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Executive Summary

The Caroline County Recreation and Parks received a 21st Century Learning Centers three-year
grant from the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) to establish after-school
programs for 265 students at four county schools, beginning September 2005.  The Lifelong
Learning Center program (LLC), couched within the philosophy of the six pillars of the Mid-
Shore Character Counts! initiative, has components for academic enrichment, social
competency, recreation and family engagement.  The LLC at Federalsburg Elementary School
(FES)  engaged students at the elementary level, the LLC at Lockerman Middle School (LMS)
and Colonel Richardson Middle School (CRMS) engaged middle school students, and the LLC
at Colonel Richardson High School (CRHS) engaged high school students.  This second interim
report provides an evaluation by Bonham Research of the first and second year of the program,
September 2005 through June 2007.  It extends the findings of the first report and assesses the
components of the program process and outcomes that can be measured during the first two
years.  The final report will include the third year of the program.

The program involved 608 students during the first two years.  About one-third (133) of the
students who attended the first year of the program returned for the second year.  Most of the
students attended the four LLC’s established during the first year.  For the second year, a new
program at Laurel Grove attracted Haitian-speaking students, and a short SAT preparation
program at CRHS attracted some high school students not otherwise involved with the after
school program.  In both years, about half of the participating students were male and half
female.  One-fourth received free or reduced-price meals, and one-sixth received special
education services.  Over half were African American and one-third non-Hispanic Caucasian. 
Those with limited English doubled between the first and the second year with the addition of
the Laurel Grove center.  One-third to one-half of the students had academic difficulties and
were at high risk for failure.  Many had disciplinary problems and had been suspended prior to
entering the program, including half of those at CRHS involved both years.

The program had 18 objectives during both years.  It achieved, probably achieved, or partially
achieved eight of them in FY2006 and nine in FY2007.  It failed to achieve four in FY2006 and
two in FY2007.  Data were insufficient to evaluate the remaining objectives.

Objectives Achieved, Partially Achieved, or Probably Achieved Both Years

Objective 1.1.  Offered fall and winter sessions on four days a week for 2.5 hours per day:
FES met for 61 planned days plus 7 extra days in FY2006; 60 days in FY2007
LMS met for 79 days in FY2006; 72 days in FY2007
CRMS met for 79 days in FY2006; 71 days in FY2007
CRHS met for 86 days in FY2006; 78 days in FY2007
Laurel Grove met for 62 days in FY2007.

Objective 1.4.  Had recreational activities on 90% of the Monday-Thursday program days:
FY2006--LMS had sufficient data to make this determination.
FY2007–Probably, but data not available.
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Objective 1.5.  Engaged families in student learning:
FY2006--15 family nights, 4 field trips with parents involved, 5 parent advisory

meetings, adult cooking class, and an English course.
FY2007–24 family nights with 34.2 parents each, 16 field trips with an average of 6.1

parents on each.

Objective 1.6.  Provided bus transportation for students at all levels:
FY2006--76% of the students at FES, 61-64% at LMS, 83% at CRMS and 86-89% at

CRHS rode the bus.
FY2007–Data not available on specific percentages.

Objective 2.1.  Maintain maximum registration of 265 students:
FY2006--241 students enrolled each day on average, 90% of the target, but targets met at

FES and LMS.
FY2007–271 students enrolled each day on average, but varied from 228 in February to

340 in March, but targets met at FES and LMS.

Objective 3.3 (FY2006).  50% of students at risk of academic failure will achieve a 10%
improvement in grade point averages by the completion of the 2005-2006 academic year:
Objective 3.4 (FY2007).  60% of students at risk of academic failure will achieve a 15%
improvement in grade point averages by the completion of the 2006-2007 academic year:

FY20006--GPA in reading and math increased for students attending 30 or more days,
increasing over half a letter grade for
those with a D or E the previous year;
LMS students had the greatest increase
in grades.

FY2007–Combined reading and math GPA
increased 0.29 points for students
attending 30 or more days both years;
reading GPA for students who received
D’s or E’s in FY2005 increased 0.75
points for students attending both years
while reading GPA generally declined.

Objective 3.7.  60% of students will achieve a 94%
school attendance rate:

FY2006--80% of regular FES students, 93%
of LMS, 90% of CRMS and 64% of
regular students at CRHS attended
school at least 94% of the time.

FY2007–All LLC’s met the target; students
attending the program 30 or more days
in both FY2006 and FY2007 were
most likely to attend school.
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Objectives Achieved, Partially Achieved, or Probably Achieved in One Year (marked by *)

Objective 2.5.  Retain 65% of the students
FY2006–62% of the 236 students enrolled during the first program month were still

enrolled in the last program month; but only 19% of those who completed the
SSRS at the beginning of the program completed the follow-up survey in the last
month.

*FY2007–95% of the 276 students enrolled in the first month were still enrolled in the
last month; but only 26% of those who completed the SSRS at the beginning of
the program completed the follow-up survey in the last month.

Objective 3.1.  50% of students, who performed at the “basic” level on state exams the previous
year, will achieve “proficiency” by the completion of the 2005-2006 academic year:
Objective 3.2.  60% of students, who performed at the “basic” level on state exams the previous
year, will achieve “proficiency” by the completion of the 2006-2007 academic year:

FY2006--One-fourth of the students who tested at the basic level in reading and math in
the previous year achieved MSA proficiency in 2006; third-graders would have
met the target assuming that
the county test given at the
beginning of the year was
the same as the MSA;
frequency of attendance had
no relation to increased
MSA proficiency.

*FY2007–60% or more of the
students who were not
reading with proficiency
prior to the start of the
program achieved
proficiency in 2007,
depending on program
involvement, but math
proficiency did not increase
as much.

Objective 3.9.  60% of students will increase life skills:
*FY2006--Students at the CRMS center had a significant increase of 4.2 points on the

80-point social skills scale, although students overall had a 0.9 point decrease.
FY2007–37% of students had a two or more point increase in reported social skills, but

on average they lost 1.3 points.
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Objectives Probably Not Achieved in Either Year

Objective 2.2.  Serve a daily core of 60% of the
students:

The four LLC’s averaged 54% of
capacity in FY2006 and 58% in FY2007
(see chart); FES met the objective both
years as it operated at three-fourths
capacity, but CRHS operated at only
one-third of capacity both years.

Objective 3.8.  60% of students will strengthen
positive character practices:

FY2006--Teachers of middle school
students reported increased class
participation, classroom behavior
and motivation to learn for 33%-57% of the students.

FY2007–Data not collected.

Recommendations

Bonham Research makes the following recommendations based upon the findings from the first
two years of the Lifelong Learning Centers:

Recommendation 1. Develop programs and publicity that will not only attract more students
initially, but will engage them sufficiently long to make a difference in
their lives.  The LLC at FES had the most success in making this change
between FY2006 and FY2007, and the LLC at CRHS had the least
success.

Recommendation 2. Identify the specific program processes that are expected to result in the
specified outcomes using a program model based on empirical research,
and then make sure these processes are implemented and measured.

Recommendation 3. Focus on collecting information that adequately reflects program
processes and the outcomes they are trying to produce.  When possible,
collect and evaluate the information during the program so that program
processes may be modified on an ongoing basis to make them more
effective.

Recommendation 4. Enter data into the database as soon as it is collected and regularly review
reports from the database to communicate when the programs are having
the desired results and when adjustments may be needed.
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Introduction

The Caroline County Recreation and Parks and the Caroline County Board of Education had
collaborated prior to 2004 to provide after-school opportunities.  An award from Maryland 21st

Century Learning Centers in December 2004 supported their continued collaboration. The three-
year grant began August 2005.  The Caroline County Recreation and Parks’ Lifelong Learning
Centers (LLC) program, couched within the philosophy of the six pillars of the Mid-Shore
Character Counts! initiative, has components for academic enrichment, social competency,
recreation, and family engagement.  The program began with a capacity of 65 students at
Federalsburg Elementary School, 75 students at Lockerman Middle School, 75 students at
Colonel Richardson Middle School, and 50 students at Colonel Richardson High School.  

The Lifelong Learning Centers are supported by 21st Century Community Learning Center
(21stCCLC) funds from the U.S. Department of Education (DOE), channeled through a grant to
the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE).  MSDE selected the application by
Caroline County as one of eleven programs in Cohort 3.  This report provides an evaluation of
the second year of the program (FY2007), and includes some information from the first year
evaluation for comparative purposes.1  MSDE selected Maryland School Assessment (MSA)
scores as the primary outcome measure for successful use of Maryland 21stCCLC funds, and
school grades as the secondary outcome measure.  MSDE requires a Start-up Report and End-of-
Year/Continuation Progress Report and DOE requires a standard annual performance report for
grantees through its evaluation contractor, Learning Point Associates.  The information included
in this report provides much of the data for the MSDE and DOE reports.  The details, summary
and recommendations included in this report are intended to provide program personnel with
information to help them operate the program and to make adjustments to enhance it.

Ms. Sue Simmons and Ms. Lee Frye of the Caroline County Recreation and Parks provided
overall leadership on the project.  Mr. Michael Russ entered and maintained the data at the
Caroline County Recreation and Parks in a database system developed for the project by
Bonham Research.  Mr. Wayne Wiley of the Caroline County Board of Education linked
students’ academic data with the program data.  The final data processing, analysis, and
evaluation, however, were conducted by the author and represent the findings and conclusions of
Bonham Research.  They do not necessarily reflect the opinions of the Caroline County
Recreation and Parks, the Caroline County Board of Education, or their staffs.
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Figure 2.  Logic Model of the Lifelong Learning Centers Program

Program Goals and Objectives

The primary goal of the evaluation is to demonstrate the impact of the program on student
academic achievement over three years.  The more immediate objectives are to know if the
program is having a positive effect on the students, and which program components seem to
have the most effect.  The Lifelong Learning Centers program has three general goals: 
1. Help participants who performed below proficiency level at the start of the program to

achieve proficiency,
2. Help participants who were at risk of academic failure at the start of the program to

improve their grade point average, and 
3. Improve the reading skills of parents through the Adult Lifelong Learning program.  

