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Local Evaluation Process 

Local Evaluation Tools 

To help Alaska grantees improve their local assessment processes and to develop as much data as possible 

that is consistent from year to year and comparable from program to program, Department of Education and 

Early Development (EED) asked the statewide evaluator, McDowell Group, to develop a common format for 

local evaluation reports. An initial format was developed in 2012 with input from program directors and EED. 

The format was made optional for existing grantees in 2013, but new grantees were required to use it 

beginning in 2014.  

The local report format is designed to serve two main purposes:1 

1. To present fundamental information about program goals, activities, impacts and other 

accomplishments in a way that is accessible to and useful for a variety of 21st CCLC stakeholders, 

including EED, the U.S. Department of Education, program parents, program partners, and the 

general public.  

2. To provide a clear, actionable basis for ongoing self-improvement processes by all local programs.  

The report format includes information such as: 

• Name and qualifications of the evaluator 

• Grant year and program sites being evaluated 

• Description of the target population 

• Activities provided 

• Number of regular attendees and total participants 

• Objectives of the evaluation  

• Strategy (theory of change) being pursued by the program 

• Status of locally adopted goals and measures  

• Strengths, challenges or other key findings 

• How local evaluation results have been used for program improvement 

Status of Local Evaluation Efforts 

The quality and comprehensiveness of Alaska 21st CCLC local evaluations has improved greatly over the past 

three years. Seven of the eight grantees used external evaluators (not regular employees of the program or 

the grantee) in FY14. The exception was Juneau, where the evaluation report for the final year of the grant 

                                                   

1 See Attachment 1 for the complete, approved, local-evaluation report format.  
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cycle was prepared by the program director and functions as something of a retrospective analysis of the 

whole program history. 

Several used additional surveys besides the teacher surveys that are federally required. Data analyzed by local 

evaluators included SBAs, MAP scores, AIMSweb, PowerSchool, HSGQE scores, graduation rates, and 

attendance rates. All used or approximated the reporting format recommended by the statewide evaluator 

and EED.  

Summary of Evaluation Characteristics for Individual Programs 

Program External Evaluator 
Includes Site 
Observations 

Uses EED Report 
Format 

Includes Additional 
Surveys 

Anchorage Yes Yes Yes Student, year end. 
Parent, during events 

Bering Strait  Yes Yes Yes None 

Boys & Girls Club Yes Yes Yes Student and parent 

Fairbanks Yes Yes Yes Student, year end. 
Parent, during events 

Juneau No No No Student, after course 
completion 

Mat-Su Yes Yes Yes Student, year end 

Sitka Yes Yes Yes Parent, Student, during 
the year and at year 

end 

SERRC Yes Yes Yes Parent, also interviews 
with teachers, 
administrators, 

parents, and staff 

General Themes from Local Evaluations 

Program Strengths 

Among the many program strengths noted by local evaluators, the ones most often highlighted involved 

strong program design and provision of varied enrichment activities tailored to student interests. Quality staff 

was noted as a strength for nearly all programs, as were efforts to encourage student empowerment and 

engagement and to provide a supportive atmosphere. Other program strengths identified in multiple local 

evaluations include effective family inclusion strategies, effective self-assessment and self-improvement 

processes, strong connections to the broader school, and valuable community partnerships. 
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Areas for Improvement 

The challenge most commonly identified by local Alaska 21st CCLC evaluators is the ongoing one of teaching 

staff to understand program goals and the techniques of experiential and project/based learning. Also 

identified for multiple programs were challenges associated with access to classroom space and other 

facilities; classroom management techniques; communications within programs and between programs and 

other stakeholders; and dealing with staff issues such as burnout, turnover and covering for absentees. Finally, 

three evaluators pointed to the difficulties inherent in measuring student academic performance and how it is 

linked to 21st CCLC. 

The remainder of this report describes local evaluation processes, including a brief overview of results from 

FY14 evaluations conducted by each of the eight grantees: 

Anchorage School District 

Bering Strait School District 

Boys and Girls Clubs (Nikiski Clubhouse)  

Fairbanks North Star Borough School District 

Juneau CARES 

Mat-Su Borough School District 

Sitka Community Schools/Sitka School District 

SERRC/Kotzebue 
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Anchorage School District  

Evaluation Overview 

Anchorage 21st CCLC programs have always used external evaluators. FY14 was the fourth year using the 

current evaluator and methodology. In addition to assessment data, the methodology includes site 

observations, interviews with site coordinators, monitoring attendance at family nights, surveys of teachers, 

students, and parents, and collection of anecdotal data. Site assessments are based on a nationally recognized 

tool, the High Quality After School Practice Self Assessment Instrument.  

The evaluation process as described in the report is thorough, comprehensive and professional. The process 

produces a great deal of information and distills it into actionable priorities.  

Evaluation Questions 

• Is the program delivering the services and content it said it would deliver? 

• Is it accomplishing what it said it would accomplish in terms of program impact? 

