day time assignments. Therefore, some schools use of the CompassLearning 
resource as an instructional tool was an add-on instead of a primary source of support.  The day 
teachers could understand and immediately see results of the support as students were able to 
turn in homework.  When CL lessons  were not tightly tied to events of the day, students would 
not show immediate benefit for the day time teacher to see.  This hurt the grant’s data results 
with respect to CL proficiency score gains minimal or untimely access to CL caused proficiency 
score gains to be negatively impacted. 
 
Likelike is an example of a school who utilized the CompassLearning System extensively.  They 
even created a morning CompassLearning Session.  Students could come to school early and 
work on CL.  This cut down student behavior issues in the morning and help offer additional 
instruction and support time for the students.  Likelike, of all the schools has shown the greatest 
improvements in reading and math respectively.  See tables found on page 12.  
 
The grant expanded their partnerships and offered a wide array of services.  The options offered 
to the schools was tremendous and schools were able to tailor make their activities to fit the 
needs of their student population and schedules. Partners would also come prepared with most 
materials and resources. For example, Dr Sustainability offered STEM lesson plans. Ceramics 
was offered at some of the schools and the provider agreed to work on building in rigor and 
aligning with STEM standards in their instruction.  Materials were purchased for the Potters 
Guild to support instruction.   
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Each school made classrooms and computers available to CCLC.  In addition, the 21st CCLC 
program utilized classrooms, computer labs, libraries, as well as sports equipment, media 
tools/computers, and games for enrichment activities.  The robustness of programs seem to 
correlate directly with the use of the partnership services.  The stronger programs tended to 
integrate a greater variety of activities with more frequency then the smaller programs.   Likelike 
Elementary created an extremely diverse program, using every service including, Jr. 
Achievement, tennis, and KCC Culinary Arts.  
 
Many schools supplemented services by way of hiring their own part time teachers.  For 
example, Royal created a Bell Choir and Recorder Band.  This was a great way to compensate 
the talent pool that could be found within the schools sites and offered a greater potential for 
sustainability once the grant funds were no longer available.   Another would be Likelike, they 
created their own programs such as GLEE Club and gardening club.  
 
 

In the first year of the project, two part-time staff members shared the project director 
responsibilities.  In the last two and a half years, the project director, Pam Kohara, has been full-
time on the project.  Each site had a site coordinator or two co-coordinators who provided the 
daily site supervision of the project activities, maintained documents, and provided the data.  
Based on the number of students and the sites identified needs and interests, Part time teachers or 
Para Professional teachers were hired.  At Central Middle School, After School All Stars (ASAS) 
was the partner that provided all of the CCLC services.  ASAS operated as a Sub-program within 
the 21st Program at Central.  The ASAS staffing is not including in this count. The following 
provides an overview of the staff at the eight centers. 

Staff and Others 

 
The following provides an overview of the staffing at the 8 centers throughout the year. 

 
 

Based on the number of students and the identified needs and interests, teachers or other staff 
were hired on an hourly basis for one to three hours per day during the school year.   In the 
summer, one school had a seven hour program but it wasn’t necessarily the same teacher all day.   
The site coordinators were at CCLC for a time period no less than equal to the number of hours 
the CCLC was open including summer programs. 

Staff Time 
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Program Monitoring/Tech. Support 
The subgrantee took advantage of the technical assistance opportunities provided by the HIDOE 
that included monthly webinars that were consistently attended by project staff.  The handouts 
from each session were made available and disseminated to sites.  Dan Williams, State Special 
Programs Manager, provided technical assistance to the project director in order to provide a 
webinar for McKinley Complex sites coordinators.  Other complex level monitoring/technical 
assistance included the quarterly coordinator meetings, review of site notebooks, creating a 
library where each site could access resources (the forms needed for APR reporting) and post 
their results for review.   Time sensitive information was dispersed via email or through site 
visitations.  
 
Data was used to improve programming.  The evaluator attended a site coordinator meeting 
yearly to review the evaluation results with the coordinators and provided a site specific report 
with recommendations to each site.  The project director developed a matrix for each site based 
on the data that gave site-specific goals for the coming year and asked sites to have an action 
plan, document activities and progress and provide reflections on what they had learned. Data 
provided to the sites included survey results, CompassLearning results, student achievement 
results, attendance results, and recommendations specific to their site to improve programming.  
This information was reviewed with program coordinators so they could make any programmatic 
changes warranted.        
 
At each coordinator meeting, time was allocated for each of the sites to share ideas with each 
other on what had been working well and giving examples of how they approached objectives 
such as increasing parent participation and improving student achievement.  Coordinators were 
made aware of training opportunities and supported to attend.  Handouts or resource materials 
provided at trainings were shared with all sites.  Each meeting included reflective activities and 
when data was reviewed, each coordinator was tasked to identify site level focus and actionable 
commitments to address. 
 
The Site Handbooks kept by each site provided the vehicle for documentation of project 
activities and participants.  In addition it provided resources for the program offered by Dan 
Williams (State level) and Pam  Kohara Complex level).  There was a goal planning form, a 
document to record the evidence of activities to address specific objectives, site data from the 
evaluation report, a communication log, calendar of hours and others.   
 
