Pennsylvania Nita M. Lowey
21st Century Community
Learning Centers Program

XPectations

Local Evaluation Report for
Philadelphia Arts in Education Partnership

Cohort 11

Evaluated By:

Research for Action

Dates Covered: Summer 2022 - Spring 2023
RESEARCH

—y
2 44FORACTION

AD
AN




Table of Contents

IET O AUCTION . teeveeectaeteeee et seees et s ss e s b s R RS EEE SRR AR 1
About Pennsylvania 21st Century Community Learning CeNters ......uemeensesernsesseesessesssesssesseenns 1
Program DeSCription aNd COMEEXL ......orurererreisseeneeseessessesssesesssesssesssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasesssssssans 2
EVAlUAION DESIZI.c.euuieiiieiseetreceseses e sse s es et s s sss s s s b bR RS R R s 2

FATMAIIIES ¢1evueeueesseeseersessesssess s s eess s s ss s es s e b RS EEE £ R RS R e E R RS R R 3
Program Design, Implementation, and OPerations ... eeeeeeesseessesssssssssssssssssssssesssessssssssees 3
Program Participation and AtEENAANCE ........ueueneereeneiseeseietssessesss et sssssssssssssssss st s s ssssssssans 4
SEUAENT QULCOIMIES ...vueerereereearereesseeeessesssesseessesseesse s sss s es e e as s s ER AR A e R bbbt 6

State ASSESSIMENT RESUILS ....cuieieeiecireiseiseeseiect sttt es bbb bbb bbb 6
Grade Point Average/Classroom Performance ... eeeessssessssssesssesssessssssssssssesssssssssssssssssesns 7
Teacher-Reported Results (TeACher SUTVEY) ... ieresneeinseissessesssessssssss s sssesssssssssssssssessssssssssssesanes 8
Y0 L0 o) B2\ =) s Us E= o Lol P PP 10
STUAENT BENAVIOT couurtieeriiieieee st iessssse st s ssss s s s bbb 11
Graduation and PrOMOTION ... ssssssss e sssssse s sssessssssssss s ssssssssssssssssssssssssssesas 11
High School Credit/CoUrsSe RECOVEIY ...oeeeeceeeeeeseesseesssesssessseesseesssesssesssssssssssssssesssesssessssssssesssesssessssssssees 12
Y 1S 0 10] U6 (3 g =TT Lo F- ol TP PP 12
Case Studies and Program Observations/Site ViSITS.......uneneennessseseseesseessessessesssesssssesssesesssssssessesns 18

Grantee Results on Performance MEASUIES.....ccoeerereesseesseessessesssessssesssesssssssessssssssssssesssessssssssssssesssesssseess 22
GPRA Measure 1 - Academic Achievement, State ASSESSIMENLES .....occeeeeerererseesseesssersessseessesssessessessnes 22
GPRA Measure 2 — Grade POINE AVETAZE .....ccoreerreeereerseeeserssesssessssesssesssessssessesssssssessssssssssssssssssssesssessssssssssassssnes 22
GPRA Measure 3 — SChOOl Day AttENAANCE ... eeureererreereereesseersesseesesseesses e sesssessesse s ssessssssssssssessssssssssesas 23
GPRA MEASUIE 4 — BERAVIOT ...ttt sesss s s s bbb 24
GPRA Measure 5 - Student Engagement in LEArNING ......cocuerenreereeserneesesneesseensessessesssesssssessesessssssssssesns 24
State Measure 6 — Family Literacy and INVOIVEMENT.........coeeeeemeem e ssesseesseesseesssessesssessses 25

Considerations and Recommendations for IMProvement ... enenermeesseesseesssesssesssessseesseesssesssesseeens 26
Key Themes from Program Implementation and Participant Perceptions ... 26

Summary of Program Participation, Classroom Behavior, and Performance Indicator Findings ..26

L0000 0 =) 016 EoT (o) PP 27
Appendix A: Data Sources and SAMPLE SIZES.....ccvenreenreniereieiecs e sesses e ss s ssssesssssssssessees 28
Appendix B: Implementation MethodOlOZY ... essssssssssesssssssssssessessssssssesssesssessssssssees 30
Appendix C: Student Outcomes by Site AtLENAEA ......vveueereerreerrrerrneesees s sssessssssssssssees 33



Legislative Authority: The 21st Century Community Learning Centers is a subgrant program funded
by the U.S. Department of Education, authorized by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) of 1965, as amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015, Title IV, Part B; 20
U.S.C. 7171-7176, and administered by the Pennsylvania Department of Education.

About RFA

Research for Action (RFA) is a Philadelphia-based nonprofit organization. We seek to use research
as the basis for the improvement of educational opportunities and outcomes for traditionally
underserved students. Our work is designed to strengthen public schools and postsecondary
institutions; to provide research-based recommendations to policymakers, practitioners, and the
public at the local, state, and national levels; and to enrich the civic and community dialogue about
public education. For more information, please visit our website at www.researchforaction.org.
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Introduction

This report provides evaluation findings for Philadelphia Arts in Education Partnership’s (PAEP)
Cohort 11 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st CCLC). Research for Action (RFA), a
Philadelphia-based non-profit education research and evaluation organization, was the local 21st
CCLC evaluator for PAEP and produced this report. In this report, RFA provides findings for
programming in Cohort 11 operating in Summer 2022 through Spring 2023.

During the time period covered in this report, the COVID-19 pandemic had less of an impact on
daily life, however out-of-school-time (OST) programs nationwide still struggled with pandemic-
related staffing shortages.! Many youth sustained COVID-19 learning losses in preceding years and
came to programs in need of additional learning supports, and learning loss was disproportionately
high in the high-poverty schools targeted by 21st CCLC grants.2

About Pennsylvania 21st Century Community Learning Centers

The 21st CCLC program provides federal funding for the establishment of community learning
centers that offer academic and enrichment opportunities to children, particularly students who
attend high-poverty and low-performing schools, to meet state and local standards in core
academic subjects through a broad array of activities that can complement their regular academic
programs. Literacy and other educational services to the families of participating children must also
be provided.

The 21st CCLC program is authorized under Title IV, Part B of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (P.L. 107-110), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.

Pennsylvania’s primary goal for its 21st CCLC program is to assist youth to meet state standards for
core academic subjects by providing them with academic and enrichment opportunities. In addition
to academics, centers are encouraged to offer participants a broad array of other services and
programs during non-school hours, such as art, music, recreation activities, character education,
career and technical training, drug and violence prevention programming, and technology
education. Educational services for families of participating students, such as literacy instruction,
computer training, or cultural enrichment, must also be included. Federal law requires that all 21st
CCLC program sites provide academic enrichment activities and parental involvement activities.
Programs are encouraged to use innovative instructional strategies, coordinate academics with
local curricula and assessments, and use assessment data to inform instruction and evaluate
results. Academics are to involve more than just helping participants with homework and should
not just repeat school day activities.

Pennsylvania’s 21st CCLC program encourages active youth and family participation to ensure that
both have decision-making roles in the creation, operation, and evaluation of every 21st CCLC
program in Pennsylvania. School and community collaboration is another key in meeting the
academic, social, physical, and emotional needs of children and families. Programs are to offer
quarterly open house meetings and maintain an open-door policy where adult family members feel
welcome and are encouraged to drop in.

All activities are to be based on rigorous scientific research and the Pennsylvania Department of
Education (PDE) provides “principles of effectiveness” to guide programs in identifying and

' Afterschool Alliance. (2023) “Afterschool Programs Open, But Still Recovering Post-Pandemic.”
http://afterschoolalliance.org/documents/Afterschool-Programs-Open-But-Still-Recovering-Wave-8.pdf.