Logic Model of the Program

The general logic model of the Lifelong Learning Centers program shows that program
processes act upon and use the input resources to produce outcomes in various time dimensions. 
(See Figure 2.)  The model summarizes the major components of the program and its
expectations.  Each process and outcome component has specific objectives summarized below. 
These objectives are specified more completely, with testable hypotheses and detail findings, in
the section on first and second year results.

Program Objectives

Input Resources

Students and staff are the primary resources for the program, but parents are also important to
the program.  The program depends on organizational support of the Caroline County Recreation
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and Parks and the Caroline County Public Schools.

Program Process

The model shows a number of the key program processes, although these are not all of the
processes and are not necessarily exclusive.  The program must recruit both students and staff. 
The program emphasizes academic and social skills, but in an environment that provides
recreational opportunities.  The program makes specific efforts to involve parents in the concept
of lifelong learning.  Transportation is an important process that allows students to participate in
the program.  Specific processes include:
• Offer a fall and spring session on four days a week for 2.5 hours per day;
• Programming includes academic enrichment;
• Programming includes social competency enrichment;
• Programming includes recreation enrichment;
• The programs engage families in student learning;
• The program provides bus transportation for students at all levels.

Immediate Milestones

Milestones can be measured and monitored as the program progresses, and all are important to
the program achieving the short-term objectives and the long-term goals.  The program is
developed for 265 students in four schools, and a necessary component of success is to enroll
enough students to have the program operate near its capacity.  Student attendance in the
program is a necessary component of success and needs to be carefully monitored.  Efficient use
of resources requires that they be directed to students who will participate long enough and
frequently enough to benefit from the program.  Specific milestones include:
• Maintain registration of 265 students;
• Serve a daily core of 60% of the students;
• Improve academic performance of participating youth;
• Involved families with learning;
• Retain student involvement throughout the year.

Short-term Objectives

Short-term objectives are those that can be measured in 6-24 months.  Desired academic
objectives for students include increased school attendance and higher school grades.  Social
objectives for students are the building of character and life skills.  The program believes
students do better when families are involved, so family involvement with the student and the
program is a measured objective.  Specific objectives include:
• 50% of students, who performed at the “basic” level on state exams the previous year,

will achieve “proficiency” by the completion of the 2005-2006 academic year, and 60%
by the completion of the 2006-2007 academic year;

• 50% of students at risk of academic failure will achieve a 10% improvement in grade
point averages by the completion of the 2005-2006 academic year; and 60% by the
completion on the 2006-2007 academic year;

• 10% of the parents who enroll in the Adult Lifelong Learning program will improve their
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reading or reading facilitation skills by at least 10% by the completion of the 2005-2006
academic year, and 20% of the parents by 20% by the completion of 2006-2007;

• 60% of students will achieve a 94% school attendance rate;
• 60% of students will strengthen positive character practices;
• 60% of students will increase life skills;
• 20% increase in activities that show adult support of child academics.

Long-term Goals

The long-term goals of the program are expected to be seen by the end of the third year.  The
program expects to help students who performed below MSA proficiency standards or were at
risk of academic failure at the beginning of the program to become proficient and increase their
grade point average by the end of the three years.  The program also has a long-term goal to
increase the reading skills and reading habits of parents.  Specific goals include:
• 70% of students, who performed at the “basic” level on state exams at the end of the

2004-2005 academic year, will achieve “proficiency” by the completion of 2007-2008
academic year;

• 70% of students at risk of academic failure, based on 2004-2005 grades, will achieve a
20% improvement in grade point averages by the completion of the 2007-2008 academic
year;

• 30% of the parents who enroll in the Adult Lifelong Learning program will improve their
reading or reading facilitation skills by at least 30% by the completion of the 2007-2008
academic year.

Sources of Information

The data for the evaluation came from four primary sources: students, parents, program staff and
public school records.  The Caroline County Recreation and Parks collected data from students,
parents and staff on various forms with different frequencies of collection.  Bonham Research
entered data from the first year into its Program Enhancement System©, and provided a
modification of this system to the Caroline County Recreation and Parks for them to enter and
use data during the second year.  The Caroline County Board of Education linked students’
academic data with their program data, and then removed student identification to protect the
confidentiality of the student information.  Bonham Research analyzed the combined data using
SPSS® (11.5) statistical software.

Program Activities

Program staff documented their plans for activities and had sign-up sheets for students, but daily
participation of each student in each specific activity during the day was not entered into the
database at the evaluator recommendation.  Therefore, participation in daily activities are only
summarized.



2Gresham, F.M., & Elliott, S.N.  (1990.)  Social Skills Questionnaire: Student Form Secondary Level
(Grades 7-12) and Social Skills Questionnaire: Student Form Elementary Level (Grades 3-6).   Circle Pines, MN: 
American Guidance Service, Inc.
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Student Attendance Form

Staff recorded daily attendance on the Student Attendance Form by marking students as present
(P), absent (A), excused (E), withdrawn (W) or not enrolled for that day of the week (X).  The
form provided student name, gender, age, race and grade level that were used in matching to the
public school data.  Sometimes the reason for withdrawal was noted.  Attendance data were used
to identify when the student enrolled and ended the program, to classify students as “regular
attendees” (30 or more days during the program year, according to the federal reporting
definition), and to determine the proportion of the year during which they attended.

Student Social Skills Questionnaire

Students self-completed the Social Skills Questionnaire Student Forms2 for Grades 3-6 or Grades
7-12 when they entered the program.  They completed the form a second time near the end of the
program year or at the time they withdrew from the program.  The questionnaire takes 10-25
minutes to complete and has four sub-scales: Cooperation, Empathy, Assertion and Self-Control.

Academic Student Data

The Caroline County Public Schools provided academic data for students in the program.  These
include the final grades in reading and math for three years, local NCE standardized test results
at the beginning and end of each year, MSA proficiency level, school attendance, and school
disciplinary actions.  Baseline data for all students came from the 2004-2005 academic year or
the first administration of the local NCE standardized test.  Improvement for FY2006 was
calculated as the 2005-2006 year-end report minus the 2004-2005 year-end report; improvement
for FY2007 was calculated as the 2006-2007 year-end report minus the 2004-2005 year-end
report.

Event Survey

In FY2006, adults and students completed Event Surveys when they attended Mystery Nights,
Parent Nights, or other parent functions.  They completed the eight-item (fall) or nine-item
(winter-spring) surveys anonymously.  Data from the surveys cannot be linked to student
participation in the program, but does provide information on the number of people attending the
activities and on their immediate evaluation of the activities.

Staff Development Workshop Survey

Those attending a staff development workshop were given a survey to complete at the end.  The
surveys were anonymous, so cannot be linked to specific staff.  The survey included eight
questions.  The program director used the responses to plan future workshops.
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Characteristic Number          Percent
FY06 FY07 Botha FY06 FY07

Total 325 368 133 100% 100%
School

Federalsburg (FES) 82 73 29 25% 20%
Lockerman (LMS) 110 143 37 34% 39%
Col. Richardson (CRMS) 81 82 43 25% 22%
Col. Richardson (CRHS) 51 53 24 16% 14%
Laurel Grove - 16 - 0% 4%
Other, unknown 1 1 - - -

Grade Level (CCPS)
First, Second - 8 - - 2%
Third 24 24 - 9% 7%
Fourth 20 28 17 7% 8%
Fifth 26 15 9 10% 4%
Sixth 69 74 15 25% 22%
Seventh 43 86 42 16% 26%
Eighth 56 51 21 21% 15%
Ninth 17 26 8 6% 8%
Tenth 14 6 5 5% 2%
Eleventh, Twelfth 3 16 9 1% 5%
Unknown 53 34 7 - -

Gender
Female 157 193 70 48% 52%
Male 168 175 63 52% 48%

Race
African American 184 167 98 62% 51%
White, non Hispanic 108 124 30 36% 38%
Hispanic 4 8 1 1% 2%
Haitian, Other 1 17 1 0% 5%
Other 1 10 1 0% 3%
Not reported 27 41 2 - -

Free and Reduced Meals (CCPS)
Yes 69 85 43 22% 24%
No 246 266 86 78% 76%
Not reported 10 17 4 - -

Special Education (CCPS)
Yes 49 53 19 16% 15%
No 266 298 110 84% 85%
Not reported 10 17 4 - -

Limited English (CCPS)
Yes 9 21 6 3% 6%
No 306 330 123 97% 94%
Not reported 10 17 4 - -

a Included in the FY2007 total and defined by their FY2007
characteristic.

Figure 3.  Characteristics of Students by Year Attended

Students

Number

The after school programs enrolled
608 students during its first two
years, but 16 never attended.  An
additional 32 students attended only
a SAT preparation class at the end
of FY2007 and are excluded from
most analysis.  More students
attended the FY2007 regular
programs than attended the FY2006
regular programs (368 and 325, see
Figure 3).  More students attended
the program at Lockerman Middle
School (LMS) in both years than
attended the programs at
Federalsburg Elementary School
(FES), Colonel Richardson Middle
School (CRMS), and Colonel
Richardson High School (CRHS). 
LMS also had substantially more
students attending in FY2007 than
in FY2006.  Almost the same
number of students attended the
programs at CRMS and CRHS in
FY2007 as in FY2006.  Fewer
students attended the FES program
in FY2007 than in FY2006.  The
after school program at Laurel
Grove for children whose families
spoke Haitian was added in
FY2007.

Slightly over one-third (133) of the
students attending the FY2007 after
school programs also attended the
FY2006 after school programs. 
Almost half of the students who
attended the CRMS program in
FY2007 (37 of 82) also attended an
after school program in FY2006,
either at CRMS or at FES.  In
contrast, only one-fourth of the



3Program information differed from school information on the grade level for a number of students.  The
school data was used as authoritative, as program data came from the application forms completed by the family.
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students attending the LMS program in FY2007 had attended an after school program in FY2006
(37 of 143).