Partners 
Central Middle Schools, worked with SubContractor, After School All Stars (ASAS) to  
provided most of the CCLC services.  For the rest of the schools, there were three sub-grantee-
wide project partners, Stretch Your Imagination, Keiki schools based on the time frame offered 
during years 1 to 3 of the grant.   At some schools who used the KCC Culinary Arts Program 
students learned about healthy eating habits, and how to do yoga and maintain physical fitness.  
Keiki Schools dropped out early on.  So besides the small number of partners, and the rotation 
structure, there were times when some schools had no outside assistance or partnerships during a 
year.   
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During years 4 to 5, Pam Kohara, took over as 21st CCLC Project Director for both Kaimuki and 
McKinley Complex.  During this time the number of partnerships. With the larger number of 
partnerships, sites could freely book services when they were ready for the services rather than 
on a rotational basis.   The acquisition of partners were based on Complex Area priorities and the 
Title I status of all but one of the schools. The high percentage of low-income families (60.5% 
eligible for free/reduced lunch complex-area wide) was the catalyst of seeking out opportunities 
in  sports, the arts, music and dance that may not otherwise be affordable or available for these 
students.    
 
Furthermore, the Complex Area Superintendent (CAS), Ruth Silberstein, placed an emphasis on 
STEM and this was reflected in the partnerships in the last two years.  Health issues in the 
community include obesity and diabetes so there has been an emphasis on health and wellness 
and the need for physical activity.  A greater focus on aligning Complex goals with 21st CCLC 
goals was made in the last two years.   
 
With the emphasis on STEM, some added partners included Dr. Sustainability, who integrated 
classroom activities with sustainability concepts and system artifact that stimulated students to 
continue their study.  For example, he would introduce hot compost concepts and would build a 
system on the school campus that could be sustained even after his services where done. 
Earthworks (Cindie Ogata) came for parent activities focused on sustainable efforts and 
encouragement of environmental consciousness.  She networked with the whole school 
community, teachers, parents and students.  isisHawaii provided teacher training and taught 
teachers how to enhance the engineering design process. An empathy component of Design 
Thinking directed students to understand and consider their client’s needs in their design. They 
also offered units on healthy eating and organic farming. Kapiolani Community College has been 
a partner from the beginning and have worked with students in culinary arts integrating the 
message about the need for healthy living using the 5210 method (5 snacks and fruits, 2 hours of 
activity, only 1 hour of TV or video games and 0 unhealthy drinks)..  They have taught cooking 
vocabulary such as reduction, dice, chop, etc. and helped students and families create and eat 
healthy foods.   There was an Iron Chefs competition as one event that featured cooking with 
tilapia and greens from their aquaponics program.   
 
One of the benefits of the yoga classes has been that students report that they are better able to 
relax and focus in class in addition to the physical benefits.  The tennis classes have resulted in 
better eye-hand coordination.  Ceramics classes have served to engage parents and help them to 
bond with their child while they do something as a family. Participants learned and practiced 
clay hand-building techniques where possible, providers integrated math and/or relevance into 
their activities.   
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EVALUATION DESIGN AND RESULTS 
 

Purpose of the Evaluation 
The primary purpose of the evaluation was to determine progress toward meeting objectives, 
determine project outcomes and to make recommendations to help achieve project success. It 
looks at both implementation and outcome evaluation using quantitative and qualitative data.   
Results were compiled and analyzed by the external evaluator and shared with the project 
director.  Student data was collected quarterly on student participation. By routinely monitoring 
schools could be more cognizant of the students approaching  30-day participation and could 
support schools in the routine collect of all data (teacher surveys, 1st and 4th quarter grades, and 
HSA scores) and identify schools who were missing data.    
 
Evaluation Plan and Outcomes 
The implementation evaluation plan called for surveys of CCLC staff and partners to determine 
progress, identify any barriers to implementation, and elicit any recommendations for program 
improvement. The outcome evaluation included determining outcomes in academic achievement, 
student and parent perceptions of value and safety, determining amount of parent participation, 
and determining increases in participation, number of 30-day students, and improvement in 
grades and classroom behaviors. Progress on attaining project objectives was addressed each 
year and recommendations made for any changes that could help meet the objectives or work 
towards continued improvement. 
 
Evaluation Schedule 
Student data was collected quarterly on student participation so that schools would be aware of 
when they had 30-day students so they could collect the additional data needed (teacher surveys, 
1st and 4th quarter grades, and HSA scores).  Parent and student surveys were distributed in the 
spring of the school year and during the summer programming.  The teacher surveys were 
distributed in late April or early May.    
 
Results on Implementation (as scheduled) 
One of the challenges in providing CCLC services was in retaining site staff.   While some sites 
had consistency in the coordinator position, others had turnover.  However, when a new 
coordinator started, training was provided by the project director immediately.  Another 
downside to change in staff, was the time necessary to get the new person caught up with all the 
procedures, requirements,  and expectations of the program so that they could then progress with 
the implementation. Such is the case with McKinley High School.  The original coordinator was 
over extended with multiple duties.  Once the school was able to acquire a new Site Coordinator, 
it took him some time to learn the 21st CCLC program requirements.  In the end, they were 
successful in acquiring teachers to do afterschool student support and tutoring.   
 