2 Center for School and Student Progress. (2021) “Learning during COVID-19: Reading and math achievement in the
2020-21 school year.” https://www.nwea.org/content/uploads/2021/07/Learning-during-COVID-19-Reading-and-math-
achievement-in-the-2020-2021-school-year.research-brief-1.pdf




implementing programs that enhance student learning. Activities must address the needs of local
schools and communities and be continuously evaluated at the local level.

Program Description and Context

During the 2022-23 program year, PAEP aimed to serve Philadelphia youth in high poverty schools.
During the 2022-23 school year, PAEP offered programming fully in person for the first time since
the start of the pandemic. Programming at sites ran for 108 hours during the summer and 351
during the school year. School year programming began Monday, October 3rd and ended Tuesday,
June 13th, running for three hours after school on Mondays through Thursdays.

PAEP used multiple strategies for recruitment outreach, utilizing its close working relationships
with school sites. PAEP staff made classroom visits and attended schoolwide events such as Back to
School Night, while school principals and teachers shared programming information with eligible
youth and their families. PAEP also encouraged attendance at their showcases and “STEAM
afterschool stay trips” (hour-long presentations by partner organizations) to build youth interest.
The enrollment process included both paper and online options that allowed youth to quickly get
started in the program. Table 1 summarizes program sites and populations served through the
program.

Table 1. Overview of 21st CCLC Programming Sites and Populations, 2022-23

Anna L Lingelbach School, James G Blaine School, Morrison

FEELEL SR School, Penrose School

Grades Served?® 3rd - 8th grade
Total Number of Students Anna L Lingelbach School — 29
Enrolled by Site James G Blaine School - 29

Morrison School — 19
Penrose School — 70

Evaluation Design

RFA conducted a mixed-methods evaluation of PAEP’s 21st CCLC programing to produce this
findings report and support program completion of additional federal- and state-mandated
reporting requirements. Using quantitative indicators, RFA assessed program attendance and
degree of participation as well as participant academic and behavioral outcomes. For federally-and
state-defined performance indicators, RFA assessed the degree to which the program met its
targets. The research team also conducted interviews, youth surveys, and observations to describe
program implementation and provide context for the quantitative performance data.
Implementation data provide just a snapshot of program quality for formative purposes; our
observation data are limited and are not ratings of PAEP’s overall program quality. The site-specific
findings presented in this report are intended to help providers improve their overall 21st CCLC
programming by focusing on the core elements and activities associated with high quality youth
programs.

Data Collection
RFA worked with PAEP throughout the program year to obtain participation data, identify
appropriate dates to conduct program observations and distribute youth and teacher surveys. RFA

3 Grade ranges served may have varied by site. This data details the grades served by the entire cohort.




used the data provided by PAEP to then request academic and behavioral outcomes data from
participants’ schools or districts. More information about the data sources and sample sizes for this
evaluation can be found in Appendix A.

To guide RFA’s program observations, RFA used the Social and Emotional Learning Program
Quality Assessment* (SEL PQA). Created by the David P. Weikart Center for Youth Program Quality
(“Weikart Center”), the SEL PQA is a research-based rubric that is designed to help youth programs
set meaningful improvement goals, enact new practices, and create powerful developmental
environments. The observation protocol is designed to assess program quality indicators like safe,
supportive, interactive, and engaging environment. More information about the SEL PQA
observation tool, youth survey, and interview protocol can be found in Appendix B.

Findings

RFA conducted a mixed-methods study to provide formative and evaluative data for PAEP on
program participation, attendance, and student outcomes. In addition, we gathered stakeholder
feedback and conducted program observations. This section provides the results of our evaluation.

Program Design, Implementation, and Operations

PAEP offered arts programming integrated with academic enrichment, including specialties in
visual arts, music, dance, and theater. The specific offerings within each art form varied by site
based on the expertise of the teaching artists. Youth were given time to cycle through all four art
forms each week, with additional time each day to focus on one art form of their choice. Within
their specialties, youth could prepare for and participate in showcases twice a year. Additionally,
PAEP offered academic activities facilitated by their school coordinators, daytime school staff who
function as a bridge between programming and school sites. Programming also included a tutoring
component. Every Thursday, coordinators led a session for youth focused on Social and Emotional
Learning using curriculum from Edgenuity. PAEP also had a gardener on staff who visited each site
one day a week and worked with youth to put together a garden.

PAEP maintained partnerships with Elmwood Zoo, the Philadelphia Insectarium and Butterfly
Pavilion, the Franklin Institute, and the Academy of Natural Sciences. Some of these partners were
able to offer “STEAM afterschool stay trips.” PAEP also partnered with the Walnut Street Theater to
bring in residency artists on a rotating basis. Throughout summer programming, PAEP partnered
with the Clay Studio which offered pottery sessions for youth.

Given the challenges presented by the pandemic and transition back to in person programming,
PAEP directed many of their efforts throughout the year to addressing low youth enrollment and
frequent staff turnover. Enrollment slowly picked up across sites but remained below pre-
pandemic levels, while turnover among teaching artists significantly increased. Consequently, some
sites were unable to offer all four art forms and instead offered two or three options. One positive
aspect to emerge, however, was that low enrollment numbers enabled youth to receive more
individualized attention, and many youth were able to advance more quickly within their chosen
art forms.

Staff hiring and onboarding occurred on a rolling basis as needed. PAEP provided orientation and
professional development focused on best practices for lesson planning and regular check-ins with
the program director to help support each teaching artist's individual expertise. The program

4 The Forum for Youth Investment. (2020). Social and Emotional Learning Program Quality Assessment. Washington:
David P. Weikart Center for Youth Program Quality.




director made routine site visits and maintained close communication with school coordinators to
monitor program quality, with a focus on youth engagement.

PAEP offered various events throughout the year to promote family engagement. These events
were offered via Zoom on Saturday mornings, and attendance was significantly higher than was
typical pre-pandemic. The events included a CPR certification class, an anti-bullying seminar in
partnership with the University of Pennsylvania, and family art classes. All families that signed up
for art classes were sent materials ahead of time so that they were able to actively engage in the
lessons.

Youth had various opportunities to provide feedback on programming, both informally through
conversation with teaching artists and through more structured mechanisms including surveys and
a Student Voices Senate. Youth elected representatives to the Student Voices Senate who met
regularly with coordinators to share suggestions on programming.

Program Participation and Attendance

The 2022-23 program year served 147 students in 3rd through 8th grade. Table 2 provides an
overview of the demographic characteristics of participants. Then Figure 1 provides an overview of
the degree of participation of students and Figure 2 reports the degree of participation by student
by grade-level.

Table 2. Demographic Characteristics of Participants, 2022-23

Characteristic Percent of Participants (N = 147

Female 57%
Sex Male 43%
Other or not reported 0%
American Indian or Alaska Native 0%
Asian 1%
Black or African American 82%
Race / Ethnicity Hispanic or Latino 7%
White 2%
Two or More Races 2%
Other or not reported 5%

Data source: PAEP participation data and school/district administrative records




Figure 1. Number of Students Participating in Programming, by Degree of Participation, »  PAEP’s programming

2022-23 served 147 students.
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Note: N = 147. Participation data was provided by PAEP

Figure 2. Number of Students Participating in Programming, by Degree of Participation and e PAEP’s programming
Grade Level, 2022-23 served students in 3rd
through 8th grade.
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Note: N = 147. Participation data was provided by PAEP. Grade-level data was provided by
the School District of Philadelphia

5 90 hours is the equivalent of averaging 1 day per week over the required 36 weeks of the 21CCLC program for a
program lasting 2.5 hours per day.