Demographic Characteristics

Students were concentrated in the sixth, seventh, and eighth grade, with school level tabulated
according to data from the Caroline County Public Schools (CCPS).3  Few students in the
eleventh and twelfth grade attended the program.  Only one-fifth of the students in the sixth
grade in FY2007 had attended the Recreation and Parks after school programs the previous year
(15 of 74), compared to five of the six tenth-graders.  Half or more of the students in fourth,
fifth, and eleventh-twelfth grades had also attended the program the previous year.  If it is
assumed that all students advanced one grade between the two years, over half of the FY2006
third-graders (17 of 24), fifth-graders (15 of 26), sixth-graders (61 of 69), and tenth-graders (8 of
14) returned in FY2007.  The least continuity occurred among FY2006 eighth grade students (8
of the 56) and FY2006 ninth grade students (5 of 17).

Boys slightly outnumbered girls in FY2006, (168 and 157 respectively), but it reversed in
FY2007 (175 to 193).  A smaller percent of boys than girls who attended the FY2006 after
school programs attended again in FY2007 (38% and 45% respectively).  However, since most
of the increased attendance in FY2007 over FY2008 occurred among girls, the same proportion
(36%) of both boys and girls attending the FY2007 program had also attended the FY2006
program.

The majority of the students in FY2006 were African American, and they remained the majority
of those who reported race in FY2007.  However, 11% did not report race in FY2007.  The
number of Haitian students increased substantially between FY2006 and FY2007, partly from
the after school program introduced at Laurel Grove.  Over half (98 of 184, or 53%) of the
African American students in the FY2006 programs returned to the programs in FY2007,
compared with only one-fourth (30 of 108, or 28%) of the white non-Hispanic students.

Almost one-fourth of the students qualified for free and reduced meals (FARM) each year.  The
FES LLC had a larger percent of its students receiving FARM in FY2007 than in FY2006 (38%
and 29% respectively).  The CRHS LLC also had a higher percent of students receiving FARM
in FY2007 than in FY2006 (29% and 18%).  The percentages in the other two LLC’s who
received FARM were slightly lower in FY2007 than in FY2006 (31% and 29% at CRMS, and
16% and 13% at LMS).   Three-fourths (73%) of the FY2006 participants with FARM returned
to the program in FY2007 and 79% of these still received FARM.  The return rate of FARM
students was double the 37% return rate of students who did not receive FARM in FY2006.

The Lifelong Learning Centers included the same percent of students each year who were in
special education (15%-16%).  About the same percent of FY2006 special education and general
education students returned to the program in FY2007. 
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Attended Program
Prior Year Indicator FY2006 FY2007 Botha--

Federalsburg Elementary School
Reading MSA basic 37% 41% 41%
Reading NCE <40 57%% 73% 75%
Math MSA basic 42% 51% 51%
Math NCE <40 37%  66% 68%
Days absent 8.6 6.8 6.6
Discipline referral 5% 6% 12%
Suspended 3% 6% 12%

Lockerman Middle School
Reading grade D,E 7% 10% 11%
Reading MSA basic 42% 38% 39%
Reading NCE <40 34% 41% 43%
Math grade D,E 20% 18% 18%
Math MSA basic 57% 45% 45%
Math NCE <40 -- 34% 41%
Days absent 8.5 5.5 5.4
Discipline referral 17% 8% 11%
Suspended 8% 8% 11%

Colonel Richardson Middle School
Reading grade D,E 0% 6% 6%
Reading MSA basic 29% 30% 30%
Reading NCE <40 47% 49% 59%
Math grade D,E 17% 10% 7%
Math MSA basic 51% 39% 39%
Math NCE <40 -- 49% 58%
Days absent 8.4 7.8 5.9
Discipline referral 13% 26% 35%
Suspended 13% 26% 35%

Colonel Richardson High School
Reading grade D,E 44% 42% 53%
Math grade D,E 73% 50% 50%
Days absent 15.8 10.7 5.5
Discipline referral 16% 32% 50%
Suspended 45% 32% 50%

a Included with all those attending in FY2007 with data
from the end of FY2006 or the beginning of FY2007

Figure 4.  Percent of Students with Poor Academic
Record in Prior Year, by School

The FY2006 programs included nine students with limited English.  This number more than
doubled to 21 in FY2007 with the addition of the program at Laurel Grove for Haitian students. 
School records show that 78% of the students with limited English in FY2006 still had limited
English in FY2007.  Eight of the nine
(89%) FY2006 program participants with
limited English returned in FY2007, but
only six were still classified by the public
schools as still having limited English. 
The return rate of students with limited
English to the LLCs was double
thereturn rate than among native English
speakers (40%).

Pre-Program Academic Skills

Pre-program academic information show
that students who participated in the
LLC’s had substantial academic needs. 
In general, those who participated in
FY2007 had greater needs than those
who participated in FY2006.  (See
Figure 3.)  At FES, 37% of the fourth
and fifth grade students who participated
in FY2006, and 41% of those who
participated in FY2007, did not read at a
proficient level according to their MSA
scores at the end of the previous
academic year.  To the extent that an
NCE score less than 40 indicates lack of
proficiency, even more (53%) were not
reading proficiently at the beginning of
the FY2006 academic year.  Lack of
reading proficiency was even greater
among FY2007 after school participants. 
The percentages of students with
problems in math followed the same
general pattern as those with problems in
reading.  Problems were not just related
to test scores: 5-6% had been referred
during the previous year for disciplinary
action, and 2-6% had been suspended
from school.  FY2007 after school 
participants had been twice as likely to
have been suspended during the prior
year than FY2006 participants.  One-
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eighth (12%) of the students who participated in both FY2007 and FY2006 had been suspended
during FY2006 (the year prior to FY2007).  School attendance was the one area in which FES
students attending the FY2007 program had fewer problems than those attending the FY2006. 
Those attending in FY2007 missed an average of 6.8 days of school the prior year (FY2006)
while those attending in FY2006 missed an average of 8.6 days during the prior year (FY2005).

The Caroline County School Board data included classroom grades for students in grades six
through twelve.  Ten percent of the students participating in the FY2007 LMS LLC received a
poor (D) or failing (E) grade in reading/language arts the prior school year.  Four times this
percent, however, did not achieve reading proficiency on the prior year’s MSA or on the prior
year’s NCE.  LMS students’ difficulty with math was similar to their difficulties with reading. 
CRMS students had similar levels of problems with reading and math as LMS students, but
missed more days of school the prior year and were more likely to have been suspended during
the prior year.  One-third (35%) of the CRMS participants in FY2007 who had also participated
during FY2006, had been suspended from school during FY2006 (prior school year).

The CRHS LLC had the fewest students participating in it, yet the students who did participate
also had substantial academic problems.  About half had received D’s or E’s in reading/English
and math the prior year, and over one-third had been suspended during the prior year.  Half of
the CRHS students who participated in both years receive D’s and E’s in their two key subjects
in FY2006, and half had been suspended at some time during FY2006.  However, they had only
been absent from school an average of 5.5 days during FY2006.

Baseline Social Skills

In FY2007, the centers administered the Social Skills Questionnaire as a baseline measurement
to 73% of the students (269) at some time during the year: 204 students in October 2006, 5 in
November, 12 in December, 2 in February, 20 in March, and 26 in April 2007.  The
questionnaire has two versions: grades 3-6 and grades 7-12.  The 60 FES students completed the
grade 3-6 questionnaire and the 39 CRHS students complete the 7-12 questionnaire.  Both
surveys were distributed in the middle schools, with 65 of the 100 LMS students responding to
the grades 7-12 questionnaire and 43 of 69 CRMS students responding to the grades 7-12
questionnaire.  The remaining responded to the grades 3-6 questionnaire.  Both versions of the
questionnaire produced a total measure of social skills and four sub-scales:  1) cooperation, 2)
assertion, 3) empathy and 4) self-control.  These are based on self-reported frequencies of ten
indicator behaviors for each scale.  The two versions of the questionnaires differed in the number
of questions (34 for grades 3-6 and 39 for grades 7-12) and question content.  Most of the
questions unique to the questionnaire for younger students related to “showing and telling.” 
Most of the questions unique to the questionnaire for older students related to interactions with
the opposite sex.  The sub-scale could vary from 0 (never behaved that way) to 20 (behaved that
way very often).  The total combined scale score could range from 0 to 80.

The scale scores for 209 students who took the survey within 30 days of enrollment provided
information on their social skills at the time they began the after-school program.  Students had
an overall total social skills score of 52.5 upon starting the FY2007 program.  Students attending
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Coop- Self- #
Total eration Assertion Empathy control Students

All 52.5 14.2 12.9 14.3 11.0 (209)
Gender * **

Female 54.1 14.6 13.2 14.9 11.4 (112)
Male 50.6 13.8 12.7 13.5 10.6 (97)

Race *
African-American 50.7 13.6 12.4 14.0 10.6 (108)
Hispanic 53.4 16.0 13.0 13.7 10.7 (3)
White 55.0 15.0 13.8 14.5 11.7 (57)
Other 46.0 12.7 11.6 12.4 10.9 (10)

Grade Level
Third 54.0 14.4 12.9 15.4 11.3 (16)
Fourth 51.0 14.2 13.0 13.7 10.2 (25)
Fifth 52.6 14.3 12.7 14.5 11.2 (11)
Sixth 54.6 14.5 13.3 14.9 11.9 (46)
Seventh 52.9 14.5 12.8 14.4 11.3 (43)
Eighth 50.8 13.8 13.1 13.3 10.5 (29)
Ninth 49.1 13.5. 12.3 13.6 9.6 (21)
Tenth 43.0 11.7 11.3 12.3 7.7 (3)
Eleventh-twelfth 53.9 14.5 13.0 13.9 12.5 (12)

School
FES 52.3 14.3 12.9 14.4 10.7 (52)
LMS 54.3 14.9 13.1 14.6 11.7 (74)
CRMS 51.5 13.6 13.0 14.1 10.8 (48)
CRHS 50.1 13.6 12.4 13.6 10.4 (35)
* ANOVA significant p<.05   ** ANOVA significant p<.001

Figure 6.  Average Social Skills at Beginning of FY2007

the after school program for
the first time in FY2007 had
about the same Total score
average as those who
attended the FY2006
programs, and the same
average scores on three of
the four sub-scales.  (See
Figure 5.)  However,
students who attended for
the first time in FY2007 had
significantly higher initial
Empathy scores (14.7) than
did students who attended
only in FY2006 (13.7, t[199]=2.01, p=.05), or than students who attended both years reported on
the SSRS at the beginning of FY2007 (t[222]=2.31, p=.02).  Students who attended the program
in both FY2006 and
FY2007 had similar
baseline total
scores, and on three
of the sub-scales, 
in both years.  On
Self-Control, their
average score was
higher at the
beginning of the
FY2006 program
(11.6) than at the
beginning of the
FY2007 program
(10.6, t(98)=2.51,
p<.05).