Plans to Ensure Implementation Next Year 
This is the final year of the grant.  Therefore,  all actions taken at this time will be around 
utilizing the tools that were made available as a result of the grant, specifically the 
CompassLearning resources during the months of July 2014 through December 2014 efforts are 
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to promote effective use of the Computer-based Instructional tool and to align to the Common 
Core Standards as well as the State’s other priority areas (ie. Formative Instruction, Data Teams, 
Response to Intervention)   
 
Meanwhile lessons learned would be applied to a future grant application.   Sites can utilize the 
results to consider after-school programming through the use of other funds and partnerships.  
Relationships that were built as a result of the grant will continued to be foster if opportunities 
are presented.   After School All Stars program was one of the most successful elements of the 
21st CCLC for McKinley Complex.   That partner continues to seek funding in order to continue 
services for the next 5 years. 
 
Outcomes 
There are many positive outcomes.  Results are reported first by objective followed by other data 
that addressed performance indicators.  The following information is provided to address the 
project objectives and outcomes.   
 
Goal 1:  To provide expanded learning opportunities for students at risk that will result in 
improved academic achievement in core academic areas with emphasis on reading and math. 
 
Objective. 1.1. A minimum of 50% of regular CCLC participants will make positive gains on 
the standards based assessment compared from baseline to new testing yearly.  Status:  Met 
 
The following chart shows the number and percent of regular attendees who had improved scores 
in reading and math on the HSA.    Royal had no regular attendees and at McKinley High 
School, the test is not given in the grade of the attendees.   
 
Percent of Students with Improved Scores on HSA 
School Number with 

pre and post 
scores in 
reading  

% of students 
with improved 
scores Reading 

Number with 
pre and post  
scores in math 

% of students 
with improved 
Math Scores 

Central 72 52.8% 72 52.8% 
Kaahumanu 6 50% 6 33.3% 
Kaiulani 28 63% 27 59.3% 
Kaulewela 26 38.5% 26 30.8% 
Lanakila 38 55.3% 38 65.8% 
Likelike 54 61.1% 54 55.5% 
Total 224 53.1% 223 53.4% 
 
Five of the six schools with regular attendees had more than 50% of regular attendees with 
improved scores in reading. Four of the six schools had more than 50% of students with 
improved scores in math.  For the complex as a whole, the complex met the objective in both 
reading and math.  The average change score is in the following chart that was obtained by 
adding each individual’s change score and dividing by the number of students with scores.   
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     Average Change Score on HSA by School 
School Reading Average change Math Average Change 
Central +1.2 +1.25 
Kaahumanu +0.5 -2.7 
Kaiulani +1.4 +0.4 
Kaulewela -3.73 -8.27 
Lanakila +4.2 +5.9 
Likelike +4.7 +6.1 

 
The average for all but two school’s scores were on the plus side but the range can be quite large 
and skew scores.  In addition the percent of regular attendees that meet/exceed the standards in 
reading and math compared to the school as a whole was also determined as follows: 
 
Percent of Students that Meet/Exceed Standards Compared to School as a Whole 

School Reading % Meets/ 
Exceeds 30-day 

students 

Reading %  
meets/ 

exceeds whole 
school 

Math % Meets/ 
Exceeds 30-day 

students 

Math % meets/ 
exceeds whole 

school 

Central 62.2% 48% 47.3% 38% 
Kaahumanu 75% 64% 75% 63% 
Kaiulani 40% 44% 44.4% 43% 
Kaulewela 42.9% 55% 47.6% 62% 
Lanakila 62.3% 74% 63.8% 77% 
Likelike 70.8% 48% 69.7% 55% 
Royal NA 76% NA 71% 
McKinley NA 60% NA 42% 
At Central Kaahumanu, and Likelike, the percent of students that met/exceeded standards in 
reading exceeded the benchmark scores set by the State. At Kaiulani, Central, Kaahumanu, and 
Likelike, the percent of students meeting standards in math was higher than each individual 
schools average score as a whole.   The percent of students that meet/exceed standards in math, 
reading and science comparing the previous year to the current year was determined and results 
are in the following table with areas of improvement highlighted in bold print. 
 
Comparison of Total School Percent that Meet/Exceed Standards on HSA 

School Math Reading Science 
 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 
McKinley  49% 60% 67% 42% 27% 24% 
Central Middle 50% 48% 55% 38% 21% 17% 
Ka’ahumanu 62% 64% 68% 63% 35% 54% 
Kaiulani 58% 44% 58% 43% 17% 38% 
Kauluwela 66% 53% 66% 60% 28% 36% 
Lanakila 82% 74% 80% 77% 62% 64% 
Likelike 60% 48% 54% 55% 23% 27% 
Royal 81% 76% 86% 71% 50% 60% 
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McKinley and Kaahumanu had improved scores in math, and Likelike improved scores in 
reading. Ka’ahumanu, Kaiulani, Kaulewela, Lanakila, Likelike and Royal improved their scores 
in science.   
 