In addition to participant activities, PAEP hosted 1 family engagement and/or literacy activities
during the program year. 1 participating student had an adult family member attend this event.6

Student Outcomes

To assess participants’ academic and behavioral outcomes, RFA procured administrative data from
participating students’ schools or districts. With the exception of the teacher surveys, all data
utilized in this section was obtained through an administrative data request. The Teacher-Reported
results were collected via paper or web-based surveys that were distributed to school-day teachers
by PAEP and then collected and analyzed by RFA. Analyses of each outcome datapoint are reported
below, with findings presented as point-in-time values and as assessments of growth over time.
Growth measures are broken down by degree of program attendance. Further analyses of growth
by program site attended are found in Appendix C.

State Assessment Results

This section reports on participating students’ performance on the annual statewide assessments in
mathematics and English Language Arts, the Pennsylvania System of School Assessments (PSSAs)
and the Pennsylvania Alternate System of Assessments (PASAs, which are for students with
disabilities who are not able to participate in the PSSAs even with accommodations). The PSSA and
PASA exams are administered to students in grades 3 through 8. Students in other grades, those
who did not take the PSSA/PASAs, and those for whom assessment data could not be obtained are
not included in this analysis. Figure 3 provides a description of the performance levels achieved by
tested participants in the 2023 testing window. Table 3 shows the percent of tested participants
who demonstrated growth in their assessment scores from 2022 to 2023, overall and by degree of
program attendance.

Figure 3. Number of Participants Earning Each Performance Level on the PSSA/PASA 14 participants (12% of
Exams in English Language Arts and Mathematics, 2023 those with test data)
received a score of
80 “proficient” or “advanced”
in math and 36
68 participants (30% of those
with test data) received
" 60 - those scores in reading.
I
8 50 39 participants (32% with
= test data) received a
g 39 ELA “basic” score in math and
2 407 3 33 BN Math 50 participants (42% with
F test data) received that
E score in reading.
z
20
14
3
0 0
Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced

Note: N = 121 for Math; 119 for ELA. All students attending one or more days of
programming who had PSSA/PASA test score data available for 2023 were included in this
analysis. Exam performance data were provided by the School District of Philadelphia.

6 When discussing “family” engagement, a “family member” is defined as all adult caregivers, guardians, and
grandparents connected to a youth participant. These are not restricted to familial connections.



Table 3. Percent of Participants Demonstrating Growth on State Assessments, Overall and by Degree of Program
Attendance, 2022-23

Degree or Location of Participant Percent of
Program Attendance Sample Size’ Participants
Demonstrating
Growth
The percent of 21st CCLC All Participants 71 18%
participants who .
demonstrate growth in High (180+ hours) 2 22%
mathematlesicnistate Moderate (90-179 hours) 12 0%
assessments
(PSSA/PASA).? Low (<90 hours) 1 0%
All Participants 71 27%
The percent of 21st CCLC
participants who High (180+ hours) 59 29%
demonstrate growth in
reading on state Moderate (90-179 hours) 11 18%
assessments (PSSA/PASA).
Low (<90 hours) 1 0%

Data sources: Participation data from PAEP. Exam achievement data from the School District of Philadelphia.

Grade Point Average/Classroom Performance

This section reports on participating students’ performance in their courses, as reported by their
unweighted Grade Point Average (GPA). GPAs are reported for students in grades 6 - 12 for whom
letter grades or GPA could be obtained.® Figure 4 provides a description of the GPAs earned by
participants during the 2022-23 school year. Table 4 shows the percent of participants who showed
improvement in their GPAs from the 2021-22 to 2022-23 school years, overall and by degree of
program attendance.

7 Sample size is the number of participants that had sufficient data for the analyses, excluding those who did not need
to improve.

8 Growth on these state assessment performance indicators is defined as positive movement from one performance
level to the next on two consecutive years of the same state assessment (i.e. PSSA to PSSA or PASA to PASA).
Students who scored within the Advanced level on both the prior year and the current year state assessment are
considered as not needing to improve and thus excluded from this analysis.

% Students in Kindergarten through 5th grade typically do not have GPAs computed, in part because of the prevalence
of course grade scales that differ from the A-F letter grade scales used to compute GPA. Students in these grades are
excluded from these analyses.




Figure 4. Number of Participants by Grade Point Average Category, 2022-23 12 participants (38% of
those with data) received
a GPA below 2.0, meaning
they earned mostly Ds and
<20 12 Fs in their courses.

4 participants (13% of
those with data) received
GPA of 3.0 or higher in the
2.0-2.9 16 2022-23 school year,
meaning they earned
mostly A’s and B’s.

3.0 or higher 4

0 5 10 15

Number of participants

Note: N=32. All students attending one or more days of programming who had GPA data
available for 2022-23 were included in this analysis. GPA data were provided by the School
District of Philadelphia.

Tab/e 4. Percent of Participants Demonstrating Growth in GPA, Overall and by Degree of Program Attendance, 2022-

Degree of Program Sample Size Percent Improved
Attendance

All Participants 33%

st
gzreﬁgﬁ)r:ft':x;g;e ggkc High (180+ hours) 7 29%
improved from the end of the Moderate (90-179
prior year to the end of the
current year.

(o)
hours) 4 25%

Low (<90 hours) 1 100%
Data sources: Participation data from PAEP. GPA data from the School District of Philadelphia.

Teacher-Reported Results (Teacher Survey)

This section reports on teacher’s perceptions of participating students’ academic attitudes and
behaviors, obtained via a survey administered to teachers in Spring 2023. For each outcome
domain, teachers were asked to reflect on whether they felt a student showed a need for
improvement, based on their experience with the student in the fall. For students who teachers
reported needing to improve, teachers were asked whether the student’s attitude or behavior
improved, declined, or remained the same over the course of the year. Surveys were distributed to
teachers of all program participants, regardless of how much or when the student participated in
PAEP’s programming. Figure 5 shows the percent of students who needed to show improvement
based on those survey responses (student sample size is noted in parentheses within each bar

10 Sample size is the number of participants that had sufficient data for the analyses, excluding those who did not
need to improve.



label). Figure 6 then shows the percent of students who showed improvement, among the students

who needed to improve.

Figure 5. Percent of Participants whose Teacher Reported a Need for Improvement in
Specific Academic Attitudes and Behaviors, 2022-23

Participation (N=70) 90

Motivation to learn (N=70) 87

Volunteering (N=69) 87

Attentiveness (N=69) 87

Academic performance (N=70) 86

Homework completion (N=70) 83
Engagement in learning (N=70) 81
Behavior (N=70) 81
T T T T T
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of participants who needed improvement

Note: N = Number of participants with teacher survey data available. All students attending
one or more days of programming who had teacher survey data available for 2022-23 were
included in this analysis. Surveys were distributed and collected by PAEP.

Figure 6. Percent of Participants whose Teacher Reported Improvement in Academic
Attitudes and Behaviors, Among Participants Needing Improvement, 2022-23
Attentiveness (N=60) 80
Engagement in learning (N=57) 79
Academic performance (N=60) 77
Behavior (N=57) 74
Motivation to learn (N=61) 72
Participation (N=63) 71
Homework completion (N=58) 69

Volunteering (N=60) 57

0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of participants who improved, among
those who needed improvement

Note: N = Number of participants with teacher survey data available. All students attending
one or more days of programming who had teacher survey data available for 2022-23 were
included in this analysis. Surveys were distributed and collected by PAEP.

Across all attitudes and
behaviors, teachers noted
that between 81 and 90
percent of students
needed to show
improvement.

Improvements were most
often needed in
participation, where 90%
of participants needed to
improve.

Improvements were least
often needed in behavior
and engagement in
learning, where 81% of
participants needed to
improve.

Across all attitudes and
behaviors, teachers noted
improvements for
between 57 and 80
percent of students who
needed to improve.