Students reported
the most skills in
the area of
Cooperation (14.2)
and Empathy (14.3)
as they started the
FY2007 programs. 
(See Figure 6.) 
These score values
are equivalent to
students saying that
they engaged in six
of the cooperative

0
2
4
6
8

10
12
14
16

Cooperation Assertion Empathy Self-control

FY06 only Both: FY06 Both: FY07 FY07 only

P< .05

0
2
4
6
8

10
12
14
16

Cooperation Assertion Empathy Self-control

FY06 only Both: FY06 Both: FY07 FY07 only

P< .05

Figure 5.  Baseline SSRS Scores by Year
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behaviors sometimes and the other four very often.  They had the lowest scores in the skill area
of Self-Control (11.1), equivalent to engaging in nine of the self-control behaviors sometimes
and engaging in the other one very often.  Girls reported significantly more Total social skills
than boys reported (54.1 vs. 50.6, f[1,207]6.016, p=.02) and  more Empathy than boys reported
(14.9 vs. 13.5, f[1,207]=11.376, p=.001).  Although a greater percent of the students in FY2007
than FY2006 were girls, this did not account for the difference in Empathy between the two
years.  Race had an overall significant relationship with Cooperation (f[4,170]=2.51, p=.04),
with Hispanic students reporting the greatest Cooperation and other/multi race students reporting
the least.  However, both of these groups had few students.  White, non-Hispanic, students
reported greater Total social skills than did African-American students (55.0 vs. 50.7,
t[163]=2.61, p=.01), and greater Cooperation (15.0 vs. 13.6, t[163]=2.73, p=.01) and Assertion
(13.8 vs. 12.4, t[163]=2.65, p=.01).

Students do not necessarily report
more social skills as they advance
through school.  The data suggest that
middle school students loose
confidence in their social skills as the
move through middle school and enter
high school.  As they progress through
high school, they gain confidence in
their social skills.  (See Figure 7.) 
However, the SSRS instrument for
children in grades 3-6 differs from the
SSRS instrument for grades 7-12, and
therefore the scores may not be
directly comparable.  The survey for
younger students makes no mention of the opposite sex, while five questions in the survey for
older students ask about relations with, including dating, the opposite sex   The figure shows that
different curves best model the relationship of the summary Total social skills scores with grade
level.  The Total scores for elementary school students did not differ statistically by grade. The
Total scores for secondary students differed statistically in a curvilinear way (Total = 118.35 -
14.79 x grade + .79 x grade2, f[163]=3.61, p=.03).  The Total score declined from grade 7 to
grade 9, and then increased to grade 12.  Two of the sub-scales showed the same pattern for
students in grades 7-12: Cooperation and Self-Control (Cooperation = 34.88 - 4.57 x grade + .24
x grade2, f[163]=3.95, p=.02; Self-Control = 37.05 - 6.00 x grade + .33 x grade2, f[163]=3.61,
p=.03).  Assertiveness and Empathy did not differ statistically by grade level for either
elementary or secondary students.
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Figure 7.  Fitted Curves to Total SSRS Scores by Grade
and Form
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Program Process

The first and second year programs were similar and are presented together in this section.  The
findings are presented in relation to the specific goals, objectives and milestones established by
the program.  Each objective is evaluated as achieved, partially or probably achieved, or not
achieved based on tests of specific hypotheses derived from the objective.  Each hypothesis is
evaluated as accepted or rejected, based upon the data subsequently presented.

Process 1.1.  Program Days Achieved FY2006; Partially Achieved FY2007

The program will offer a fall and a spring session on four days a week for 2.5 hours per day. 
(Identified from Proposed, Appendix D, Process Measure 1)
• Hypothesis 1.1.1 – The after-school program met for 106 hours at Federalsburg

Elementary School (1.75 hours a day for 95% of the expected 64 days):
FY2006–Accepted,
FY2007–Almost Accepted;

• Hypothesis 1.1.2 – The after-school program met for 197 hours at Lockerman Middle
School (2.5 hours a day for 95% of the expected 83 days):
FY2006–Accepted,
FY2007–Accepted;

• Hypothesis 1.1.3 – The after-school program met for 197 hours at Col. Richardson
Middle School (2.5 hours a day for 95% of the expected 83):
 FY2006–Accepted,
 FY2007–Almost Accepted;

• Hypothesis 1.1.4 – The after-school program met for 195 hours at Col. Richardson High
School (2.5 hours a day for 95% of the expected 82 days):
FY2006–Accepted,
FY2007–Accepted;

The center at Federalsburg Elementary School (FES) met for 61 days in FY2006, and for 60
days between September 25, 2006 and March 6, 2007.  (See Table 1.)  The target was 61 days
(95% of the originally planned 64 days).  The program met Monday through Thursday from
4:00-5:45 p.m., and provided 105 total hours of programming.  The less time per day than
indicated in the original objective was due to the regular elementary school classes lasting later
in the day than middle or high school.  The center had between 56 and 68 students enrolled
during the year, with an average enrollment at its capacity of 65 students.  The center had as few
as 29, and as many as 63 students, in attendance.  The average attendance of 52.5 students
slightly exceeded the 49.1 average attendance during FY2006.

The centers at Lockerman (LMS) and Colonel Richardson Middle Schools (CRMS) also began
on September 27, 2006, and continued through the first few days of April 2007.   The two
middle school centers met 7-8 fewer days during FY2007 than during FY2006, and in both years
met fewer than the target of 78 days (95% of the planned 83 days).  However, the centers
typically met Monday through Thursdays from 2:45 to 5:30 p.m., longer than expected each day,
so the total programming hours is the more accurate comparison to what was expected.  LMS
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had 198 total hours of programing and CRMS had 195 hours, just short of the target of 197
hours.  LMS had as many as 146 students enrolled during FY2007, with an average enrollment
of 101.7 students.  This was about one-third higher than during FY2006.  Since just over half of
the enrolled students attended each day, average attendance in FY2007 (51.l) was higher than in
FY2006 (39.4).  As many as 54 students, and as few as 19, students attended on a day. 
Attendance in FY2006 varied from 23 to 52 students.  FY2006 average attendance was 53% of
capacity; FY2007 average attendance was 68% of capacity.  The CRMS center enrolled 81
students during FY2007, but its average enrollment of 61.0 students was almost the same as
during FY2006, and substantially below capacity of 75 students.  Attendance in FY2007 varied
from 19 to 54 and averaged 33.6 students.  CRMS attendance averaged 52% of capacity in
FY2006 and 45% of capacity in FY2007.

Table 1.  Characteristics of Student Programs by Location

Center # Days
Dates Capa-

city
 Average

Enrollment
Average

AttendanceBegin End
Federalsburg Elementary School

FY2006 61 9/25/05 3/1/06 65 72.8 49.1
FY2006 spring extra 7 3/27/06 4/5/06 -- 25.0 22.9
FY2007 60 9/25/06 3/6/07 65 65.0 52.5

Lockerman Middle School
FY2006 79 9/25/05 4/10/06 75 74.5 39.4
FY2007 72 9/25/06 4/3/07 75 101.7 51.1

Colonel Richardson Middle School
FY2006 79 9/25/05 4/10/06 75 60.9 39.2
FY2007 71 9/25/06 4/3/07 75 61.0 33.6

Colonel Richardson High School
FY2006 86 9/18/05 4/10/06 50 32.4 16.4
FY2007 78 10/3/06 4/3/07 50 43.0 16.0
FY2007 SAT preparation 17 1/23/07 5/31/07 -- 46.0 8.3

Laurel Grove
FY2007 62 10/5/06 5/31/07 -- 17.1 9.1

Total
FY2006 61-86 9/25/05 4/10/06 265 240.6 144.1
FY2007 60-78 9/25/06 4/3/07 265 287.8 162.3

The center at Colonel Richardson High School (CRHS) met 78 days between October 3, 2006,
and April 3, 2007.  This met the target of 78 days (95% of the originally planned 82 days), but
was less than the 86 days the program met in FY2006.  However, the CRHS center offered SAT
preparation classes on eleven days in April and May of 2007.  A total of 46 students participated,
14 who had participated in the regular after school program and 32 who came only for the SAT
preparation.  The regular program of the center provided programming from 2:45-5:30 p.m.
Monday through Thursday.  It had as many as many as 51 students enrolled in FY2006 and 56
students enrolled in FY2007, with attendance varying from 1 to 26 in FY2006 and 0 to 35
students in FY2007.  It had an average enrollment of 43.0 students in FY2007, substantially
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more than the 32.4 students in FY2006.  The average attendance, however, was about the same
for both years at about one-third of the center’s capacity.

Recreation and Parks added a program during FY2007 at Laurel Grove.  It that met for 62 days
between October 5, 2006 and May 31, 2007.  It enrolled as many as 19 children and had an
average attendance of 9.1 children.  