Objective 1.2  The average score on CompassLearning quizzes will be a minimum of 67% at 
each school.  Status: Partially Met.  (The emphasis was on learning activity and quizzes). 
 
CompassLearning scores for students are compiled and the average percent by school is 
calculated.  The following table provides the average score for the various areas tested.   
 
Average Percent of scores on CompassLearning Tests 

School 
Learning Activity 

Average 
Lesson Quiz 
Average 

Objective Based 
Average 

Activity Quiz 
Average 

Central Middle 67% N/A N/A 70% 

Kaahumanu 79% 75% 59% 68% 

Kaiulani 69% 71% 57% 73% 

Kauluwela 92% N/A 56% 97% 

Lanakila 70% 49% 50% 55% 

Likelike 73% 55% 58% 59% 
Royal 71% 76% 54% 63% 

 
The objective was met in some areas:  seven out of seven schools meth the objective in the 
learning activity quizzes, 4/7 met the objective in the activity quiz average, however the 
remaining three came very close to meeting the objective.  One possible strategy to meet the 
objective is to ensure that students go back to master any skills that were not mastered so that the 
average will be higher.  McKinley High did not utilize CompassLearning this year in CCLC.  
Again due to the late start into the program in year 5. 
 
Objective 2.1:  The number of parents participating in CCLC activities will increase by 10% 
each project year as determined by sign-in logs.   Status:  Met  
 
In past years, parent participation was determined by responses on a parent survey.  Although 
sites were asked to keep a sign-in log at events where parents participated, they had not always 
been provided to the evaluator or parents attending events failed to sign in on a sign-in log.  This 
year, a more concerted effort to capture all parent participation was made and sites reported 
additional parent participation.  The first chart that follows has the added column of  “others 
reported” which shows a much higher number than previous years.  In some cases photos of the 
event will reflect much high participation numbers than the sign-in logs.  
 
In the analysis of the project after year 4, one of the areas that continued to be a challenge was 
the parent participation component.  Schools were encouraged to try to improve in this area.  
Some schools rose to the challenge.  Also in an effort to more accurately collect actual 
participation data, during this past year, coordinators completed sign-in logs and/or reported 
numbers for all participants which is shown in the “others reported” category in the chart below.  
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Parent Participation in CCLC by Activity 
School Using 

Compass 
Learning 

Attending 
parent 
meeting 

Volunteering Attending 
info 
meeting 

Visiting 
child’s 
class 

Attending student 
performance or 
Activity 

Others  
Reported 

Total 

Central 6 3 3 4 4 12 0 32 
Kaahumanu 13 5 6 3 5 12 110 154 
Kaiulani 4 2 0 1 2 3 0 12 
Kaulewela 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lanakila 15 12 5 7 7 14 0 60 
Likelike 9 15 6 11 14 33 280 368 
McKinley 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Royal 1 3 1 2 2 15 120 144 
Total 48 40 21 28 34 89 510 770 
 
The greatest participation was in attending student performances or activities.  A number of parents (48) utilized the CompassLearning 
program.  Each of the areas listed had participation by some parents.  In the past the main way parent participation data was determined 
was on the parent survey.  These added numbers appear in the “others reported” category.   The following table, shows the increase in 
participation over the course of the grant as indicated on the parent survey only.  Over the course of the grant, parent involvement was 
emphasized and did increase significantly.   
 
Comparison of Parent Participation Reported on Parent Survey from Baseline to Current Year 

McKinley Using 
Compass 
Learning 

Attending 
parent 

meeting 

Volunteering Attending info 
meeting 

Visiting 
child’s class 

Attending 
student 

performance 
or activity 

Total 

Year 10-11 13-
14 

10-11 13-
14 

10-11 13-14 10-11 13-14 10-11 13-14 10-11 13-14 10-11 13-14 

Total 16 48 12 40 6 21 8 28 9 34 36 89 87 292 
 
There has been an increase in all areas compared to previous year’s.   On average, 3 times better than the prior year.  
Objective 2.2:  At least 75% of parents will express satisfaction with CCLC services offered as indicated on project survey 
administered in the Spring yearly.  Status:  MetThe following table provides the percent of responses on the parent survey 
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McKinley Parent Survey Results by Percent (239 responses) 
Question Number and Question Kaulewela Central Likelike Royal Kaahumanu Lanakila Kaiulani McKinley 

1. The 21st Century CCLC is of great 
benefit to my child  
                                                      Disagree                                                                          

 
 

0% 

 
 

0% 

 
 

3.8% 

 
 

0% 

 
 

0% 

 
 

7.1% 

 
 

0% 

 
 

0% 
Slightly Disagree 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 14.3% 0% 0% 

Slightly Agree 39.4% 15.8% 2.5% 4.5% 8.3% 21.4% 12.9% 0% 
Agree 60.6% 84.2% 88.8% 95.5% 91.7% 57.1% 87.1% 100% 

2. The CCLC communicates with me 
about my child’s progress 

Disagree 

 
 

0% 

 
 