Improvements were most
often seen in
attentiveness, where 80%
of participants who
needed to improve did so.

Improvements were least
often seen in volunteering,
where 57% of
participants who needed
to improve did so.



School Attendance

This section reports on participating students’ school day attendance. Figure 7 provides a
description of the attendance rates of participants during the 2022-23 school year. Table 5 shows
the percent of participants who showed improvement in their attendance rates from the 2021-22 to
2022-23 school years, overall and by degree of program attendance.

Figure 7. Number of Participants by School Day Attendance Rate Categories, 2022-23 47 participants (34% of
those with data) attended
less than 90% of school
days. If the student was
<90% 47 enrolled for the full school
year, this attendance rate
meets the state’s
definition of being
chronically absent.

90-94.9% 29
64 participants (46% of
those with data) attended
95% or more of their
enrolled school days.

95-100% 64

T T T
0 20 40 60

Number of participants

Note: N=140. All students attending one or more days of programming who had school
attendance data available for 2022-23 were included in this analysis. School attendance data
were provided by the School District of Philadelphia.

Table 5. Percent of Participants Demonstrating Growth in School Attendance, Overall and by Degree of Program
Attendance, 2022-23

Degree of Program %
_ Attendance Sample Size Percent Improved

All Participants 47%

The percent of 21st CCLC
participants whose school-day
attendancg rate improved Moderate (90-179
from the prior year to the
current year."?

High (180+ hours) 47 43%

(o)
hours) 19 i

Low (<90 hours) 4 25%

Data sources: Participation data from PAEP. School attendance data from the School District of Philadelphia.

" Sample size is the number of participants that had sufficient data for the analyses, excluding those who did not
need to improve.

2 Growth on these school day attendance performance indicators is defined as positive movement of at least one
percentage point (1%) in a students’ attendance rate from the prior year to the current year. Students who had an
attendance rate above 90% for the prior year AND the current year are considered as not needing to improve and
thus excluded from this analysis.




Student Behavior

This section reports on the number of days of out-of-school suspension participating students
received.13 Figure 8 provides a description of the number of days of suspension participants
received during the 2022-23 school year. Table 6 shows the percent of participants who showed
improvement in their number of days of suspension received from the 2021-22 to 2022-23 school

years, overall and by degree of program attendance.
Figure 8. Number of Participants by Number of Days of Out-of-School Suspensions Received, 14 participants (10%
2022-23 of those with data)
received one or more

days of suspension in
2022-23.

0 days suspended 126

1 day suspended | 4

Two or more days suspended 10

0 50 100 150

Number of participants

Note: N=140. All students attending one or more days of programming who had suspension
data available for 2022-23 were included in this analysis. Suspension data were provided by
the School District of Philadelphia.

Table 6. Percent of Participants Demonstrating Growth in Suspension Records, Overall and by Degree of Program
Attendance, 2022-23

Degree of Program Sample Size'* | Percent Improved
Attendance

All Participants 13%

The percent of 21st CCLC
participants who experienced a
decrease in days. of out-of- Moderate (90-179
school suspension compared
to the previous school year.

High (180+ hours) 10 10%

(o)
hours) e Al

Low (<90 hours) 1 0%

Data sources: Participation data from PAEP. Suspension data from the School District of Philadelphia.

Graduation and Promotion
No data is reported on graduation/promotion rates of PAEP participants because this data was not
available from the school/district(s) within the reporting timeline.

'3 In-school suspension data was not available from the data provider.
4 Sample size is the number of participants that had sufficient data for the analyses, excluding those who did not
need to improve.




High School Credit/Course Recovery
No data is reported on credit recovery because PAEP did not offer credit recovery support during
their programming and/or did not serve high school students.

Stakeholder Feedback

To obtain stakeholder feedback, RFA conducted a survey of youth at two of PAEP’s program sites,
Anna L. Lingelbach and Penrose Schools. Surveys were administered on a single date at each site,
with an RFA staff member present. Youth were given the option to respond to as many of the
questions as they wanted to, or to abstain all together. A total of 27 participants responded to the
survey to provide their perspectives.

Using The Center for Youth Program Quality’s “Pyramid of Program Quality” as a basis for this
analysis, we grouped questions based on the four tiers of youth program quality: safe environment,
supportive environment, interactive environment, and engaging environment.!> Each bar in figures
below comes from a single survey question. The exact survey question text and the number of
respondents to the question is provided in the title of each figure or the title of the individual bar.
Analysis of responses is provided following the figures.

Safe Environment

The first tier of high-quality youth programming is to ensure a safe environment. The survey asked
participants several questions related to how safe they felt during afterschool programming,
including both physical and psychological safety.

Overall, responses to this section were generally positive. Most respondents said they feel safe, with
most of them agreeing or strongly agreeing that they can trust the staff in the program. Similarly,
most students responded that they feel cared for by the staff in the program.

Figure 9. How much do you agree with these two statements about the staff in the afterschool program? (N=26)
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Figure 9 shows:

e Mostrespondents (65%) agreed or strongly agreed that the staff in the program cared
about them. Only 12% of respondents disagreed with the statement.

¢ Nearly three-quarters of respondents (73%) agreed or strongly agreed that they have a
trusted adult in the program who they can talk to, with half of respondents strongly
agreeing with the statement.

¢ Only 15% of students either disagreed or strongly disagreed that they have a trusted adult
in the program.

Supportive Environment

After a safe environment, high-quality youth programs must next ensure the environment is a
supportive one. A supportive environment would be one where youth feel welcomed, encouraged,
and able to practice new skills. The survey asked participants several questions related to how
supportive they felt the afterschool program was.

Overall, respondents described the program as one that fosters a supportive environment. All
respondents reported that they enjoy the activities run at the program, with most (52%) reporting
they enjoy them “a lot.” In addition, a large majority of students agreed that everyone in the
program is treated with respect. Also, almost all students felt that they often learned new things in
the program, and almost all of them felt comfortable doing so. Finally, most respondents felt that
the staff was likely to listen to suggestions.

Figure 10. How much do you agree with the statement: “Everyone is treated with respect at this program.” (N=27)

0 20 40 60 80 100

Percentage of respondents
P strongly Disagree B Agree
Disagree I strongly Agree

I Neither Agree nor Disagree

Key findings from Figure 10:
¢ Mostrespondents (74%) either agreed or strongly agreed that everyone at the program is
treated with respect.
¢ A minority of respondents (18%) said that they disagreed at any level with the statement.




Figure 11. How do you respond to these questions about the environment in the afterschool program?
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Figure 11 shows:

Most respondents (64%) said that they often learn new things at the program.

A majority (56%) of respondents reported feeling very comfortable learning new things in
the program.

(Not pictured) Respondents who attended the program more frequently were more likely to
respond favorably to these questions about trying new things.

o All students who reported “rarely” having the chance to try new things attended
fewer than 5 days per week.

o 69% of students who attended the program 5 times a week said they felt very
comfortable learning new things, while only 36% of students who attended the
program 2-4 times a week responded with the same answer.

Nearly all (85%) respondents think that the staff was either somewhat or very likely to
listen to their suggestions, with most respondents (56%) reporting that staff was very likely
to do so.

Interactive Environment

The third tier of interest when reviewing the program for high-quality youth program
characteristics focuses on how interactive the program is. A highly interactive program would be
one where youth feel belonging and where they have opportunities to work in small groups with
peers, partner with adults, and lead portions of the activities.

Based on the responses to the survey, students had mixed feelings about how the program fostered
an interactive environment. Most respondents agreed that they feel included in the program.
However, nearly half of students felt like they never had the chance to lead activities.