• What are the program’s strengths and weaknesses? 

• How can the program improve? 

Key Findings 

The local evaluator concluded that the Anchorage School District 21st CCLC program substantially meets the 

requirements of its grant and serves a vital role in the Anchorage community and that: 

It provides a positive, responsive environment for students to engage in learning about themselves, their 

relationship to others and their place in the world. It empowers them to grow toward their highest potential. 

PROGRAM STRENGTHS 

• Activities have strong connections to the broader curriculum and community. 

• Students are given ample experiential academic activities. 

• Site visits indicate that the 18 key quality indicators are present with consistency in the 21st CCLC 
program. 

• Staffing spreadsheets indicate a wide range of expertise, creating a depth of skills and talents to offer 
program students. 

• A generous number of partnerships have been established throughout the community. Partners 
interviewed provided positive feedback about their experiences with students. 

• Many avenues are made available for family involvement. 

• Program self-assessment is rigorous, consistent and used for continuous improvement. 
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• A few staff members need to develop a more appropriate method for managing and/or 
communicating with students. 

• A few staff members need to better understand program goals and plan activities accordingly. 

Recommendations 

1. Engage site coordinators in establishing scoring guidelines before next school year’s site visits begin. 
In this way, all can agree on how to reasonably “raise the bar” toward program improvement. Over 
time, this practice can fuel continuous improvement that is automatic within the program. 

2. Youth participation can be enhanced by focusing on the following: 

• Youth are on-task. 

• Youth listen actively and attentively to peers and staff. 

• Youth contribute opinions, ideas and/or concerns to discussions. 

• Youth have opportunities to make meaningful choices. 

• Youth take leadership responsibilities. 

3. Provide staff development as needed to help staff members become more appropriate 
communicators and behavior managers with their students, aligning with program mission and 
goals. 

Use of Local Evaluation Results 

The report describes the following steps for implementing the evaluation findings: 

The evaluation and assessment data is shared with program manager, site coordinators, site principals, and the Title 

1 department. The evaluator sends a report to the coordinators, principals and the department manager after each 

site visit. The evaluator presents at a site coordinator meeting twice a year. She shares her findings and work with 

staff on changes and areas of concern. The survey results are shared with coordinators upon completion. A summary 

report is submitted to the School Board each year. The 21st Century Community Learning Center Advisory Board 

receives summary reports throughout the year. Statistics are shared with partners as needed for their reports.  

The program manager designs staff development for site coordinators and line staff the following year to address 

areas of recommended improvement. Budget funds are set aside to address areas of concern. Community partners 

are recruited to meet program needs when ever possible. 
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Bering Strait School District  

Evaluation Overview 

FY14 is the second year the BSSD program has used an external evaluator. The report format follows EED 

guidelines. Data examined for the evaluation included AIMSweb, SBAs, school attendance, teacher surveys, 

and site observations using the Alaska 21st CCLC Observation Tool.  

BSSD has established two major goals for its program, which focuses on School Improvement sites: 

• Improve he academic development and performance of at-risk students  

• Improve the health and physical fitness of at-risk students 

The program has also developed an explicit list of expectations covering staff engagement, student 

engagement, family and community engagement, social-emotional learning, and academic learning, as well 

as stipulating that students will feel safe and under stand that teachers care about them. 

Evaluation Questions 

• Is the program delivering the services and content it said it would deliver? 

• Is the program accomplishing what it said it would accomplish in terms of program impact? 

• What are the program’s strengths and weaknesses? 

• How can the program improve? 

The program has also identified specific short-term, intermediate-term, and long-term outcomes for 

participating students. 

Key Findings 

PROGRAM STRENGTHS 

• Students see the value in attending 21st CCLC and encourage their peers to attend. 

• Students get more personalized attention with smaller numbers in the groups. 

• Students want to be there. It is a safe and comfortable place to be. 

• Students get help they might not be able to get at home. 

• Students have a quiet place in which to study. 

• Regular attendees received high marks for turning in homework on time and in an acceptable format. 

• Dedicated teachers are willing to extend their workday to help students. 

• There is parental support for the program. Parents appreciate the work of the tutors. 

• The program is tailored to meet the needs of the students at each site.  

• Dedicated site coordinators keep the program running smoothly and efficiently. 

• Students receive a healthy snack each tutoring day. 
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• Communication between the sites and the district office should improve. (This was the first year for 
the current project manager. Improving communications is a goal for next year.) 

• Recreation needs to receive more emphasis at Koyuk 

• Potential for teacher burn-out due to the lengthened workday. (This was not observed, but was 
mentioned by some tutors.) 

• Access to the gym for recreation activities can be a challenge.  

• Efforts to find program partners in these small villages have been unsuccessful. 

• The program makes special efforts to provide fresh fruit in good condition, but this can be difficult in 
winter. 

Recommendations 

Because this was the last year of the grant, there were no recommendations for next year. 