5.3% 

 
 

11.1% 

 
 

4.5% 

 
 

2.9% 

 
 

21.4% 

 
 

16.1% 

 
 

50% 
Slightly Disagree 45.5% 15.8% 7.4% 4.5% 5.7% 14.3% 9.7% 0% 

Slightly Agree 30.3% 31.6% 22.2% 31.8% 14.3% 21.4% 22.6% 0% 
Agree 24.2% 42.1% 59.3% 59.1% 75% 42.8% 51.6% 50% 

3. My child is safe at the CCLC 
Disagree 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
2.4% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
3.1% 

 
0% 

Slightly Disagree 0% 5.3% 4.8% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Slightly Agree 0% 21.1% 4.8% 13.6% 13.9% 7.1% 12.5% 0% 

Agree 100% 73.7% 88% 86.4% 86.1% 92.8% 84.4% 100% 
4. My child learns more by participating 
in the CCLC                      
                                                   Disagree                                  

 
 
0% 

 
 

0% 

 
 

1.2% 

 
 

0% 

 
 

0% 

 
 

0% 

 
 

3.1% 

 
 

0% 
Slightly Disagree 6.1% 5.3% 1.2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Slightly Agree 33.3% 31.6% 16% 22.7% 11.1% 28.6% 21.9% 50% 
Agree 60.6% 63.2% 81.5% 77.3% 88.9% 71.4% 75% 50% 

5. My child is more interested in school 
as a result of CCLC participation 

Disagree 

 
 

0% 

 
 

10.5% 

 
 

6.2% 

 
 

0% 

 
 

0% 

 
 

0% 

 
 

6.3% 

 
 

0% 
Slightly Disagree 0% 0% 1.2% 4.5% 0% 7.1% 0% 0% 

                                             Slightly Agree 48.5% 36.8% 17.3% 27.3% 22.2% 35.7% 9.4% 0% 
Agree 51.5% 52.6% 75.3% 68.2% 77.8% 57.1% 84.4% 100% 
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More than 75% of parents at all schools agreed or slightly agreed that the CCLC is of great benefit to their child, that their child is safe 
at CCLC, that their child learns more and that their child is more interested in school as a result of participation in CCLC.  The area 
where there was less satisfaction was on the question asking their agreement with the statement that CCLC communicates with them 
about their child’s progress.  Of some concern is the feeling of not feeling safe, especially at the Middle School.  Future projects 
should work to make sure that the program offers a safe zone for learning.  
 
Goal 3:  To collaborate with school staff and community organizations to provide and sustain services in a safe environment provided 
by CCLC. 
 
Objective 3.1.  85% of the participants indicate that they have learned new skills as a result of participation at the CCLC.  Status:  
Met 
 
A student survey was distributed to all students participating in CCLC  and they were asked if they were learning new skills as well as 
if they liked what they were doing, if they were getting better grades and if they liked the activities at CCLC (H.S. or Middle School 
only.)   The following table provides the results by school. 
 
Student Survey Responses Percent by Category by (460 Responses) and School 
Question Number & Question Central Kaahu-manu Kaiulani Kauluwela Likelike Lanakila McKinley Royal 
2. I am learning something new at CCLC 
                                                             No                                         

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
2% 

 
4.8% 

 
0% 

 
1.6% 

 
3.7% 

Sometimes 0% 31.8% 19.5% 25% 33.3% 6.1% 18% 29.5% 
Yes 0% 68.2% 80.5% 73% 61.9% 93.9% 80.3% 66.7% 

3. I like what I do at CCLC                   No 0% 0.8% 0% 6% 5.2% 0% 2.5% 3.7% 
Sometimes 0% 24% 43.9% 27% 12.1% 6.1% 13.1% 37% 

Yes 0% 75.2% 56.1% 67% 82.7% 93.9% 84.4% 59.3% 
4. I’m getting good grades at school since 
coming to CCLC                                    No 

0% 6.3% 0% 5.1%  3% 0% 7.4% 

Sometimes 50% 55.9% 29.3% 37.3%  36.4% 47.9% 44.4% 
Yes 50% 37.8% 70.7% 57.6%  60.6% 52.1% 48.1% 

5. I like the activities at CCLC (Mid and 
HS Only)                                                 No 

 
      0% 

       
0% 

Sometimes 0%       33.3% 
Yes 100%       66.7% 

         



 18 

At all schools, 95% or more of the students agreed or strongly agreed that they are learning new 
skills at CCLC and like what they do there and/or like the activities.   More than 90% agree or 
slightly agree that they are getting good grades since coming to CCLC. These results indicate 
that the majority of students were satisfied with the services offered and that they perceived 
some academic benefit as the majority reported they were getting better grades at least 
sometimes.   
 