Figure 12. How much do you agree with the statement: “I feel included at this afterschool program.” (N=26)
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Figure 12 shows:
e A majority of respondents (73%) either agree or strongly agree that they feel included in
the program. A small number of respondents (12%) disagreed with the statement.
¢ (Not pictured) All respondents who reported not feeling included in the program attended
the program less than five days a week.

Figure 13. How often do you have chances to lead activities at this afterschool program? (N=27)
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Figure 13 shows:
¢ A minority of respondents (22%) reported that they often had chances to lead activities in
the program, while nearly half (44%) said that they never get to lead activities.




Engaging Environment

The fourth and final tier of youth program quality is an engaging environment. An engaging
environment would be one where youth have the opportunity to make choices, plan, and reflect on
their work during programming.

Overall, questions that relate to the student’s perception of an engaging environment had negative
responses. Nearly half of respondents reported that they rarely had a choice in the activities they do
in the program. In addition, a majority of respondents disagreed that they get to help make the
rules in the program. All respondents shared some suggestions for how the program could be
improved, ideas which are summarized below.

Figure 14. How often do you have choices of activities at this afterschool program? (N=27)
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Figure 14 shows:

e Alarge group of respondents (44%) reported that they rarely had choices of activities in the
program. Only a small minority of respondents (22%) reported that they often had choices
about the activities.

¢ (Not pictured) Respondents who attended the program more frequently reported having
choices of activities less often than those with less frequent attendance. Specifically, half of
respondents who attended the program five times a week (50%) reported that they rarely
have a choice about the activities in the program. Only about one-third of respondents who
attended programming 2-4 times per week (36%) reported rarely having a choice of
activities.




Figure 15. How much do you agree with the statement: “I get to help make the rules at this afterschool program.”
(N=27)
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Key findings from Figure 15 are:

¢ A majority of respondents (63%) either disagree or strongly disagree that they help to make
the rules in the program.

¢ Only 15% of respondents either agree or strongly agree with the statement. Most of the
respondents in this group said they agree.

In their survey responses, participants provided some suggestions on how programming could be
changed or improved. Specifically:

e  When asked which activities they wished the PAEP afterschool program had, respondents
across both sites suggested a variety of ideas. Seven respondents suggested additional arts
options, including dance, music, drawing, sewing, and photography. Five respondents
suggested that PAEP offer STEM options, such as science and math activities as well as time
for computer and coding. Five youth at Penrose wrote that they would like a gymnastics
class to be offered. Other respondents expressed interest in more time outside and more
free time. One young person at Lingelbach requested cosmetology options (classes on hair,
makeup, and nails).

o  When asked if there was anything they’d like to change about the PAEP afterschool
program, youth again offered a variety of feedback. Two respondents across both sites
requested different groupings, with one asking to be grouped by age. Three youth requested
improved snack options. Additionally, six youth from Penrose requested staff changes,
although did not elaborate as to why. If they have not already, PAEP leadership should
check in with youth about their satisfaction with program staff.




Case Studies and Program Observations/Site Visits

As described above in the Evaluation Design section of this report, RFA used the Weikart Center’s
Youth Program Quality Assessment (“YPQA”) tool to guide our observation. Using the YPQA scoring
rubric, programming was assessed in four key areas:

Safe environment, including the program’s emotional safety and physical safety, space
accommodations, and nourishment options;

Supportive environment, including the programs’ emotional atmosphere, session flow,
youth engagement, skill building, and staff encouragement of youth;

Adult-youth and youth-peer interactions, including youth belonging, collaboration,
leadership, and adult-youth partnerships;

Engagement, including opportunities for youth planning, choice, and reflection.

RFA’s observation summaries are reported in Table 7 and Table 8 below. For each category, we
offer a summary of the practices we observed during our site visits and recommendations for
strengthening practices based on the YPQA framework.16

Table 7. Program Observation Findings
PROGRAMMING OBSERVATION SUMMARY: RFA staff conducted 1 observation of programming at

Anna L. Lingelbach School in Spring 2023. The activity observed was art. The session lasted 60
minutes. 5 youth attended the session.

Category Observations and Recommendations
Safe Environment

Emotional climate. The emotional climate of the session was positive. At
the beginning of the session, staff checked in with all youth about how they
were feeling and reminded youth to listen to one another as they shared.
Welcoming space. Staff were warm and clearly conveyed care for youth
during the session. Staff frequently checked in with all the youth, especially
one youth who initially seemed disengaged.

Practices Inclusive space. There was no evidence of bias on the part of the staff.

Observed Group management style. Staff were positive and proactive in their
management style. Early in the session when youth had a disagreement
stemming from earlier in the day, staff calmly asked each youth to explain
their perspective and directed them not to make assumptions about each
other. Staff then set the tone that they would “make art in peace.” Staff
redirected youth during the session to help them refocus, sometimes by
joking with youth.

Recommendations
for Strengthening  No recommendations
Programming

Supportive Environment

6 See Appendix B for additional information about the YPQA framework.




o Scaffolding learning. Staff consistently checked in on youth and discussed
next steps with them as they worked on Mother’s Day cards, although staff
did not outline the steps before they began. Staff circulated among youth to
monitor the level of challenge, offering tips, and posing questions for youth
to consider about their designs (e.g., “Which of those has equal sides?”
“Can you fit another row of triangles?”). Staff also offered templates for
youth to refer to when considering the spacing of their designs.

¢ Fostering growth mindset. Staff guided youth in their attempts to figure
out for themselves how to improve by asking probing questions. As youth
worked, staff provided youth with specific feedback around the different
techniques and colors they used. When praising youth, staff attributed
success to students’ effort and persistence, in one case saying, “You’re
getting better all the time. Practice makes perfect.”

Practices
Observed

Recommendations ¢ Emotion coaching. To support youth in building self-awareness around
for Strengthening their emotions, staff may want to look for opportunities to name and
Programming acknowledge youth's emotions during programming.

Interactive Environment

¢ Fostering teamwork. In preparation for their subsequent project focused
on quilt-making and its role in the Underground Railroad, staff asked youth
questions around these topics, and all youth had an opportunity to respond.
All youth had an opportunity to understand and practice group process
skills in the discussion.

Practices
Observed

e Promoting responsibility and leadership. There may be an opportunity
for some youth who are particularly strong in an area or activity to mentor
other youth (e.g., support another youth in using a new design technique).
Mentorship can help both parties strengthen their learning and practice
communication and collaboration.

Cultivating empathy. Providing intentional opportunities to practice
gratitude and compassion helps show youth how important these things are
and helps youth make them a habit. Look for ways to integrate these
opportunities into programming (e.g., providing time for shout
outs/affirmations at the end of a session).

Recommendations
for Strengthening
Programming

Engaging Environment

e Furthering learning. As youth worked on their cards, staff played a video
on how quilts were used for the Underground Railroad in preparation for
their next project. Staff had youth make connections to their previous
knowledge by asking what they already knew about quilts and the
Underground Railroad. Once, staff supported young people in linking
concrete examples to content-related principles, asking them how their
designs may or may not show “balance.” At another point, staff supported
youth in using logical reasoning, encouraging youth to think about how the
size of their shapes would affect how many they could fit in their design.

e Supporting youth interests. Youth had choices about their materials,
shapes, and paper orientation as they worked on their cards. Staff let them
know they were the decisionmakers, saying, "You're the designer, design
however you like." Staff also supported youth in using their creativity,
encouraging one youth who made a 3D model of a bird using the materials
at hand.

Practices
Observed




e Supporting plans and goals. Staff encouraged youth to write down their
design plans, including how many of each color and shape they were
planning to use on the cover of their cards.