Use of Local Evaluation Results  

The evaluator suggested the following steps for implementing the evaluation findings, noting that FY14 was 

the final year of the grant. 

• Site coordinators and principals should read the evaluation report. 

• Project Director and evaluator should hold a videoconference with each site individually to discuss 

their results and progress. 

• Site coordinators and principals should met with the teachers and tutors to review the report. 

• The report should be presented to the Advisory Education Committee at its monthly meeting. This is 

a public meeting and an opportunity for parents and community members to have input and ask 

questions.  
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Boys and Girls Clubs (Nikiski Clubhouse)  

Evaluation Overview 

FY14 was the first year of a new grant cycle for the Boys and Girls Club program. Mountain View Elementary 

in Kenai was added to the two Nikiski schools served. The evaluation draws on the following types of data: 

• Performance data about participants drawn from each feeder school assessments, grades, graduation 
rates and attendance at afterschool programs.  

• Survey data from teachers, parents and students as well as interview data collected during site visits 
from program staff.  

• Observation data recorded during site visits.  

Evaluation Questions 

• Are programs delivering services stated in the grant?  

• Are programs having the impact planned for in the grant?  

• What are the strengths of each of the three sites?  

• What improvements can be made going forward to improve program impact and effectiveness?  

Key Findings 

Evaluation findings are discussed within a framework of the Alaska Key Quality Indicators. The scoring 

method developed for statewide evaluations was not used. Instead, results are presented in discussion format.  

PROGRAM STRENGTHS 

• Effective program design based on proven operating strategies 

• Good communications practices 

• Strong community partnerships, including Boys & Girls Club staff and outreach to parents 

• Staff sensitive to student needs 

• Wide variety of activities 

• Growing enrollment 

• Benefits to special needs students 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• Behavior management is still a challenge. 

• Student academic performance, as measured by test scores, fell short of goals, particularly for the Mt. 
View Elementary program, which is new and undergoing some management issues. 

• As the program grows, space is becoming a constraint.  
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Recommendations 

• Revisit measurable objectives in view of the new Alaska assessment process. 

• Use more surveys to obtain evaluation data about the program.  

• Provide behavior management training. 

• Continue development of the Mountain View program. Increase the number of students who attend 
tutoring sessions.  

Use of Evaluation Results 

The program director, all 3 site coordinators, and key staff from all 21st CCLC sites review evaluation results. 

Key staff meet with the local evaluator to discuss program improvement and how to incorporate them. Site 

coordinators meet with their staffs weekly and devote two or three meetings to discussion of findings, overall 

program improvement, and how to incorporate changes into the planning process for each individual site.  

The evaluator and program director share final results with key stakeholder/partners, including Boys & Girls 

Clubs board of directors, Kenai Peninsula School District Board, and to the individual schools administrative 

staff and teachers. The report is made available at the Boys & Girls Club Office in Kenai. 

 

 



21st CCLC FY2014 Summary of Local Evaluation Efforts McDowell Group, Inc. �  Page 10 

Fairbanks North Star Borough School District  

Evaluation Overview 

Eleven schools operated after school programs funded by three grants. Programs in the final year of their 

grant occurred at four middle schools, one high school, and one elementary school. Five additional 

elementary schools offered programs, three in their second year of implementation and two in their first year. 

In the past, FNSBSD’s 21st CCLC evaluations were performed by the district’s office of evaluation. For FY14, 

the program engaged an outside evaluator. The evaluator produced separate reports for each of the district’s 

three 21st CCLC grants, all using the recommended report formal. The FY14 evaluation reports are 

comprehensive and detailed. In addition to district data such as test scores, grades and attendance records, 

the reports include data summaries and analysis based on two structured site visits at each school and on 

student and parent surveys in addition to the required teacher surveys. The reports identify strengths and 

weaknesses for each school and include recommendations for ongoing improvement. 

Evaluation Questions 

• Program Delivery: Is the program delivering the services and content it said it would deliver?  

• Program Impact: Is the program accomplishing what it said it would accomplish in terms of program 
impact?  

• Program strengths and weaknesses: Each program was assessed regarding progress toward meeting 
each objective specified in the grant.  

• Program Improvements: How can the program improve? 

Key Findings  

Each school is discussed individually and in detail with respect to its grant objectives and overall quality. 

General findings include the following: 

PROGRAM STRENGTHS 

•  Programs at all schools provide a combination of academic assistance (through homework help and 
tutoring) and enrichment activities, as intended by the grants. 

• All programs offer nourishment and exercise to transition student from the regular school day to the 
homework and enrichment sessions, reflecting an understanding of the benefits of nutrition and 
physical activity to learning. 

• The programs provide small group and individualized instruction in a relaxed and supportive 
atmosphere. 

• The establishment of well-supervised routines for student check-in, transitions, and end of day 
dismissal contribute to a safe and predictable environment. 