Objective 3.2.  90% of the students will report that they feel safe at the school CCLC as 
determined by a student survey and the SQS.  Status:  Met 
 
Question Number 
& Question 

Central Kaahu-
manu 

Kaiulani Kauluwela Likelike Lanakila McKinley Royal 

1. I feel safe in 
the CCLC 
program 

No 

 
3.7% 

 
1.7% 

 
1.7% 

 
0% 

 
1.6% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

Sometimes 18.5% 12.1% 14% 0% 20.2% 12% 0% 3% 
Yes 77.8% 86.2% 84.3% 100% 78.3% 88% 100% 97% 

 
More than 96% of students at all schools agree that they are safe at least sometimes.   All sites 
review safety procedures and are aware of the location of the emergency plans at the site.  
Students have been provided with information about how to stay safe.   While the survey reflects 
the perception of students that participated in CCLC, the other measure, the School Quality 
Survey (SQS) is a reflection of the entire school population, not just those in CCLC.  Those 
results are as follows: 
 

McKinley Complex School Quality Survey 2013-14 School Year by School 
McKinley High School-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Students 
Safety and 
Well Being 

Teachers 81.7 11.5 6.8 
Parents 75.9 12.3 11.8 

Students 73 16.3 10.6 
 
Central Middle School-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Students 
Safety and 
Well Being 

Teachers 82.6 14.9 2.5 
Parents 87 7.2 5.8 

Students 73.3 17.2 9.5 
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Ka’ahumanu Elementary - % Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Students 
Safety and 
Well Being 

Teachers 94.2 2.2 3.6 
Parents 87.2 5 7.8 

Students 77.9 11.9 0 
Kaiulani Elementary-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Students 
Safety and 
Well Being 

Teachers 79.8 12.9 7.3 
Parents 88.3 8.3 3.5 

Students 71.2 13.1 0 
 
Kauluwela-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Students 
Safety and 
Well Being 

Teachers 91.7 3.8 4.5 
Parents 88.5 4.8 6.7 

Students 82.4 10.4 0 
 
Lanakila Elementary-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Students 
Safety and 
Well Being 

Teachers 98.1 0 1.9 
Parents 96.4 3.6 0 

Students 84.6 9.5 0 
 
Likelike Elementary-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Students 
Safety and 
Well Being 

Teachers 75.6 20.8 3.6 
Parents 90.5 6.3 3.2 

Students 80.4 11.3 0 
 
Royal Elementary School-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Students 
Safety and 
Well Being 

Teachers 93.9 3.4 2.7 
Parents 84.6 8.5 6.9 

Students 88.1 8.2 0 
 
 
Objective 3.3.  25% of regular attendees will show improvement of behavior as indicated on the 
teacher survey.  Status:  Met 
 
On the teacher survey, teachers were asked how many students had improved their behavior in a 
number of areas.  The following chart shows teach perception of improvement in class behavior 
and getting along with others. 
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According to the teacher survey, over 50% of students exhibited improved behavior.   Many of 
the students did not need to improve their behavior.  The fact that many did improve behavior 
could interest a greater interest in school or more confidence in their ability to learn. 
 
Other Data 
 
Grades 
 
For regular attendees, their grades in reading and math in the first quarter as well as the fourth 
quarter were obtained and compared.  The following table shows the percent of students with 
improved grades in reading and math. 
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There were 34% of students with improved grades in reading and 33% with improved grades in 
math.   While not all students improved, not all students needed to improve.   Some students 
needed to improve in one subject but not the other.  The results indicated that 1/3 of the students 
improved in at least one subject.  All schools focused on reading/language arts and math so grade 
improvement can be indicative of the help they received. 
 
Classroom Behaviors 
 
The following chart shows the percent of students with improvement in certain classroom 
behaviors on the teacher survey. 
Percentage of Students Witnessing an Improvement in Terms of…. 
Question Percent 
Turning in homework on time 59.11% 
Completing homework to teacher’s satisfaction 69.07% 
Participating in class 67.86% 
Volunteering in class (e.g. for extra credit or more responsibilities) 45.8% 
Attending class regularly 43.18% 
Being attentive in class 56.78% 
Behaving in class 54.75% 
Academic performance 72.05% 
Coming to school motivated to learn 55.05% 
Getting along well with others 57.42% 
 
The greatest improvement was in academic performance at 72.05%.  Completing homework to 
the teacher’s satisfaction was 69.07% and participating in class improved for 67.86%.  All areas 
improved for more than 43% of students.  The improvement in completing homework to the 
teacher’s satisfaction could be the result of the homework help provided and the improvement in 
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academic performance could be due in part to the CCLC tutoring and academic enrichment.   
Since these were areas of focus, the positive results can indicate that the CCLC was addressing 
the student needs and having an impact. 
 
Participation  
 
Over the course of the grant, there was a steady increase in the number of regular attendees as 
seen in the following table: 
 
Number of Regular Attendees by Year 

 2011 
 

2012 2013 2014 

Total Number of 
regular attendees 

200 305 346 428 

 
There was an emphasis each year on increasing the number of regular attendees through 
quarterly monitoring so that sites would look for students that were approaching 30 days of 
attendance and taking steps to help them reach 30 days. 
 
Further results by school are included in the Appendix. 
 
Provisions of High Quality Core education Activities 
Each site focused on alignment with the state standards in their instruction and the project 
director provided them with resources that demonstrated how they could align their instruction 
with what the school was focusing on.  All sites had the CompassLearning instructional software 
that provided assessment and, ideally, an individualized learning path for each student.  Students 
were assigned lessons to focus on their specific area of need using the program which is aligned 
to the state standards and core curriculum.    
 