Recommendations
for Strengthening  No recommendations
Programming

Table 8. Program Observation Findings
PROGRAMMING OBSERVATION SUMMARY: RFA staff conducted 1 observation of programming at

Penrose Elementary in Spring 2023. Activities observed included improv, gardening, and yoga. The
session lasted 70 minutes. 13 youth attended the session.

Category Observations and Recommendations
Safe Environment

¢« Emotional climate. The emotional climate of the session was positive, and
staff were calm in their approach with youth. Staff created a safe space
where some youth felt comfortable sharing their emotions and experiences.
¢ Welcoming space. Staff were positive and warm with youth, checking in
with each young person throughout the session. Staff joked with youth to
refocus them and gave frequent compliments. Staff enthusiastically
Practices encouraged and applauded youth during the improv portion of the session.
Observed e Inclusive space. There was no evidence of bias on the part of the staff.
Two youth with special needs were fully integrated into the program with
additional support from staff. Staff were attentive to their needs while
ensuring they could participate in all aspects of programming.
¢ Group management style. Staff maintained a calm and warm demeanor
throughout the session. Staff used attention getters to refocus the group,
such as, "raise your hand, touch your belly button, turn down the volume."

Recommendations
for Strengthening No recommendations
Programming

Supportive Environment

e Scaffolding learning. During the improv activity, staff broke down difficult
tasks into steps, although they did not outline them before they began. Staff
consistently checked in with youth as they planned their scenes and helped
them brainstorm ideas as they were feeling stuck. Staff encouraged one
youth to participate in improv who was initially hesitant. During the yoga
portion of the session, staff participated with youth, showed them the
different yoga positions, and then circulated to provide support. When
youth struggled with a particular pose, staff had each youth try one at a
time so they could provide individualized support.

e Fostering growth mindset. When youth were unsure what to include in
their improv scenes, staff supported youth in their brainstorming without
telling them what to perform. Staff then supported youth contributions by
circulating and asking youth to describe their scenes. When youth
performed, staff acknowledged their accomplishments with specific
feedback, noting that multiple groups had opted for silent performances.

Practices
Observed




Recommendations
for Strengthening
Programming

Interactive Environment

Practices
Observed

Recommendations
for Strengthening
Programming

Engaging Environment

Practices
Observed

Recommendations
for Strengthening
Programming

Emotion coaching. To support youth in building self-awareness around
their emotions, staff may build opportunities for all youth to name or
describe their emotions (e.g., with a check-in at the beginning of the
session).

Fostering teamwork. Staff provided opportunities for youth to participate
in small groups that required active collaboration, as youth worked in
groups to plan and act out scenes based on the words they selected. Youth
collaborated on the shared goal of creating a scene with a beginning,
middle, and end. Youth all had an extended opportunity to practice group-
process skills when brainstorming for their scenes.

Promoting responsibility and leadership. All youth had the opportunity to
act out the scenes they planned with their small groups for the entire
group.

Cultivating empathy. At the end of the yoga activity, staff invited all youth
to share out affirmations for either themselves or others.

Promoting responsibility and leadership. Look for additional
opportunities for youth to be leaders in the program. There may be an
opportunity for youth to lead an activity (such as a warmup) or there may
be an opportunity for youth to take turns leading a small group (e.g., acting
as the director for their scene).

Furthering learning. During the gardening portion of the session, staff
asked youth about each of the plants they observed and encouraged them
to make connections to their learnings from previous sessions and their
own experiences. For example, staff prompted youth to make comparisons
between how the different plants grow and their nutritional values.
Supporting youth interests. Staff provided opportunities for youth to
make open-ended choices, as youth were encouraged to plan scenes in
any way they wanted, if they related in some way to their selected words.
Youth were also invited to incorporate any props they wanted into their
scenes.

Supporting plans and goals. Staff provided an opportunity for youth to
make plans by giving them ample time to prepare scenes within their small
groups during the improv activity.

Supporting plans and goals. When planning activities, consider how staff
can support youth in setting and monitoring progress towards goals.




Grantee Results on Performance Measures

This section of the report details how grantees performed on the five federally defined Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA) measures and the one state defined performance measure.
The performance indicators for each measure were all defined by the federal and state
governments. The target for each indicator was set by PAEP, in consultation with RFA.

GPRA Measure 1 — Academic Achievement, State Assessments

Table 9 displays the percent of program participants that met each performance indicator related
to improvement on state standardized assessments (GPRA Measure #1). We then compare the
percent of students who met the performance indicator to the target set by PAEP to determine if
the target was met (i.e., “Performance Status”).

Table 9. GPRA Performance Targets and Status for State Assessment Achievement Performance Indicators, 2022-23

= Met = Did not meet = Not Applicable ~ =Data Not Available

Performance Indicator Sa_m;:l7e Target ]| Performance Performance
Size Status

The percent of elementary 21st CCLC
participants who demonstrate growth in
mathematics on state assessments
(PSSA/PASA)."®

42 10% 26%

The percent of middle school 21st
CCLC participants who demonstrate
growth in mathematics on state
assessments (PSSA/PASA).

29 10% 7%

The percent of elementary 21st CCLC
participants who demonstrate growth in
reading on state assessments
(PSSA/PASA).

GPRA #1

41 15% 24%

The percent of middle school 21st
CCLC participants who demonstrate
growth in reading on state assessments
(PSSA/PASA).

30 15% 30%

GPRA Measure 2 — Grade Point Average

Table 10 displays the percent of program participants who met each performance indicator on
Grade Point Average (GPA, GPRA Measure #2). We then compare the percent of students who met
the performance indicator to the target set by PAEP to determine if the target was met (i.e,,
“Performance Status”).

7 Sample size is the number of participants that had sufficient data for the analyses, excluding those who did not
need to improve.

8 Growth on these state assessment performance indicators is defined as positive movement from one performance
level to the next on two consecutive years of the same state assessment (i.e. PSSA to PSSA or PASA to PASA).
Students who scored within the Advanced level on both the prior year and the current year state assessment are
considered as not needing to improve and thus excluded from this analysis.




Table 10. GPRA Performance Targets and Status for Grade Point Average Achievement Performance Indicators,
2022-23

= Met = Did not meet = Not Applicable ~ =Data Not Available

Performance Indicator Sa_mp:lge Target | Performance Performanc
Size e Status

The percent of 7th — 8th grade 21st CCLC
participants whose GPA improved from

9 9
~ the end of the prior year to the end of the g 40% 33%
3#* current year.?
=
% The percent of 10th — 12th grade 21st
CCLC participants whose GPA improved NA N NA A

from the end of the prior year to the end of
the current year.

GPRA Measure 3 — School Day Attendance

Table 11 displays the percent of program participants who met each performance indicator for
improvement in their school day attendance (GPRA Measure #3). We then compare the percent of
students who met the performance indicator to the target set by PAEP to determine if the target
was met (i.e., “Performance Status”).

Table 11. GPRA Performance Targets and Status for School Day Attendance Performance Indicators, 2022-23

= Met = Did not meet = Not Applicable " =Data Not Available

Performance Indicator Samp2I1e Target Performance e
Size Status

The percent of elementary 21st

CCLC participants whose school-day

attendance rate improved from the 45 65% 47%
prior year to the current year.??

(3

H#

>

o The percent of middle and high

O school 21st CCLC participants whose
school-day attendance rate improved 19 65% 47%
from the prior year to the current
year.

9 Sample size is the number of participants that had sufficient data for the analyses, excluding those who did not
need to improve.

20 Growth on these GPA performance indicators is defined as positive movement of at least one-tenth of a point (0.1)
based on a student’s unweighted GPA. Students who had a GPA of 3.0 or higher in the prior year AND the current
year are considered as not needing to improve and thus excluded from this analysis.

21 Sample size is the number of participants that had sufficient data for the analyses, excluding those who did not
need to improve.