• Site activity schedules show a wide variety of enrichment activities are offered each quarter of the 
school year including cooking, robotics, project-based inquiry, sewing, knitting, photography, arts 
and crafts, sports skills and gym games, dance, drama club, book club, beading, the use of iPads and 
laptops, and more. Several schools involve students in service learning projects. 
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• Site visits included observations of activities with a STEAM focus that provide engaging, hands-on 
projects, many of which integrate math, science, technology, physics, and the arts. Examples include 
the science of gardening, crystal growing, building bridges and structures that meet strength and 
endurance criteria, sports statistics, animal habitats, making butter from cream. 

• A large majority of students involved in the ASP showed improvement with completing and turning 
in their homework according to their teachers. 

• More than half of the students improved their school attendance at the elementary schools. 

• More than a third of the students showed improved reading, writing, and math grades. 

• Most site coordinators return each year with ever increasing experience with running the programs 
and established relationships with regular school day teachers. 

• Many of the homework help and tutoring sessions are taught by certified teachers from the school 
who know the curriculum, know the students, and can more easily target individual needs. 

• Site coordinators are provided ongoing professional development, and there are opportunities for all 
ASP staff to participate in training events throughout the school year. 

• There is a high degree of satisfaction with the programs as indicated by teacher, parent, and student 
surveys. 

• The goal to increase parent involvement is being met at the elementary schools through the offering 
of several Family Nights throughout the year, and the majority of parents surveyed say they feel more 
involved in their child’s education since their child started attending the After School Program. 

• The programs incorporate activities offered through community partnerships such as with 4H 
Cooperative Extension and Fairbanks Soil and Water Conservation. 

• Survey and interview responses indicate the after school programs are highly valued by principals, 
teachers, and staff who say they are fortunate to have these opportunities to offer students. 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• Staff turn-over is an ongoing issue that site coordinators face as they seek out members of the school 
staff and community to offer academic assistance and engaging enrichment opportunities; 

• Filling in for absent staff is an issue from time to time, and site coordinators have learned to be 
flexible in the ways they combine groups together for activities and readjust their staffing to meet 
program needs; 

• Ongoing training for new and returning staff is important for helping staff develop an understanding 
of the curriculum and acquire a broader range of academic strategies and behavior management 
techniques; 

• The STEAM focus was new to the programs at Denali and Hunter Elementary Schools, presenting staff 
with the challenge of learning best ways to provide intentional, hands-on activities that allow for 
inquiry learning and project based discovery; 

• Having the time to communicate with all of the classroom teachers regarding the needs of their 
students is sometimes difficult to accomplish; 

• At one school, teachers were not regularly assigning homework and students showed up to the ASP 
without assignments to work on. ASP staff responded by having a store of games, practice sheets, 
and activities available with which to engage the students; 

• Addressing student attendance is an ongoing challenge at some sites, requiring follow-up with 
families when a student has a pattern of absences. This is important since there is often a waiting list 
of students who could benefit from program participation. 
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Recommendations 

The evaluator made the following broad recommendations, in addition to others that were site-specific: 

• It is recommended that program staff continue to support the regular school day activities  through 
regular communication with teachers and recruit ASP staff who have the skills and desire to help 
students achieve through a variety of academic and enrichment activities; 

• Continue the well-established, ongoing opportunities for professional development for site 
coordinators and ASP staff so that students are able to gain the greatest possible benefit from 
program participation including opportunities for STEAM based learning opportunities; 

• Continue to collect input from all stakeholders to ensure the delivery of a program that meets the 
needs of students, teachers, and parents; 

• It is recommended that the program share the evaluation findings with each of the school 
communities and use the evaluation findings to specifically address areas of greatest need. 

Use of Evaluation Results 

Site visit reports are used as formative assessments for the programs during the school year to determine 

areas of strength and areas in need of improvement using the Alaska Observation Tool as a guide. 

Evaluation findings are used to measure goals and objectives on an annual basis, and are also used to 

measure growth from year to year. Results are also used for goal-setting. 

Each year the evaluator meets with site coordinators to review evaluation findings and identify areas of 

success and areas in need of improvement.  The Program Director meets with principals at the beginning of 

each year to go over the evaluation result, discuss the program’s philosophy and mission, and establish ways 

that ASP staff can support the regular school day while meeting the individual academic and social needs of 

the students.  

The outside evaluator assists in communicating annual evaluation results through the creation of one-page 

School Summary Profiles that present results for each school. These summary profiles are shared with 

principals, teachers, and ASP staff. The summaries were included as part of a presentation to the local School 

Board.  Most programs posted the summary on their school’s website and used the summary as a handout 

for parents and community members. 
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Juneau CARES  

Evaluation Overview 

This final report on CARES’ initial grant cycle was prepared by the program director and does not follow the 

suggested format. However, it is well organized and covers most of the same topics. It includes a discussion 

of the program’s history, rationale and activities and a clear statement of the program’s purpose, underlying 

assumptions, and theory of change.  