Efforts to offer Professional Development training on using the CompassLearning materials was 
offered to every school.  During the training efforts were made to help teachers tightly align the 
CL to the Common Core State Standards and to see how this tool could be used to individualize 
learning paths.   
 
In addition, STEM activities and afterschool projects where offered as well as educational 
finance programs and health and fitness lessons. 
 
Outcome 100% Enrichment Activities 
All of the sites offered academic enrichment activities.  Activities such as tennis, cooking, 
ceramics, sports, youth leadership, community service, yoga, and sustainability all incorporated a 
focus on core academic standards. 
 
Partnerships 
The number of partners was increased by three times in years 4 and 5 because of the efforts of 
the Project Director.  In addition, each school had some existing or added partnerships that were 
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a part of CCLC.   On a partner survey, 100% of the partners strongly agreed with the following 
statements: 
 

• I’m satisfied with my partnership with CCLC 
• I think the school and my organization are working well together 
• I am happy with the support provided to my organization when at the school 
• I think the CCLC program provides a good opportunity for my organization to provide 

services at the school 
• I want to continue the partnership 
• I would like to expand services to more schools 

 
Services to Parents/Adults 
Parents were invited to participate through coming to informational meetings about CCLC, 
volunteering in the programs, participating in the programs including the use of 
Compasslearning, attending student performances, family nights, and visiting classrooms.  The 
CompassLearning was especially of benefit for family members that were English language 
learners and could utilize the ELL component of the program.   
 
An example of the services to parents is that Kapiolani Community College (KCC) culinary arts 
program offered cooking courses that included instruction in cooking vocabulary such as 
chopping, blanc, etc. and being able to cook and eat healthy meals.  STEM and Healthy lifestyles 
were also the emphasis at Likelike Elementary where they hosted two a huge evening event 
several times during the year.   Students and parents created aquaponics systems, worm bins, and 
healthy quick snacks. 
 
100% in high need communities 
 
All of the schools in McKinley Complex are Title I schools.  The percent of students that are 
eligible for free/reduced lunch ranges from 61 to 89.1%.   
 
Conclusions 
 
All sites have been providing CCLC services aligned with the core standards and school and 
complex initiatives.  The project director has frequent contact with the sites via Coordinators and 
school’s Administrators and has made resources available to them.   Over the course of the grant 
period, there have been increases in the number of students served, the number of 30-day 
students, partners and parent participation.  There have been a variety of activities offered and all 
sites had both core academic and academic enrichment programs.  There was clearly a process to 
improve programming and strategically address project objectives.    
 
One of the things that has been of concern throughout was the inability to utilize the 
CompassLearning program during the school day.  The schools were allowed 
(permission/approval by State and USDOE) daytime assessment opportunities, and had the 
option to purchase separate day time access and services.  However, this was a non-prebudgeted 
item and therefore was nearly impossible to acquire the separate funding for this option.  While 
the after school instruction was aligned with the school’s instruction, it would be more 
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effectively integrated if the sites had been allowed to utilize it in classrooms during the school 
day.  As noted above, for most sites, the purchasing of daytime access was financially not 
feasible.  
 
There were efforts to provide professional development to school staff but their inability to 
utilize the software was a deterrent to fully utilize it.  This hurdle really frustrated both the 
schools and the project director tasked with the implementation.   The teachers who were trained 
were discouraged by the limitations to accesses and therefore severely under-utilized the 
resource.  This was a significant purchase with grant funds and had the potential to be valuable in 
supporting the school instructional efforts. However, the challenge to get even the non-21st 
CCLC Teachers to utilize it was sometime an insurmountable hurdle.   While the CCLC project 
director developed aligned lessons to be used, few are taking advantage of it.  Some schools 
purchased time to use it during the school day but if it could have been fully integrated and 
utilized complex-area wide that would support academic gains. Sustainability and continuation 
of use of the currently owned resources would also be better maximized.  
 
Partners addressed the complex area STEM initiative and were responsive to finding even more 
ways to incorporate instruction addressing these core standards in their activities.  Some partners 
addressed health and wellness needs of students and families and the financial literacy activities 
are beneficial to families that have limited income. 
 
Parent involvement was an area of focus for the final year.  What proved to be an issue was 
consistently using the log in sheets.   In some schools they did not have a system of accurately 
collecting the attendance for families.   So documentation based on multiple witness recounts 
which provided a closer figure to the number of participants at parent events.  In the future, 
offering photos of events might be used as an alternative to log sheets.  The Director sought 
approval for this but was too late in the final year to implement.  The objective of increasing 
parent involvement is considered as being met. 
 
What the project did well was offer the students a safe enriched environment to expand learning.  
While gap closing efforts were made and students enjoyed some benefits of the extra supports, 
the following remained as challenges: 
 

1)  Those who need services the most (those targeted) are not always those who came 
regularly. 

2) To really personalize the supports to students a direct interaction between classroom 
content/skills and afterschool content/skills would have had a greater impact on 
closing students’ learning gaps.   