22 Growth on these school day attendance performance indicators is defined as positive movement of at least one
percentage point (1%) in a students’ attendance rate from the prior year to the current year. Students who had an
attendance rate above 90% for the prior year AND the current year are considered as not needing to improve and
thus excluded from this analysis.




GPRA Measure 4 — Behavior

Table 12 displays the percent of program participants who met each performance indicator for
decreasing in-school suspensions (GPRA Measure #4). We then compare the percent of students
who met the performance indicator to the target set by PAEP to determine if the target was met
(i.e., “Performance Status”).

Table 12. GPRA Performance Targets and Status for School Day Discipline Performance Indicators, 2022-23

= Met = Did not meet = Not Applicable " =Data Not Available

Performance Indicator sampz'f Target | Performance Performance
Size Status

The percent of elementary 21st CCLC

participants who experienced a decrease in Data not

in-school suspensions compared to the 0 25% available -
3 previous school year.?*
&
% The percent of middle and high school

21st CCLC participants who experienced a Data not

decrease in in-school suspensions 0 30% available -

compared to the previous school year.

GPRA Measure 5 — Student Engagement in Learning

Table 13 displays the percent of program participants who demonstrated an improvement in
teacher-reported engagement in learning (GPRA Measure #5). We then compare the percent of
students who met the performance indicator to the target set by PAEP to determine if the target
was met (i.e., “Performance Status”).

Table 13. GPRA Performance Targets and Status for Student Engagement Performance Indicators, 2022-23

= Met = Did not meet = Not Applicable ~ =Data Not Available

Performance Indicator Sa_m;;lse Target J Performance Performance
Size Status

The percent of 1st — 5th grade 21st

CC.LC part|C|pan’Fs who demonstrated 47 65% 81%
an improvement in teacher-reported

engagement in learning.?®

GPRA #5

23 Sample size is the number of participants that had sufficient data for the analyses, excluding those who did not
need to improve.

24 Growth on these in-school suspension performance indicators is defined as having fewer days of in-school
suspension(s) in the current year than in the prior year. Students who had zero days of in-school suspensions in the
prior year AND the current year are considered as not needing to improve and thus excluded from this analysis

25 Sample size is the number of participants that had sufficient data for the analyses, excluding those who did not
need to improve.

26 Growth on this student engagement performance indicator is defined as a teacher reporting improvement in
engagement on the 21st CCLC Teacher Survey. Students who teachers indicated did not need to improve were
excluded from this analysis.




State Measure 6 — Family Literacy and Involvement

Table 14 displays the number or percent of families of participants who participated in family
literacy or engagement activities (State Measure #6). We then compare the percent of students who
met the performance indicator to the target set by PAEP to determine if the target was met (i.e.,
“Performance Status”).

Table 14. State Measure Performance Targets and Status for Family Engagement Performance Indicators, 2022-23

= Met = Did not meet = Not Applicable " =Data Not Available

Performance Indicator Sample Target Performance || Performance
Size?” Status

The number of families of participating
students who participate in family NA NA NA NA
literacy activities.?®

The number of parents of participating
students who participate in family NA NA NA NA
literacy activities.

The number of families of participating
students who participate in family 147 80 1
engagement activities.

State Measure #6

The number of parents of participating
students who participate in family NA NA NA NA
engagement activities.

27 Sample size is the number of participants that had sufficient data for the analyses, excluding those who did not
need to improve.

28 For each of these family engagement performance indicators, a “parent” is defined as any adult caregiver,
guardian, or grandparent. A “family” is defined as all adult caregivers, guardians, and grandparents connected to a
single youth participant.




Considerations and Recommendations for Improvement

Key Themes from Program Implementation
Key takeaways from at least one of the two observations include the following:

e Safe Environment: Staff provided youth with a positive emotional climate and were calm
and caring in their management style.

e Supportive Environment: Staff supported youth’s learning by breaking tasks into steps
and actively monitoring the level of challenge for all youth. Staff encouraged a growth
mindset by offering specific feedback.

e Interaction: Staff supported youth’s interaction and collaboration by providing youth
opportunities for teamwork, extended conversations, and presentations to the group.

o Engagement: Staff facilitated youth engagement by encouraging youth to make connections
between the session activities and their previous knowledge, offering choice, and providing
opportunities for planning.

Summary of Program Participation, Classroom Behavior, and Performance

Indicator Findings
Table 15 shows the degree of student participation.

Table 15. Overview of 21st CCLC Participation Levels, 2022-23

Participation Metric Percent of Attendees

Program year attendees who attended at least 90 hours of 96%
programming (of 147 attendees)

Table 16 provides a summary of PAEP’s participants’ changes in classroom behavior and
performance indicators.

Table 16. Program Participation, Classroom Behavior, and Performance Indicator Summary, 2022-23

oman oy

Classroom Behavior and Across all behaviors, teachers noted improved behavior for between
Performance 57 and 80 percent of students who needed to improve.
Academic Achievement The provider met three of five indicator targets.

School Day Attendance and , ¢ -
Discipline The provider met zero of two indicator targets.
Student and Family

Engagement The provider met one of two indicator targets.

Status Across All
Performance Indicator In total, the provider met four of nine indicator targets.
Domains




Recommendations
Based on the data collected for this evaluation, we suggest the following recommendations based
on the 2022-23 findings:

Supportive Environment:
Look for opportunities to name and acknowledge youth's emotions during
programming and provide opportunities for all youth to name or describe their
emotions.

Interactive Environment:
Build opportunities for youth to be leaders in the program and to act as mentors to
their peers.

Engaging Environment:
Consider how staff can support youth in setting and monitoring progress towards
goals.

School Attendance: According to school attendance records, 34% of participants with
attendance data attended school less than 90% of the time. That is the equivalent of missing
more than 3 whole weeks of school and qualifies a student as being chronically absent.
Building on existing relationships with youth, families, and school personnel, staff could try
to identify ways to best support youth and families overcome attendance barriers and
promote increased school attendance.

Family Engagement: PAEP did not meet their goals for family involvement as only 1 family
participated in any family engagement activities in the past year. To increase family
attendance at program events, staff could consider maintaining frequent communication
with families in a variety of ways to best understand their scheduling needs and build
excitement around upcoming events.




Appendix A: Data Sources and Sample Sizes

As discussed in the Evaluation Design section of this report, RFA’s evaluation relied on quantitative
and qualitative data from multiple sources. Table A1 below details these various sources and the
number of data points present in each.

Table A1. Evaluation Data Sources, 2022-23

Spring 2023 program observations were conducted 2 observations
at Anna L. Lingelbach School and Penrose
Elementary School.

Observations

. Spring 2023 organizational interview with program 1 interview
Interview .
leadership
Teacher surveys 70 students
Surveys
Youth Surveys 27 students
Participation Program attendance data 147 students
Data
out Data from students’ schools covering items like: Sample sizes varied, see
D:t:omes academic performance, school attendance, and Table A2 below

suspensions for school years 2021-22 and 2022-23

The outcomes data used to report on the federal GPRA performance measures (Table 9 through
Table 13) included participants who were enrolled in PAEP’s programming during the 2022-23
school year, regardless of the degree of attendance in the program. A subset of the measures also
required that the student have two years of data (2021-22 and 2022-23) available for analysis, in
order to assess growth. Table A2 breaks down the sample of young people included in each
performance measure analysis by degree of program participation.