The report describes a program self-assessment process that continues throughout the year and is based 

primarily on student performance data such as grades, course completion, and test scores. Primary research is 

limited to the required teacher survey and a survey completed by students after each course they take. There 

is no formal site observation process. The program has two components, credit recovery classes, for which 

site observations may not be practical, and prevention activities, afterschool and Saturday tutoring, for which 

site observations might be useful. 

Evaluation Questions 

The evaluation was designed to answer the following questions: 

• Is the program attracting the target number of credit-deficient students? 

• Are at least 40 percent of participants in grades 9 or 10? (The goal of an FY10 expansion grant) 

• How effectively does the program support on-time graduation? In particular, do at least 80 percent 
of regular attendees stay on track for on-time graduation? 

• Do regular attendees improve academic achievement scores? 

• Do students complete the classes they sign up for? 

• Do students learn effectively in their CARES classes? 

• Do regular attendees experience increased personal responsibility, feel safe, and feel more successful 
in reaching graduation goals? 

• Do CARES participants make progress in their day classes? 

Key Findings 

The evaluation report does not specifically identify strengths and opportunities for improvement. Instead, it 

addresses each question above in some detail including examples of when program assumptions and 

expectations were met and, where they were not met, a discussion of possible causes.  

With respect to whether CARES students improve their academic achievement scores, question 4, above, the 

report is inconclusive. It notes that SBA and MAP scores are lower for CARES participants than for other 

students, confirming that CARES attracts at-risk students. However, it does not compare scores before and 

after participation in CARES.  

Among students who signed up for a credit-recovery class and who attended the mandatory orientation, 68 

percent completed their class. This is down from 78 percent in FY13, however, the report offers an 
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explanation. When students who fail to attend a required orientation before the beginning of class are 

eliminated, the completion rate in FY14 rises to 84 percent.  

CARES’ percentage of participants on track to graduate fell from 94 percent in 2012 to 72 percent in 2013 to 

60 percent in 2014. The program goal was 80 percent. One reason for the decline was a change in the 

district’s graduation requirement from 21.5 credits to 23 credits.  

Recommendations 

Because the FY14 evaluation represents the last year of the grant cycle for CARES, the report does not discuss 

plans for improvement. Instead, it recaps accomplishments, innovations and plans for improvement for each 

of the prior years and lists the following accomplishments and innovations for FY14: 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

• Expanded presence at Thunder Mountain High School; offered on-site recruitment, interviews, and 
PLATO classes  

• Presented “Backwards Design” curriculum model at 21st CCLC state conference  

• Provided data and consultation to JSD administration regarding sustainable credit recovery methods 
after the end of CARES  

• Highest amount of Credit Recovery students in the Program’s history 

• Constructed and maintained an updated website with schedule and contact information for students 
and parents  

• Increased each high schools involvement in scheduling and designing both Credit Recovery classes 
and Prevention Activities via meetings with administrators and counselors  

TOP INNOVATIONS 

• Revised Entrance and Exit student interviews to be able to derive more quantifiable data for program 
development  

• Created a more comprehensive student database that included all vital information and data about 
the target population  

• Implemented on-site classes for each high school in order to maximize student access to Credit 
Recovery courses  

• Revised strategies to increase the effectiveness and reach of Super Saturdays in JDHS including hiring 
a Super Saturday Coordinator, increasing communication to students and parents, and increasing 
involvement of day-school teachers.  

Use of Evaluation Results 

The report says that CARES staff met regularly to review the various assessment data that had been collected, 

including the FY13 Evaluation. Particular attention was given to ongoing review of student data located in 

PowerSchool, regular meetings with high school counseling staff and administrators, and working with 

individual teachers and school liaisons. Staff also collected and used information from student entrance and 

exit interviews.  
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CARES staff also worked to maintain a strong relationship with the Juneau School District’s assessment staff. 

Throughout the school year, CARES staff met with representatives of the Assessment Department to discuss 

current student performance data.  

CARES staff has been working with the high school principals and their staffs to prepare for the phasing out of 

CARES and increased credit recovery and credit loss activities at the individual high schools. CARES staff has 

provided specific school level data on credit loss and recovery trends and has worked with and supported 

principals in trying innovative after- or before-school credit recovery and prevention activities as they make 

decisions on what approaches to use with their students. 
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Mat-Su Borough School District  

Evaluation Overview 

The evaluation was conducted by an experienced outside evaluator. Though missing some desirable 

information, the report is structured according to the recommended format. Data gathering included a 

student survey conducted at the end of the school year, in addition to the required teacher survey. Analysis of 

the evaluation data does not address program management and operations in as much detail as some other 

local evaluations do. 

Also, the evaluation report provides only incomplete data from the student survey. It is not clear, for example, 

what data supports the conclusion under “Program Impacts,” below, that: 

The Academic and Enrichment opportunities in the afterschool programs have increased students’ self-

esteem and changed the students’ and parents’ perspectives about themselves and their education.  

Evaluation Questions  

The report does not list specific evaluation questions. It focuses on the program’s six goals and 11 measurable 

objectives. 