3) School service design and limited access to personnel coverage also presented some 
challenge for some sites thereby making it difficult or impossible to obtain consistent 
30 day numbers.  

 
Recommendations 
 

1. Continue efforts to target the students most in need of support and utilize available 
resources to help meet their needs.    
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2.  Since the grant is ending, schools should take advantage of the CompassLearning 
program that is now available to the sites for use during the school day.  Encourage 
principals to have their staff get PD and incorporate the tool into their instructional 
practices. 

3. Sustainability of programming would continue to benefit students and with the end of the 
grant, it is recommended that sites do what they can to continue the elements of the 
program found to be effective at their sites.    

4. A continued focus on data is recommended so that schools are utilizing all programming 
and resources to strategically plan how they can improve student outcomes.   Although 
this is the last year of the grant, there are practices that could be of benefit to the site and 
should be considered.   

 
How evaluation will be used to refine strengthen and improve outcomes 
 
Throughout the project, quarterly data was compiled and provided to the project director.  
Recommendations for program improvement were made in bi-monthly meetings between the 
evaluator and project director and a written report was provided yearly to both the project 
director and school staff (principal and coordinator).  Each site was provided with school-
specific results and recommendations for the coming year.  The project director has been 
responsive to the recommendations and worked with the site coordinators to improve outcomes 
each year.   
 
Dissemination of Evaluation Results 
 
Each site posts the evaluation executive summary on their website with a statement that the 
complete report is available in the office.  Each site principal receives a copy. 
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Appendix 

 
o  Improved Grades by School 

 
o  Classroom  Behavior 

Improvement by School 
 

o School Quality Survey Results on 
Involvement and Standards-based 
Learning 
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Grade Improvement 
 
Central 

 
 
Kaahumanu 
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Kaiulani 
 

 
 
Kaulewela 
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Lanakila 
 

 
 
Likelike 
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Classroom Behavior Improvement by School 

 
Central  (81 Responses) 
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Kaahumanu (17 Responses) 
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Kaiulani (5 Responses) 
 

 

 



 35 
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Kaulewela  (29 Responses) 
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Lanakila  (44 Responses) 
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Likelike  (134 Responses) 
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McKinley High School  (2 Responses) 
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Another measure of parent involvement and satisfaction with the standards-based learning at the 
school is in the SQS.  This is indicative of the total school rather than just perceptions of those 
that participated in CCLC but is one indicator. 
 
 



 43 

 
School Quality Survey Results by School 

 
McKinley High School-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Standard-
Based 

Learning 

Teachers 85.9 10.5 3.6 
Parents 75.5 17.4 7.1 

Students 79.8 12.7 7.4 
Involvement Teachers 69.1 13 17.9 

Parents 70.7 19.5 9.8 
Students 64.9 28.4 6.7 

 
Central Middle School-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Standard-
Based 

Learning 

Teachers 91.8 7.2 0.9 
Parents 85.3 8.8 5.9 

Students 82.6 10.3 7.1 
Involvement Teachers 84.1 13 2.9 

Parents 86 10.1 3.9 
Students 68.4 22.5 9.1 

 
Ka’ahumanu Elementary - % Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Standard-
Based 

Learning 

Teachers 95.5 2 2.5 
Parents 89.5 6.9 3.6 

Students 86.9 5.7 0 
Involvement Teachers 94.7 2.1 3.2 

Parents 86 7.4 6.6 
Students 73.6 12.8 0 

 
Kaiulani Elementary-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Standard-
Based 

Learning 

Teachers 92.4 4.8 2.8 
Parents 89.5 8.6 1.9 

Students 80.3 8 0 
Involvement Teachers 83 7.6 3.7 

Parents 88.7 7.6 3.7 
Students 68.3 17.4 0 
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Kauluwela-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Standard-
Based 

Learning 

Teachers 95.8 3.1 1.1 
Parents 90.1 3.7 6.2 

Students 88 6.7 0 
Involvement Teachers 80.7 7 12.3 

Parents 86.6 6.4 7 
Students 69.3 18.4 0 

 
Lanakila Elementary-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Standard-
Based 

Learning 

Teachers 99.1 0.3 0.6 
Parents 100 0 0 

Students 90.7 4.6 0 
Involvement Teachers 97.1 0 2.9 

Parents 97.2 2.8 0 
Students 67.8 26.1 0 

 
 
Likelike Elementary-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Standard-
Based 

Learning 

Teachers 89 9.8 1.2 
Parents 95.3 2.5 2.2 

Students 89.3 4.4 0 
Involvement Teachers 72.2 19.4 8.3 

Parents 91.9 7.6 0.5 
Students 74.6 16.3 0 

 
Royal Elementary School-% Response 
 Group Positive Negative Don’t Know 

Standard-
Based 

Learning 

Teachers 95.5 3.1 1.4 
Parents 85 9.1 5.9 

Students 92.1 5 0 
Involvement Teachers 90.3 4.8 4.8 

Parents 85.9 12.2 4.8 
Students 77.8 15.9 0 

 
 
 