Table A2. Federal Performance Measure Sample Sizes by Degree of Program Participation, 2022-23

Federal or Students included in GPRA analysis

State Grade levels Low participation Moderate High
Performance (less than 90 participation participation
Measure hours) (90-179 hours) (180+ hours)
Elementary
0 4 37
PSSA English (3rd — 5th grades)
scores :
Middle school y 7 22
(6th — 8th grades)
Elementary
PSSA math (3rd — 5th grades) 0 ° 37

scores

Middle school 1 7 21




Federal or Students included in GPRA analysis

State Grade levels Low participation Moderate High
participation participation

Performance (less than 90
Measure hours) (90-179 hours) (180+ hours)

(6th — 8th grades)

Middle school ’ ) :
Grade Point (7th - 8th grades)
Average Hi
gh school
(10th — 12th grades) NA NA NA
Elementary
School (K - 5th grades) 2 6 37
attendance Middle/High , 7 .
(6th — 12th grades)
Elementary
0 0 0
In-school (K - 5th grades)
suspension Middle/High ; o 0
(6th — 12th grades)
Teacher- Elementar
reported y 0 , .

(1st — 5th grades)

engagement




Appendix B: Implementation Methodology

Organizational Interviews

To gather background information on 21st CCLC provider programming for the 2022-23 academic
year and facilitate the scheduling of qualitative field work, RFA staff scheduled semi-structured
interviews with providers prior to conducting observations and student focus groups. The
interviews covered the following topics:

Program design and implementation

Staff orientation, professional development, and support
Youth recruitment and participation

Program monitoring

Engagement strategies

Community partnerships

Creating a safe space for youth

Interview data was summarized and reported in narrative form above to provide background on
programming and context in preparation for the observations.

Youth Surveys

To better understand the youth experience of programming and to elevate youth voices, RFA
distributed youth surveys to all youth present during site visits. Youth surveys covered the
following topics:

Program Interest and Satisfaction
Youth Voice

Youth Leadership

Perceived Impact of Program
Safe Space

Program Suggestions

Observation Rubric and Analysis

The Social and Emotional Learning Program Quality Assessment (SEL PQA) draws from and builds
upon the research-validated Youth PQA as well as other assessment tools developed by the Weikart
Center. The SEL PQA was “designed to evaluate the quality of programs and identify staff training
needs.”29 Research for Action used the rubric as a tool for data collection and framework for the
presentation of formative feedback for the provider.

The SEL PQA observation tables include data collected from site visits that took roughly two hours
and were intended to include multiple program activities. Observation data were analyzed and
rated, and the rubric was used as a framework for formative feedback regarding site specific youth
program quality and recommendations for program improvement.

When presenting the observation data in our reporting, RFA uses the SEL PQA as a framework for
formative feedback. For each category, we offer a review of observation data including areas where,
during our site visits, 1) the SEL PQA element was not present or was not observed and might need

29 The Forum for Youth Investment. (2020). Social and Emotional Learning Program Quality Assessment.
Washington: David P. Weikart Center for Youth Program Quality, 1.




attention from program staff; 2) the SEL PQA element was present or was observed; or, 3) the SEL
PQA element was exemplary or was observed multiple times.

See Figure B1 for an example of an item and its scoring parameters.

Figure B1. Sample SEL PQA ltem and Scoring Parameters
Item: Model skills (part of the “Supportive Environment” subcategory)

SCORE +Js |5

Score Description

Staff model skills for Staff model skills for all

Staff do not model skills.

some young people. young people.

Figure B2 below displays the full list of Quality Elements and Activities and Characteristics that fall
under each category of the SEL PQA rubric.

Figure B2. SEL PQA Categories, Quality Elements, Activities and Characteristics

SEL PQA ]
Quality Elements

Safe
Environment

Supportive
Environment

Interactive
Environment

Engaging
Environment

Creating Safe
Spaces

Emotion Coaching

Scaffolding Learning
Fostering Growth
Mindset

Fostering Teamwork

Promoting
Responsibility and
Leadership

Cultivating Empathy

Furthering Learning

Supporting Youth
Interests

Activities and Characteristics

Foster positive emotional climate, convey warmth and
respect, provide support for safe space, demonstrate
positive group management style, demonstrate mutual
accountability, and show active inclusion

Acknowledge emotions, support young people to name
emotions, discuss constructive handling, and discuss
emotion causes

Break task into steps, model skills, encourage young
people to improve performance, monitor challenge level

Guide young people to self-correct, use non-evaluative
language, and attribute achievement to effort

Promote active collaboration, establish shared goals, and
provide group-process opportunities

Assign responsibility for tasks, support carrying out
responsibilities independently, provide mentoring
opportunities, provide leadership opportunities, and
provide opportunities to present

Structure activity for sharing and listening, encourage
understanding other’s emotions, structure activities for
showing kindness, support valuing of differences

Support connections to previous knowledge, link examples
to principles, encourage extending knowledge, encourage
logical reasoning, and guide discovery

Provide open-ended choice, provide multiple opportunities
for choice, and support creativity




SEL PQA Quality Elements Activities and Characteristics
Categor

Supporting Plans Set up planning opportunities, ensure young people record
and Goals or represent plans, facilitate monitoring progress toward
goal, and support problem-solving alternatives




Appendix C: Student Outcomes by Site Attended

Table 17. Percent of Participants Demonstrating Growth in Each Outcome Area, Overall and by Location of Program

Attendance, 2022-23

Location of Program Participant Percent of
Attendance Sample Size*° Participants
Demonstrating
Growth
All Participants 71 18%
The percent of 21st cip ?
CCLC participants Anna L Lingelbach School 16 31%
who demonstrate
growth in James G Blaine School 12 8%
mathematics on .
state assessments Morrison School 11 18%
31
(PSSATPASA). Penrose School 32 16%
All Participants 71 27%
The percent of 21st )
CCLC participants Anna L Lingelbach School 16 25%
who demonstre}te James G Blaine School 13 23%
growth in reading on
state assessments Morrison School 10 40%
(PSSA/PASA).
Penrose School 32 25%
All Participants 12 33%
The percent of 21
CCLC participants Anna L Lingelbach School 3 0%
whose GPA
improved from the James G Blaine School 1 0%
end of the prior year
to the end of the Morrison School 1 0%
current year. Penrose School 7 57%
The percent of 21st All Participants 57 79%
CCLC participants ;
(in any grade) who Anna L Lingelbach School 18 78%
Qemonstrated.an James G Blaine School 17 53%
improvement in
teacher-reported Morrison School 1 100%
engagement in
learning.* Penrose School 21 100%
All Participants 64 47%

30 Sample size is the number of participants that had sufficient data for the analyses, excluding those who did not
need to improve.

3" Growth on these state assessment performance indicators is defined as positive movement from one performance
level to the next on two consecutive years of the same state assessment (i.e. PSSA to PSSA or PASA to PASA).
Students who scored within the Advanced level on both the prior year and the current year state assessment are
considered as not needing to improve and thus excluded from this analysis.

32 Growth on this student engagement performance indicator is defined as a teacher reporting improvement in
engagement on the 21st CCLC Teacher Survey. Students who teachers indicated did not need to improve were
excluded from this analysis.




Location of Program Participant Percent of

Attendance Sample Size* Participants
Demonstrating
Growth
The percent of 21st Anna L Lingelbach School 10 40%
CCLC participants
whose school-day James G Blaine School 15 13%
attendance rate ,
improved from the Morrison School 10 60%
prior year to the
current year.® Penrose School 29 62%
All Participants 16 13%

The percent of 21st
CCLC participants Anna L Lingelbach School 0 NA
who experienced a
decrease in out-of- James G Blaine School 5 20%
school suspensions
compared to the Morrison School 3 0%

i hool .
previolis school year Penrose School 8 13%

33 Growth on these school day attendance performance indicators is defined as positive movement of at least one
percentage point (1%) in a students’ attendance rate from the prior year to the current year. Students who had an
attendance rate above 90% for the prior year AND the current year are considered as not needing to improve and
thus excluded from this analysis.