Key Findings 

The report lists the following program accomplishments, strengths, and impacts. 

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS 

§ A school yard habitat project that installed a rain garden at Burchell High School. This was made 

possible by funding from Mat-Su Conservation Services, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Mat-Su 

Resource Conservation and Development Council. Labor was donated by Miller Construction and 

Equipment, Stafford Excavating and Landscaping, Girl Scout Troop 941, and Burchell High School 

students. Plants were donated by Aurora Nursery, Jacobson Nursery, Walmart, Fred Meyers, and 

Home Depot. This project created an outdoor amphitheater seating area from boulders, contributed 

to school beautification while providing storm water management benefits.  

§ Recognition of the afterschool Classes at Burchell High School and Valley Pathways High School 

increased and students were referred by other schools and the School District Office to participate in 

the programs.  

§ Burchell High School’s Robotic Class again qualified a team for the State Tournament sponsored by 

U.S. First Robotics. The team consisted of two females and one male. Burchell has qualified a team for 

the State Competition for all three years since the program started.  

§ A Summer School partnership with Onward and Upward an adventure-based-learning nonprofit. 

Their goal is to strengthen kids through adventure, challenge, exploration and service and spark 

character development and create strong kids for stronger communities.  
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§ Partnership with Anchorage School District’s Summer Program for their Elementary Legos Robotic 

Camp. They hired seven students from Burchell High School for a week to work with and mentor 

their elementary students. The Burchell students gained valuable work experience.  

§ The Supper Program was fully implemented by Nutritional Services at Burchell High School and Mat-

Su Central. Valley Pathways did not qualify for the program. A supper meal was served every day 

during the afterschool classes and there was no cost to our programs.  

§ The Mat-Su 21st CCLC dance program has a statewide reputation. They are requested often to 

perform for local social events and have been travelling to communities outside the Mat-Su Borough 

to perform their “magic” on students of all ages. 

PROGRAM STRENGTHS 

§ Popular classes retained include Cinema as Art, Dance, Outdoor Recreation, Art, Stained Glass, 

Poetry, Creative Writing, Mythology, Archery, Robotics, Yearbook and Human Relations 

§ New classes included Electronic Publishing, Digital Media, Frontier Literature, Companion Animal 

Science, Athletic Training, Foods and Nutrition, Science Fiction, World of Fine Arts, Senior Transitions, 

Psychology, Parenting, Brazilian Jiu-Jitsu, Boxing, Yoga, and Gloving. 

§ After school family nights are coupled with dance, art theatre presentations, and family style meals. 

They are well attended. 

§ Student art work is displayed everywhere in the schools; Mat-Su Central’s student art has been 

displayed to resemble an art studio where students, parents and community are invited in to walk 

through the “halls of art”.  

§ Individual student performances are common; even on Wednesday all school gatherings. The talent is 

evident and supported by students and faculty alike.  

PROGRAM IMPACTS 

§ The most positive impact at all three sites continues to be the number of credits students are able to 

obtain toward their graduation requirements. Many students graduate because of the afterschool 

program. 

§ Mat-Su 21st CCLC positively affects the community with fewer high school dropouts and more 

students graduating.  

§ The Academic and Enrichment opportunities in the afterschool programs have increased students’ 

self-esteem and changed the students’ and parents’ perspectives about themselves and their 

education.  

§ The afterschool programs have also positively influenced community members by helping with 

various homeless projects or poetry presentations and dancing at the Senior Centers, other schools, 

and community events.  

§ The Mat-Su 21st CCLC program has enhanced the lives of 3,000+ students over the course of five 

years. Often, during student interviews there will be several students who share how the afterschool 
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program has saved their lives, kept them from going into downward spirals and allowed them to 

focus on succeeding in their classes and in their lives. 

Recommendations 

The local evaluator recommended the following steps: 

§ Course offerings should match the interest and needs of the students and this could change every 

year. Also, hands on, interactive classes with an end project or performance work the best to keep 

students interested and engaged.  

§ Evaluate students’ transcripts, report cards, and test scores in planning the classes each trimester. The 

local evaluation and survey results have become increasingly more meaningful and have added to the 

full picture of the students enrolled in the Mat-Su 21st CCLC program.  

§ There is a need for this type of program beginning at the elementary level and building forward 

through middle and high school at-risk populations in the Mat-Su Valley. The next five-year grant 

cycle targets this population.  

Use of Local Evaluation Results 

Over the past five years, the results of the local program evaluation have been used as a tool to 

plan future activities. The site observations were reviewed throughout the year. Because of the 

delay in acquiring SBA, HSGQE and MAP state scores from the Alaska Department of Education 

website (typically a year), the program relied on internal data collected by the external evaluator 

for decision making. The external evaluator and program coordinator met quarterly to discuss goals 

and objectives. The external evaluator meets with principals and the program coordinator to 

discuss the evaluation results and map out their next steps for the upcoming school year. 
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Sitka Community Schools/Sitka School District  

Evaluation Overview 

The comprehensive evaluation report follows the format requested by EED and tracks specific program goals 

using statistical, anecdotal, survey, and site observation data. The methodology included parent surveys, 

three different student surveys and a second teacher survey in addition to the required year-end survey. The 

Alaska Observation Tool was used for site visit observations, and the Alaska Assessment Tool was used as the 

basis for an interview with the site coordinator. The results of both tools are summarized in the report. 