Process 1.2.  Academic Enrichment Probably Achieved FY2006 and FY2007

Programming includes academic enrichment.
• Hypothesis 1.2.1 – The after-school program had reading and literacy focused activities

on 50% of the Monday-Thursday program days
FY2006–Accepted for LMS, probably accepted for the others,
FY2007–Probably Accepted;

• Hypothesis 1.2.2 – The after-school program had math-focused activities on 50% of the
Monday-Thursday program days
FY2006–Rejected for LMS, insufficient data for the others,
FY2007–Probably Accepted;

• Hypothesis 1.2.3 – The after-school program had homework support, tutoring and other
academic activities on 90% of the Monday-Thursday program days
FY2006–Rejected for LMS, insufficient data for the others,
FY2007–Probably Accepted.

The LMS center had substantial activity plans and attendance for the FY2006 winter session
available for review by the evaluator.  The plans did not have sufficient consistency for good
summarization, and LMS is the only center with enough data to even attempt to test the
hypotheses.  The LMS plans suggested that around 93% of student-days involved recreation,
88% involved literacy-focused academic enrichment, 60% involved homework support, 34%
involved math-focused academic enrichment, and 9% involved social competency and character
education.  The few plans available for the CRMS center covered literacy-focused academic
enrichment for 4% of student-days and math-focused academic enrichment for 5% of student-
days.  The CRHS center had fewer activity plans available, and almost all involved literacy-
focused academic enrichment activities.  No plans related to homework, character education or
recreation were received for CRHS and CRMS, and no plans of any kind were received for FES.

The evaluator did not review individual plans for FY2007, but had little reason to questions that
the centers provided the programs they advertised to parents.  (See Table 2.)  Enrichment
activities for FES included sports, art, cooking, and crafts.  Enrichment activities at LMS and
CRMS included sports, music, arts and crafts, cooking, board games, and peer relations.  CRHS
offered sports, music, media, career development, and test preparation.
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Table 2.  Typical FY2007 Daily Schedule with Minutes Allocated to Each Activity
FES LLC LMS LLC CRMS LLC CRHS LLC

15 Snack 15 Snack 10 Snack 15 Snack
60 Math/reading

instruction,
homework

60 Math/language
challenge,
homework

65 Math/language
challenge,
homework

45 Math/reading
challenge

40 Enrichment,
recreation

60 Enrichment 30 Free time 30 Homework

5 Wrap-up 20 Free time 60 Enrichment 60 Enrichment
10 Wrap-up 10 Wrap-up 15 Free time

Process 1.3.  Social Skills Insufficient data

The programming includes character education and social competency enrichment.
• Hypothesis 1.3.1 – The after-school program had activities designed to increase social

competency on 50% of the Monday-Thursday program days:
FY2006–Rejected for LMS and insufficient data for others;
FY2007–Data not collected..

Process 1.4.  Recreation Probably Achieved in FY2006 and FY2007

The programming includes recreation enrichment.
• Hypothesis 1.4.1 – The after-school program had recreational activities on 90% of the

Monday-Thursday program days
FY2006–Accepted for LMS;
FY2007–Probably Accepted.

Process 1.5.  Family Engagement Probably Achieved in FY2006 and FY2007

The programs engage families in student learning.
• Hypothesis 1.5.1 – The after-school program had a family night each full month of

operation
FY2006–Accepted;
FY2007–Accepted.

• Hypothesis 1.5.2 – The programs had a marketing and recruitment plan to engage parents
and other adults in its Lifelong Literacy program
FY2006–Uncertain;
FY2007–Accepted

• Hypothesis 1.5.3 – The program involved parents on its Planning Team
FY2006–Accepted;
FY2007–Uncertain.

The FY2007 LLC’s had 24 programs in nine months that involved and average of 38.2 parents
and community adults.  FES had six programs with an average of 31.3 parents.  LMS had four
programs with and average of 28.5 parents.  CRMS had four programs with an average of 30
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parents.  CRHS had five programs with an average of 21 parents.  (A combined CRMS and
CRHS program was counted for each of them.)  Laurel Grove had three programs with an
average of 19.7 adults each.  Three combined programs average 85.3 adults.  The four LLC’s
had sixteen trips with an average of 18.3 students and 6.1 parents and community adults
accompanying them.  Half of these trips involved a single LLC.  The other half involved two or
three LLC’s going to the same place on the same date, but counted as individual trips.

The FY2006 program made initial contact with parents through the registration packets that
contained information about the program.  Program staff then sent or mailed fliers and
invitations about family nights and advisory board meetings.  Many events included surveys for
participants to express their opinions about the event, what they would like offered to students,
and what they would like offered to adults.  The FY2006 Fall and Winter Caroline County
Recreation and Parks brochures went to every household in the county and included recruitment
advertisements.  The Fall issue included an invitation to families, parents, and community
members to take part in events and programs, become mentors, and share their wisdom.  The
program ran a countrywide essay contest on lifelong learning, but only four students from the
LMS center entered it.  Staff at the FES center had meetings with parents to share their student’
work and achievements, and request feedback.  Parents’ opinions offered through parent
advisory group meetings and surveys were represented at regular coordinator planning meetings
and monthly Interagency Committee meetings, although parents did not participate directly. 
This may or may not be all that was intended in the plans to recruit and use “wise elders” in
academic venues.

The FY2006 program operated the full month of October, November, February and March and
had fifteen family events, five in the fall and ten in the winter/spring.  Most were for individual
centers, but the two Extravaganzas combined all the centers.  (See Figure 8.)  In addition, it had
four field trips that involved parents, five parent advisory meetings, and two programs for
parents and community adults.  The program did not record the number of participants during
the fall.  Adult participation during the winter and spring varied greatly from one parent at a
CRHS parent advisory group meeting to 153 parents and community adults at an FES family
night.  The LMS center had the lowest adult participation at a family event (0.1 adults per
enrolled student) and the FES center had the highest (1.8 adults per enrolled student).  The
CRMS center had 0.5 adults per enrolled student, and the CRHS had 0.8 adults per enrolled
student.  Some of these family nights had programs to show parents what their students did in
the after-school program.  Some had programs to directly benefit parents, such as PUSH (Push
Until Success Happens) and a simulated stock market lesson in financial responsibility.  Some
were just fun family events.  In addition, the program sent flyers home about community events
that would be of interest to families.

Surveys were distributed at seven of these events.  The surveys did not specifically identify who
completed them, but 65% of the 104 returned surveys appeared to be completed by parents or
grandparents, 22% by students, 5% by unrelated adults, and 8% without sufficient indications to
classify the respondent.  (Only the surveys completed by parents and students are included in
Figure 8.)  Everyone who completed the survey, except four of 23 students, reported that they
had fun at the event.  They rated the events an average of 4.2 on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being
“fantastic.”  Parents rated the evening higher than students (4.3 and 3.8 respectively, t(29.8) =
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Attendance Average Rating # Surveys
Date Center-activity Adults Student Parent Student Parent Student

10/10/05 LMS advisory – – – – – –
10/20/05 CRMS/HS family – – – – – –

LMS family – – – – – –
11/08/05 LMS family – – – – – –
11/14/05 CRMS family – – – – – –
12/07/05 Extravaganza -- -- 4.4 4.3 12 7
01/31/06 LMS family – – – – – –
02/08/06 LMS family 10 18 4.3 3.3 6 13
02/15/06 CRMS family 5 49 – – – –
02/18/06 LMS/CRHS trip 10 38 – – – –
02/21/06 CRMS advisory 4 – – – – –
02/22/06 CRMS family – – – – – –
02/25/06 FES trip 10 33 – – – --
02/27/06 CRHS family 5 17 4.8 – 4 0
03/07/06 FES family 153 72 4.6 – 24 0
03/16/06 LMS family 10 10 4.2 4.7 10 3
03/20/06 LMS advisory 4 – – – – –
03/21/06 CRMS advisory 3 – – – – –
03/22/06 CRHS advisory 1 – – – – –
03/23/06 CRMS family 30 35 3.3 – 9 0
03/31/06 LMS CRMS trip 11 52 – – – –
04/06/06 CRHS family 21 12 – – – –
04/11/06 Extravaganza 50 65 – – – –
4/18/06 CRMS trip 5 24 – – – --
04/29/06 Adult cooking 8 -- 4.5 – 2 --
5/16-6/8 English classes  17  19  –  –  –  – 

Known total 357 444 4.3 3.8 67 23

Figure 8.  FY2006 Attendance and Ratings of Family Events, by Source

2.17, p = .04). 
Parent ratings
differed by event,
with the highest
rating (4.8) given
by CRHS parents
to the February 27
event and the
lowest rating given
by CRMS parents
to the March 22
event.  Students
gave their lowest
rating to the family
event in which
they outnumbered
parents (February
13) and their
highest rating to
the event in which
they were least
represented
(March 16).

One-fifth (21 of
104) of the survey
respondents said
they liked all the
activities at the
family events or
could not identify
any single activity
they liked the best.  (See Figure 9.)  Eating was the favorite activity overall, followed by
basketball.  Both received frequent mentions by parents, students and other participants.  Parents
most liked watching their children perform, as either a dance troupe or chorus, and were next
most impressed with the speakers.  Students liked the Sudoku math puzzles equally well as
eating and basketball.  Thirteen parents (19%) mentioned an activity they least liked, with five of
them mentioning the movie.  Eight students (35%) identified an activity they least liked, mainly
games or a schedule that made them wait.