Evaluation Questions  

• Is the SITKA 21st CCLC program reaching the target population?  

• Are the program designs effective for making progress at each site?  

• Are we effectively monitoring student progress (continuous improvement model of service)  

• Is the curriculum academically appropriate and engaging?  

• Are we meeting our program objectives?  

• Are we making a difference in the lives of children, families and community?  

Key Findings 

• Enrollment data was used to show the program reaches it target population. 

• Multiple student surveys, as well as the year-end teacher survey, were used to gauge student 
response to the program.  

• The Alaska Statewide Observation Tool was used to help assess program quality and student 
engagement. The process resulted in modifications to the schedule at Blatchley Middle School. 

• A teacher survey was used to gather information about program administrative, communications, 
and logistical issues. 

PROGRAM STRENGTHS 

• Effective, weekly staff planning sessions 

• Students empowered to select their own activities 

• Reflective sessions for the program coordinator and staff. 

• Consistent data gathering throughout the year.  

• Positive feedback for Baranof Buddies 

• Flexibility of GLO staff and willingness to problem-solve. Well planned special activities with good 
participation. 

• Popular activities for social/emotional learning at BLAST. Excellent contact with parents. Staff ability 
to engage students who are in crisis.  

• LEAP students are choosing to stay in school. Better relationships between 21st CCLC and other 
groups at school.  
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT 

• Still working on better transition times at Baranof Buddies 

• Need better communications and involvement with school staff at BLAST. Also inappropriate use of 
technology by students, and the social curriculum is inconsistent. 

• Working for more secure space assignments in some locations. A dedicated space for each program is 
critical.  

• Still working on better ways to assess academic progress. Looking at multiple types of data.  

Use of Local Evaluation Results 

The evaluation report calls for results to be shared with the administrative team of the Sitka School District to 

review, reflect, and revise any program components necessary. Goals set for this purpose are to be monitored 

quarterly by the Assistant Superintendent. The report is also shared with the 21st CCLC staff to review, 

celebrate accomplishments, and set goals for any needed changes, including responsibility and reporting 

times for involved staff. The report is posted on the Sitka School District website, 21st CCLC link.  
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SERRC/Kotzebue 

Evaluation Overview 

The evaluation was performed by an external evaluator with experience as a teacher, principal and Title I 

Supervisor for the Anchorage School District. The report follows the format requested by EED and tracks 

specific program goals using statistical data, interviews with teachers, administrators, parents and the SERRC 

educational specialist, parent and teacher surveys, and site observations in January and April using the Alaska 

Assessment and Observation Tools. In addition to summarizing major findings and making specific 

recommendations, the document reports results of the data gathering in sufficient detail to be useful to 

program managers for operational planning. 

Evaluation Questions  

• Is the SERRC 21st CCLC program delivering the service and content it said it would deliver?  

• Is the SERRC 21st CCLC accomplishing what it said it would accomplish in terms of program impact?  

• What are the program’s strengths and weaknesses? (See Strengths and Challenges Section)  

• How can the program improve?  

Key Findings 

The report describes a generally well-designed new program with support from administrators that is working 

to overcome some specific challenges. Those include lack of planning time, using new teaching materials, 

developing a common culture of higher-level questioning and using local culture and experiences as a basis 

for instruction, as well as the perennial challenges of long-distance communication and promoting parent 

involvement. The latter is being addressed with some success through special events (Super Fridays/Saturdays 

and field trips). 

Recommendations 

The evaluation does an excellent job identifying concrete steps for improvement. Some of these address 

integrating and partnering with the community and promoting parent involvement, both of which can be 

especially challenging in rural communities. Other suggestions address professional development, including 

specific curricula and instructional techniques and more time to explore culturally relevant instruction, higher 

level questioning, learning through movement, and/or positive behavior management techniques. Finally, 

the evaluation suggests some ways to strengthen administrative and communications practices.  

Use of Local Evaluation Results 

Evaluation findings are shared with the local or regional school board, partners, school administration, and 

21st Century staff and summaries posted on the 21CCLC website. The Program Director and Coordinator 

meet with the Local Evaluator after the completion of the report to discuss findings and recommendations. 

This data is used to develop plans of action for the FY 15 school year. The on-site lead teacher meets with the 

Program Director and Coordinator to review findings and recommendations and discuss plans of action.  
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Attachment 1: Approved Local  
Evaluation Report Outline 

SECTION 1 – BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1a - For the local evaluator: name, contact information, and brief description of credentials 

1b - Year of the grant cycle(s) being evaluated 

1c - Program Description 

o List of site locations and brief description of target population (Grant Application) 

o Activities provided, how often, and extent to which this matches what was proposed in the 

original grant agreement (Grant Application) 

o Participation #s and % regular attendees by site (PPICS) 

1d - Program Rationale (Grant Application) 

The program rationale (or “theory of change”) is a statement of why the program design is the right 

approach to accomplish the program goals. State-directed technical assistance and workshops will 

assist programs to articulate their rationales. Once developed, the program rationale will stay the 

same in each evaluation report unless the program fundamentally changes.  

The program rationale should include: 

o A Logic model that shows the relationships between the primary program components.  

o A list of specific program goals and the performance indicator(s) (i.e., measurable objectives) 

used to track each goal 

SECTION 2 – EVALUATION METHOD  

2a – Evaluation Questions (Developed by Evaluator and Program Director) 

The evaluation method includes a statement of the questions the evaluation is designed to answer. At 

minimum, the evaluation questions should include: 

• Is the program delivering the services and content it said it would deliver? 

• Is it accomplishing what it said it would accomplish in terms of program impact? 

• What are the program’s strengths and weaknesses? 

• How can the program improve? 

2b – Types and Sources of Evaluation Data (Evaluator and Program Director) 

Provide at least three types of data: 
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1. Performance data about participants. Typically, this data is drawn from school information systems 

covering grades, standardized tests, graduation rates, attendance, etc. Much of it is collected in 

PPICS. 

2. Survey data from, at minimum, federally required teacher surveys. This “teacher-report” data is also 

collected in PPICS. Additional data may include information from surveys or interviews with program 

staff, key partners, students, and other stakeholders where appropriate, as well as anecdotal 

information. 

3. Observation data recorded using a structured observation tool during visits to the school site(s). [In 

cases where geographic or financial barriers to site visits are severe, alternatives may be found in 

consultation with EED.] 

SECTION 3 – EVALUATION FINDINGS (EVALUATOR) 

3a - Data Presentation 

Organize and present relevant data as described in Section 2. Describe how the data was analyzed.  

3b – Conclusions and Recommendations 

Show how the data is relevant to the engagement and learning goals listed in Section 1 and to the 

Alaska Key Quality Indicators (attached). Discuss how well the program is performing and what, if 

anything, needs to change. For example, the discussion may be presented in the form of program 

“strengths,” “challenges,” “recommendations,” and/or “key factors for success.” 

SECTION 4 – USING THE EVALUATION (PROGRAM DIRECTOR) 

This section of the evaluation report must be provided by the Program Director.  

4a – Program Planning 

Please give a brief description of the process by which evaluation results will be shared and used to 

achieve continuous improvement. I.e., how will the evaluation be incorporated into your program 

planning process? Will you meet with your staff to discuss? Will the evaluator be involved? Will you 

distribute the report to anyone? Etc. 

4b – Reflection 

In the June “Preliminary APRs,” directors reflect on what they’ve learned over the past year and how 

they plan to respond. In this section of the evaluation report, please update your Preliminary APR 

reflection in light of your local evaluation findings. Has anything in the evaluation changed the way 

you see your program or your plans for the upcoming year? If not, simply say “No change since 

Preliminary APR.” 

SECTION 5 – OPTIONAL APPENDICES 

Appendices might include site observation records, site activity schedules, examples of outreach, testimonials, 

or other documents that are directly relevant to program success. This type of information need only be 

included if it helps the reader to understand the program strategy, activities and/or impacts.  
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Attachment 2: Alaska 21st Century  
Key Quality Indicators 

PROGRAM DESIGN 

1. Program has a clear mission and goals. 

2. Activities address academic, physical, social and emotional needs of students within 
the context of program mission and goals. 

3. Program fosters meaningful connections to the broader curriculum and to local 
communities. 

4. Program promotes positive youth development through experiential activities and 
constructive staff/student interactions. 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

5. Staff understands program goals and has appropriate tools to accomplish them. 

6. Program management and staff communicate effectively at all levels: 

a. each other 

b. students 

c. other school staff 

d. parents 

e. partners 

f. community 

STAFFING AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

7. Program actively recruits quality staff in a way that, to the extent possible, ensures 
consistent staffing over time, including site-coordinator succession. 

8. Staff receives structured orientation and training and has access to professional 
development. 

PARTNERSHIPS AND RELATIONSHIPS 

9. Program actively recruits partners who are motivated and equipped to participate. 

10. Partners understand program goals and culture. 

11. School-district officials consider the program goals a high priority. 

12. Program encourages family involvement. 

CENTER OPERATIONS 

13. Program activities have a clear structure and purpose. 

14. Program pursues an active attendance strategy. 
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15. Physical environment is safe and conducive to learning. 

PROGRAM SELF-ASSESSMENT 

16. Local evaluations are rigorous and performed consistently 

17. Program staff uses assessment results for continuous improvement 

 

 