The marketing campaign primarily encouraged parents to get involved with their children’s
learning, and indirectly engage parents in their own lifelong learning.  Only a one-evening
cooking class and an eight-session conversational English Program for Haitian and Creole adults
in the Laurel Grove Community subsequent to the close of the student programs specifically
targeted adults.  However, surveys at parent events included two questions addressing parental
learning.  Three-fourths (48) of the 65 parents expressed an interest in discussion groups with
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Activity Parent Student Other Total
None specified 15 4 2 21
Eating 7 5 2 14
Basketball 4 5 4 13
Dance, chorus 10 1 0 11
Speaker 9 0 0 9
Interactions 6 0 0 6
Sudoku, math 1 5 0 6
Cooking 1 1 4 6
Other games 5 0 1 6
Mystery 3 2 0 5
Other activities  7  0  0  7 

Total 68 23 13 104

Figure 9.  Most-liked family event activities:
FY2006

other parents.  However, only 18 identified
topics they would like to discuss, and these
were about equally divided among parenting
skills, getting parents more involved, the
continuation of after-school programs, and
other miscellaneous topics.  Almost half (31)
of the parents identified classes, group
discussions or skill workshops they would
like to see offered to adults.  Most of them
(16) would like classes on ways parents can
help their children.  Most of the remainders
wanted academic or vocational oriented
classes to better themselves, such as getting a
GED and learning to use the computer (8), or
classes on life and financial skills (4).

Although parents were not formally on the
Planning Teams, the parent event surveys asked parents to suggest programs that they would like
to see the Lifelong Learning Centers offer children.  Less than half (44%) of the parents had any
specific suggestions.  Those that did most frequently mentioned life skills (15 parents), including
self esteem, handling peer pressure and coping with family situations.  Parents next mentioned
sports, fun or enrichment activities (7).  Only a few parents (4) specifically mentioned academic
programs.  One-fourth of the student respondents also gave suggestions in response to the
question, and all involved either more sport activities (4) or more enrichment/fun activities (4).

The Laurel Grove Adult Day literacy program for Haitian adults met for 15 days between
October 2 and November 20, 2006.  Two adults enrolled, with one attending on most days.  The
evening program for Haitian adults met for 63 days between October 3, 2006 and May 31, 2007. 
It enrolled 25 adults and had between 1 and 21 adults attending on an evening. The program had
an average enrollment of 20.2 and an average attendance of 9.4 adults. 

Process 1.6.  Transportation Achieved FY2006; Probably achieved FY2007

The program provided bus transportation for elementary, middle and high school students.
• Hypothesis 1.6.1 – The program provided bus transportation on every day of operation

FY2006–Accepted;
FY2007–Data not available.

 The FY2006 program provided bus transportation every day for 76% of the students in the FES
center during both the fall and winter sessions.  It provided bus transportation for 61% of the
LMS students in the fall and 64% in the winter.  It provided bus transportation for 83% of
CRMS students during the winter sessions (data not available for the fall session).  It provided
bus transportation for 86% of students at the CRHS center in the fall and 89% in the winter.

FY2007 recruitment material stated that bus transportation would be provided to the homes of
elementary school children and to 8-12 bus stops for middle and high school students.  The
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Rating of the keynote address 3.92
Overall quality of morning sessions 3.88
Overall quality of afternoon sessions 3.88
Usefulness of the workshop as a whole 3.88
Interest in another workshop like this one 3.88
Rating of the registration process 3.84
Rating of the lunch 3.76
Rating of format schedule for the day 3.76
Rating of lunch time presentation 3.72

Figure 10.  Staff Workshop Ratings, FY2007

records for the percentages riding the buses were not available for tabulation, but were assumed
to show similar percentages as in FY2006.

Staff Development

The FY2006 program held a staff development workshop on March 27, 2006, near the end of the
first year.  Sixteen staff attended and rated it 4.3 on a scale from 1 to 5, with 5 being “fantastic.” 
All said it was worthwhile, and they would be interested in a full day of workshops with various
choices.  The two sessions enjoyed most were “stacking cups” and “geo.”  Most (14) said they
learned information that would help them to a better job in the program.

Twenty-five staff returned surveys after a
staff development workshop in FY2007,
and 22 rated the keynote address as “great”
(code value of 4) and 2 rated it “good”
(code value of 3).  The other staff did not
provide a rating.  The average was 3.92. 
(See Figure 10.)  The lunch time
presentation received the lowest rating of
3.72, but 20 still rated this part of the
training as “great.”

Milestone 2.1.  Enrollment Partially Achieved in FY2006 and FY2007

The program will maintain a maximum registration of 265 students.
• Hypothesis 2.1.1 – The elementary school program had an average enrollment of 65

students, each of the middle school programs had an average enrollment of 75 students,
and the high school program had an average enrollment of 50 students during each month
FY2006– Accepted for FES and LMS and rejected for CRMS and CRHS;
FY2007–-Accepted for FES and LMS and rejected for CRMS and CRHS.

The FY2007 program met its target enrollment of 265 students during two of the five months
when all four of its primary centers operated: 275 students in September 2006 and 340 students
in March 2007.  During February 2007, the combined enrollment dropped to 228 students.   A
total of 74 students enrolled in the FES center during FY2007, 144 enrolled at the LMS center,
84 at CRMS, and 56 students enrolled during FY2007 at CRHS.  The four programs averaged
239 students enrolled each day, 90% of the targeted enrollment.  The average enrollment during
the winter (245) exceeded the average enrollment during the fall (234), but still fell short of the
milestone.  The FES center had an average daily enrollment of 73 students.  The FES center
began with an average daily enrollment of 57 in September 2006 that increased to 67-68 students
from October through January 2007.  Enrollment then declined to 59 students on average in
February and 61 in March.  It met its target of 65 students enrolled during four of the seven
months of the program.  The LMS center had an average enrollment of 81 students during
September 2006.  This increased to 91 in October, declined to 71 in December, and then
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Center & Number Average% of % Attended
Month of Days Days Attended Every Day

FY06 FY07 FY06 FY07 FY06 FY07
FES

October 16 16 79% 77% 30% 40%
November 10 10 72% 74% 21% 50%
January 15 12 56% 67% 13% 33%
February 14 11 65% 73% 25% 53%

LMS
October 16 17 55% 37% 6% 5%
November 16 14 45% 29% 10% 5%
February 13 11 56% 40% 13% 8%
March 17 14 49% 34% 6% 4%

CRMS
October 16 16 65% 50% 12% 10%
November 15 13 58% 40% 12% 12%
February 14 11 66% 38% 11% 14%
March 17 15 59% 38% 17% 11%

CRHS
October 16 16 56% 49% 0% 6%
November 16 14 36% 40% 0% 0%
February 15 15 48% 15% 4% 0%
March 19 16 42% 18% 0% 0%

Figure 11.  Average % of Days Attended by Students in
a Month and % Attending Every Day, by Month and Year

generally increased to 146 during April 2007.  It met its target of 75 students enrolled during
seven of the eight months of the program.  The CRMS center began with an average enrollment
of 53 in September 2006, increased to 68 in October, declined to 41 in January 2007, and then
increased to 81 students in March.  It met its target of 75 students enrolled in two of the eight
months of the program.  The CRHS center began with 49 students enrolled in October 2006, but
enrollment declined to 21 in January 2007 before increasing to 56 in March.  It met its target
enrollment of 50 students during only two of the seven months of the program.

Milestone 2.2.  Attendance Not Achieved in FY2006 or FY2007

Serve a daily core of 60% of the students (identified in Proposal Appendix D: Performance
Measure 1).
• Hypothesis 2.2.1 – 60% of the students enrolled at the beginning of the month attended

every day during the month:
FY2006–Rejected;
FY2007–Rejected.

 The centers may have operated in
parts of September, December and
April, but only operated the full
month during October, November,
January (for FES), February, and
March (for LMS, CRMS and CRHS). 
None of the centers achieved the
targeted level of 60% with consistent
attendance during any full month of
FY2006 and FY2007.   The FES
center had the highest level of
consistency in November 2006 when
50% of the students enrolled on the
first program day attended all 10
program days during the month.  (See
Figure 11.)  An alternative measure
of consistency might by the average
percent of days students attended. 
FES students attended an average of
74% of the program days during
November 2006.  FES students
generally attended more consistently
in FY2007 than in FY2006, and they
were least consistent in attendance
during January of each year.  Middle
school students did not attend as
consistently as elementary school
students, and middle school students
generally attended the after school program more consistently in FY2006 than in FY2007.  The
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Attendance FES LMS CRMS CRHS Total (#)
Number of days

1-29 22% 64% 62% 62% 54% (191)
30-59 70% 32% 27% 38% 40% (139)
60-86 8% 4% 11% 0% 6% (21)

Proportion of days
<1/4 11% 39% 37% 45% 34% (118)
1/4 to <1/2 11% 36% 31% 38% 30% (105)
1/2 to <3/4 16% 15% 12% 13% 14% (50)
3/4 to all  62%  10%  21%  4%  22% (78)

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(Number) (73) (143) (82) (53) (351)

Figure 12.  Percent of Students by Attendance, FY2007

CRMS center had the second most consistent attendance, but only about one in ten students who
started each of the four months attended all the program days during the month.  Almost no high
school students attended the CRHS LLC every day during a month, and their consistency of
attendance dropped greatly during February and March of 2007.

 Perfect attendance may be an unrealistic target for programs with voluntary attendance,
especially during the cold part of the year when illness is most common.  Better measures of the
core group of students served might be the actual number of days they attended (which is one of
the data measurements requested by the Maryland 21st CCLC), or the percent of program days
attended (which adjusts for varying program lengths).  Out of the 351students who ever attended
the centers during FY2007, 191 (55%) attended fewer than 30 days.  (See Figure 12.)  This was
slightly more than the 52% of students in FY2006 who did not attend at least 30 days.  These
students are not considered regular attenders by the 21st CCLC definitions.  Regular attenders
included 139 students (40%) who attended 30 to 59 days, and 21 students (6%) who attended 60
or more days.  The percentages for FY2006 were similar.  For an alternate measure, 34% of the
students attended less than one-fourth of the program days and an additional 30% attended one-
fourth of the days but less than half of the days.  Elementary school students were the most
consistent after-school attenders,
with 78% counted as regular
attenders in FY2007 and 62%
attending at least three-fourths of the
program days.  Elementary school
students were also the most
consistent after-school attenders in
FY2006, but only 64% were counted
as regular attenders that year and
only 37% attended three-fourths or
more of the days.  High school
students attended least consistently,
with only 38% in FY2007, and 30%
in FY2006, counted as regular
attenders and 4%-6% attending
three-fourths or more of the program
days during the two years.

Milestone 2.3.  Grade Maintenance Insufficient data

Maintain academic performance of participating youth (identified in Proposal Appendix D:
Performance Measure 2):
• Hypothesis 2.3.1 – At each report period, 60% of students enrolled at the previous report

period maintained their grade point average and 15% increased their grade point
average.–Data not collected in either year.
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Milestone 2.4.  Family Learning Insufficient data

Families are involved with learning (identified in Proposal Appendix A: Milestones-Family
Program):
• Hypothesis 2.4.1 – Families of 10% of enrolled students attended each Lifespan Literacy

session
• Hypothesis 2.4.2 – Families of 20% of enrolled students reported reading activities with

children or used their library card–Data not collected in either year.

Milestone 2.5.  Student Retention Not achieved FY2006; partially achieved FY2007

The program retains students throughout the year (identified in Proposal Appendix A:
Milestones-Youth Program).
• Hypothesis 2.5.1 – 65% of students enrolled during the first month of the program were

still enrolled during the final month of the program:
FY2006–Accepted for FES, rejected for LMS, CRMS, and CRHS;
FY2007--Accepted in FY2007.

• Hypothesis 2.5.2 – 60% of students who completed the Social Skills Questionnaire at the
beginning of the program completed the Social Skills Questionnaire at the end of the
program:
FY2006–Rejected;
FY2007–Rejected.

In FY2006, the four centers enrolled 236 of their 335 children during September 2005.  Of these,
62% were still enrolled during the last month of the regular program (February 2006 for FES and
April 2006 for the others).  This slightly missed the 65% retention target.  Elementary age
children did not drop out of the program (or were not dropped), as 98% of those enrolled in
September were still enrolled in February.  In contrast, only 37% of high school students who
enrolled in the CRHS center in September were still enrolled in April.  Retention of middle
school students fell in between: 54% at LHS and 63% at CRMS.

In FY2007, program records showed that the four centers enrolled 276 of their 357 children by
October 3, 2006, during the first 1.5 weeks of the program.  Of these, 262 (95%) were recorded
as enrolled during the last 1.5 weeks of the program.  Enrollment retention was 88% at FES,
99% at CRMS, and 100% at LMS and CRHS.  Enrollment retention far surpassed its target.  The
dates of first and last attendance also show the same high level of retention.

For the second hypothesis, three-fourths of the students in FY2006 were given the Social Skills
Questionnaire, but only 42% were given the questionnaire in October 2005 at the start of the
program.  Of these 138 students, only 26 (19%) also completed the questionnaire in March 2006. 
Of the CRMS students who completed the questionnaire in October, 16 (36%) completed it
again in March.  Those who completed the questionnaire twice represent 19% of all CRMS
enrolled students.  Only five of the FES students completed the questionnaire in October, and
none of these completed the questionnaire a second time at or after the end of its program (most
FES students completed the questionnaire in May, two months after the end of the program).
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During FY2007, three-fourths of the students were given the baseline Social Skills
Questionnaire, whether they started during the first 1.5 weeks of the program or they started
later.  Of the 207 students who completed the baseline questionnaire within the first month of the
program, 54 (26%) also completed the questionnaire in the last month of the program.  Of the 48
CRMS students who completed the questionnaire in October 2006, 27 (56%) students completed
it again at the end of March or the first of April 2007.  Those who completed the questionnaire at
both the beginning and the end of the program represented 33% of all CRMS ever-enrolled
students.  Seventy-four LMS students completed the questionnaire by October 25, 2006, and
eighteen of these completed the questionnaire a second (or third) time at the end or March or the
beginning of April 2007.  These nine students represented 24% of the students who had a
baseline SSRS during the first month of the FY2007 program, but only 16% of all LMS ever-
enrolled students.  Thirty-four of the CRHS students completed the baseline survey, and nine of
these completed the survey again at the end of the program. No surveys at the end of the FY2007
program could be found for the 51 FES students who completed the baseline questionnaire, so
they cannot be counted as meeting this measure of student retention.

While students who joined the program after it started were supposed to be given the baseline
SSRS with a month after they enrolled, only two surveys were available as completed by the 61
students who enrolled after the first month of the program.
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       April 2006 MSA
April 2005 Basic Proficient Advance Total

Reading
NCE <40 12 6 1 19
MSA Basic 80 23 0 103
MSA Proficient 15 53 17 85
MSA Advanced 0 11 24 35
NCE 40+ 4 16 4 24
No test 18 19 13 50

Math
NCE <40 11 10 2 23
MSA Basic 84 21 1 106
MSA Proficient 15 72 17 104
MSA Advanced 0 4 9 13
NCE 40+ 4 14 3 21
No test 19 24 6 49

Figure 13.  Number of Students by Proficiency
Level, 2005 and 2006

Short-term Objectives for Year One (2005-2006)

The program proposal identified, and separately numbered, objectives for the first, second and
third years of the program.  This section replicates the findings of the previous report on how
well the program met the short-term objectives for the first year.

Objective 3.1.  Academic Proficiency  Not Achieved

By the completion of the 2005-2006 academic year, 50% of students enrolled in one of the four
Caroline County Lifelong Learning Center Partnership After-school Program school sites and
who were performing below proficiency level upon entering the after-school program one year
prior, will achieve “proficient” or “advanced” rating on academic achievement tests, generally
and collectively representing from a 20% to 30% improvement in achievement scores (identified
in Proposal Appendix A: Objective 1A).
• Hypothesis 3.1.1 – 50% of students in grade 3 who scored below 40 on the county

reading or math tests (NCE) in September 2005, achieved “proficient” or “advanced” on
the MSA tests in April 2006–Accepted for math, rejected for reading

• Hypothesis 3.1.2 – 50% of students in grades 4-8 who scored at the basic level on the
MSA reading test in April 2005, and who attended 30 or more days of the after-school
program during the 2005-2006 academic year, achieved “proficient” or “advanced” on
the MSA reading test in April 2006–Rejected

• Hypothesis 3.1.3 – 50% of students in grades 4-8 who scored at the basic level on the
MSA math test in April 2005, and who attended 30 or more days of the after-school
program during the 2005-2006 academic year, achieved “proficient” or “advanced” on
the MSA math test in April 2006–Rejected

• Hypothesis 3.1.4 – 50% of
students in grades 9 who scored at
the basic level on the MSA reading
test in April 2005, and who
attended 30 or more days of the
after-school program during the
2005-2006 academic year,
achieved “proficient” or
“advanced” ratings on the HSA
English 1 test in April
2006–Insufficient data.

MSA results for April 2006 were available
for 316 students.  In reading, 41% scored
at the basic level, 41% at the proficient
level, and 19% at the advanced level.  In
math, 42% scored at the basic level, 46%
at the proficient level, and 12% at the
advanced level.  MSA reading scores for
both 2005 and 2006 were available for
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Figure 14.  Percent of Students Attending 30+ Days Who Increased their
Scores to MSA Proficiency

223 students.  An additional 43-44 students had NCE test scores at the beginning of the year and
MSA scores at the end of the year.  (See Figure 13.)  Of the 19 students who scored below 40 on
the reading NCE in October 2005, 36% achieved proficiency or above on the April 2006 MSA,
less than the 50% targeted.  Of the 23 students who scored below 40 on the math NCE in
October 2005, 52% achieved proficiency or above on the April MSA, achieving the 50% target.

The program objective was to help 50% of the students who attended 30 or more days to achieve
proficiency in reading and math.  Among students with MSA scores in both years, 24% of those
who tested at the basic level prior to the program tested at the proficient level in both reading
and math at the end of the academic year, half of the 50% target.  Restricting the analysis to
students who attended 30 or more days made little difference: 22% increased in reading and 27%
increased in math.  The center at FES came close to achieving its target in reading among third-
graders, and achieved its target in math among third-graders: 43% of those who tested below 40
on the reading NCE and 80% of those who tested below 40 on the math NCE at the beginning of
the year achieved proficiency on the MSA tests at the end of the year.  (See Figure 14 and
Appendix F.)  However, the NCE reading and math test results are not perfect predictors of
MSA test results (r=.79 and r=.69 respectively), and their end of year scores on the same NCE
reading and math tests did not show significant increases over their beginning of year scores. 
None of the three elementary or middle school centers met their goal among students taking the
MSA both before and at the end of the program.  The center at LMS came closest to reaching its
goal in reading, as 30% of its students who entered the program at the basic level achieved MSA
proficiency by the end of the year.  The center at FES came closest to reaching its goal in math,
as 32% of its students who scored at the basic level on the MSA in 2005 achieved proficiency on
the MSA math test in
2006.  Less than one in
eight students at the
CRMS center who
tested on the MSA at
the basic level in 2005
achieved proficiency by
2006 in either reading
or math.  In none of the
centers did students who
attended 30 days or
more of the after school
program do any
differently in reading or
math than students who
attended fewer than 30
days.
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Figure 15.  Average Change in Reading Grade Point, by Days
Attended the Center’s Program and Previous Reading Grade
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Figure 16.  Average Change in Math Grade Point, by Days
Attended the Center’s Program and Previous Math Grade

Objective 3.3.  Academic Grades Probably Achieved

By the completion of the 2005-2006 academic year, 50% of students enrolled in the after-school
programs and who were at risk for academic failure as determined by grade point average upon
entering the after-school program one year prior, will achieve a 10% improvement in grade point
averages overall (identified in Proposal Appendix A: Objective 2A).
• Hypothesis 3.3.1 – 50% of students in grades 3-10 who had grade point averages below

1.0 in June 2005, and who attended 30 or more days of the after-school program during
the 2005-2006 academic year, increased their GPA by 0.25 (one letter in one subject) or
more in June 2006.  Partially Accepted

The hypothesis cannot be
analyzed as stated, as only
reading and math grades
were available for analysis,
and few students had both
grades for both years. 
Students earning a D or E in
reading in 2004-05 improved
their reading grades an
average of 0.80 in 2005-06,
with 40% improving their
grades.  The reading grades
for all students attending the
program for 30 or more days
increased an average of 0.14,
while the grades for those who attended less than 30 days decreased by -0.29.  The reading
grades for LMS students increased the most, averaging half a letter grade for the 25 students
attending at least 30 days, and one and two-thirds letter grades for the three LMS students who
had received a D or E in 2004-05.  (See Figure 15.)  The reading grades for students at the
CRMS center declined overall (-0.19), but no CRMS student had received a D or an E for the
previous year.  The reading
grades of students at the
CRHS center also increased,
but not as much.  Grades for
elementary students are not
recorded in the school
system’s central data base,
and were not available.

The average math grade
increased between the 2004-
05 and 2005-06 academic
years by 0.14 for the 51
students who attended the
after-school program less than
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Figure 17.  Percent of Students Who Attended School 94% or
More of the Days in 2005-06

30 days.  Math GPA increased by 0.29 for 42 students who attended 30 days or more, and by
0.67 for 9 students who attended 30 days or more and had received either a D or E for 2004-05. 
This suggests the after-school program is helpful, although the differences are not statistically
significant with the small number of students with available data.  Math grades were available in
both years only for middle school students.  Math grades increased some (0.18) for LMS
students who attended the lifelong learning center for less than 30 days.  (See Figure 16.)  Math
grades increased more (0.71) for students who attended the program regularly.  Math grades
increased 1.25 letter grades for the four regular attenders who had received a D or E in math the
prior year.

Objective 3.5.  Parent Lifelong Learning Insufficient data

By the completion of the 2005-2006 academic year, 10% of the parents who enroll in the Adult
Lifelong Learning program will improve their reading or reading facilitation skills by at least
10% (identified in Proposal Appendix A: Objective 3A).
• Hypothesis 3.5.1 – 10% of the parents who enrolled in the Adult Lifelong Learning

program during the 2005-2006 academic year had ending skill scores 10% higher than
starting skill scores.

The program documented one Adult Lifelong Learning course in which it enrolled adults.  No
data is available to determine how many were parents of students in the after-school program,
and no data is available to demonstrate how this course affected reading skills. 

Objective 3.7.  School Attendance Achieved

The program will help 60% of students achieve a 94% or better school attendance rate (indicated
in Proposal Appendix A: Milestones-Youth Program).
• Hypothesis 3.7.1 – 60% of the students attending the program for 30 days or more during

an academic year attended school during the academic year on 94% or more of the days
they were enrolled in school - Accepted.

The program substantially
exceeded its school
attendance target, as 85% of
the students attending the
program regularly attended
school on 94% or more of the
school days in 2005-06.  Even
the students who attended the
program for less than 30 days,
66% still attended school
94% or more of the time.  All
four of the centers achieved
the target, with LMS having
the highest school attendance:
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Figure 18.  Percent of Students Suspended from School

93% attended 94% or more of the school days.  (See Figure 17.)  School attendance was higher
among regular attenders at all four centers than among students attending the after-school
program on fewer than 30 days.  Regular program attenders at the FES center attended school on
96.7 days, 97.3 days at LMS, 97.3 days at CRMS, and 95.1 days at CRHS.

Suspensions from school of students
involved with the after-school
program increased from 16% during
the 2004-2005 academic year to 18%
during the 2005-2006 year among
students involved with the after-
school program.  The percent
suspended differed little between
regular attenders and those who
attended less than 30 days. 
Suspensions increased among
students at all four centers.  (See
Figure 18.)  Suspensions in 2005-
2006 were higher among those suspended in 2004-05 (54%) than among students not suspended
in the previous year (19%).

If school referrals for disciplinary action were measured the same way in both years, they
dramatically increased, among students attending the after-school program, from 15% in 2004-
2005 to 55% in 2005-2006.  This increase occurred for students at all centers, with 39% of
students at the FES center, 55% at LMS, 62% at CRMS and 71% at CRHS being referred during
2005-2006.

Objective 3.8.  Strengthen Character Not achieved

The program will help 60% of students strengthen their positive character practices (indicated in
Proposal Appendix A: Milestones-Youth Program).
• Hypothesis 3.8.1 – 60% of the students attending the program for 30 days or more during

each year improved in the classroom behavior as determined by the teacher –Rejected.

Language arts and math teachers completed surveys (40 and 42 respectively) for one-eighth of
the students near the end of the year.  The majority of these surveys were completed by teachers
at CRMS (24 language arts and 34 math surveys).  The remainders were completed by teachers
at LMS (13 language arts and 2 math) and CRHS (3 language arts and 6 math).  While these
surveys only represent a maximum of 40% of the students enrolled in a center (math only for
CRMS), they provide insight into possible effects of the program on classroom behavior.  Math
teachers indicated that 62% of the students for whom they returned surveys had shown academic
improvement, over half had improved in class participation (57%), turning in their homework on
time (52%) and completing their homework to the teachers’ satisfaction (57%).  (See Figure
19.)  On the other hand, they saw improvement in attendance among only 17% of the students
and improvement in peer relations among 21% of the students.  Math teachers generally saw



CAROLINE COUNTY AFTER-SCHOOL EVALUATION: FY2007        Bonham Research Page 36 of 68

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Regular attendance

Peer relationships

Class behavior

Motivated to learn

Volunteering

Class attention

Homework on time

Class participation

Homework satisfactory

Academic performance

Math
Language

Figure 19.  Percent of Students Showing Improvement, According to Classroom
Teachers: FY2006

more
improvement for
the students in
the after-school
program than did
language arts
teachers. 
However, it may
be that more
students needed
improvement in
math than in
language arts. 
The survey form
did not allow
teachers to
identify students
who did not need
improvement, so
they classified
them as making no change.  The percent shown in the figure is of all students, not just students
that needed to improve.

The surveys indicated that two-thirds (70%) of African American students improved
academically in math, compared with no white students (t(39) = 3.00, p = .005).  Differences
between girls and boys and among students attending the program for different numbers of days
did not reach statistical significance.

Objective 3.9.  Increase Life Skills Partially achieved

The program will help 60% of the students increase their life skills (indicated in Proposal
Appendix A: Milestones-Youth Program)
• Hypothesis 3.9.1 – 60% of the students attending the program for 30 days or more during

each year increased their total score on the Social Skills Rating System by 2 points or
more between the beginning of the year assessment and the end of the year assessment
–Accepted for CRMS, Rejected for other centers.

Data change in social skills is available for 81 students.  About one-third of them (37%)
increased two or more points on the 80-point total social skills scale, significantly below the
targeted 60%.  (See Table 3.)  Overall, students reported a decrease of 0.89 points on the total
social skills scale, not statistically different from no change.  None of the four sub-scales showed
any significant change either.  Students at the CRMS center, however, did report more social
skills the second time they took the survey compared to the first time they took the survey.  They
showed a significant increase of 4.24 points in the total scale (t(17) = 2.30, p = .034), with 66%
increasing 2.00 points or more.  They increased their cooperation skills significantly (1.50
points, t(17) = 2.50, p = .023), and showed non-significant increases in the other three areas. 
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Students at the other three centers failed to show an increase in social skills overall or in any of
the four areas.  Instead, students at the FES center reported a significant decline in assertion
skills (-1.81, t(35) = 3.47, p = .001), and students at the CRHS center reported a significant
decline in cooperation skills (-2.57, t(5) = 3.00, p = .030).  Students attending the program for
less than 30 days, or for 60 days or more, reported no change in social skills.  Students attending
the program for 30-59 days reported a statistical decrease in assertion skills (-1.04, t(46) = 2.27,
p = .028).  Social skills did not increase for gender or racial groups.

Table 3.  Increase in Social Skills During FY2006
Student
characteristics

Students
with 2

surveys

% with
2+ point
increase

Average Increases

Total Cooper-
ation

Asser-
tion

Empa-
thy

Self-
control

Total 81 37% -0.89 -0.02 -0.68 0.01 -0.25
Center

FES 36 31% -2.98 -0.60 -1.83* -0.14 -0.73
LMS 21 33% -0.04 0.39 0.04 -0.13 -0.34
CRMS 18 66% 4.24* 1.50* 0.51 1.01 1.22
CRHS 6 17% -7.07 -2.57* 0.17 -1.69 -2.98

Days attended
<30 5 40% 1.22 0.09 -0.64 1.78 0.00
30-59 47 34% -2.15 -0.43 -1.06* -0.46 -0.67
60+ 25 41% 0.75 0.62 -0.07 0.44 0.10

Gender
Female 38 38% 0.50 0.44 -0.56 0.57 -0.29
Male 43 37% -2.08 -0.40 -0.78 -0.48 -0.42

Race
African-American 34 38% 0.12 0.26 -0.14 -0.10 0.10
White 12 42% 1.00 1.00 0.40 0.31 -0.71
* Statistically different from no change, p < .05

Objective 3.10. Adult Support Insufficient data

The program will document a 20% increase in activities that show adults are supportive of
children’s academics (indicated in Proposal Appendix A: Milestones-Family Program).
• Hypothesis 3.10.1 – The number of activities supportive of children’s academics reported

in the final month of the program was 20% greater than reported in the first month of the
program.

No data were collected to measure adult support of children’s academics.
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Short-term Objectives for 2006-2007

Objective 3.2.  Academic Proficiency Partially Achieved

By the completion of the 2006-2007 academic year, 60% of students enrolled in one of the four
Caroline County Lifelong Learning Centers Partnership After-school Program school sites and
who were performing below proficiency levels upon entering the after-school program two years
prior, will achieve “proficiency” or “advanced” rating on academic achievement tests, generally
and collectively representing from a 20% to 30% improvement in achievement scores (Maryland
School Assessment) (indicated in Proposal Appendix A: Objective 1B).
• Hypothesis 3.2.1 – 60% of students in grades 3-4 in 2006-2007 who scored below 40 on

the county reading or math tests (NCE) in September of their third grade, and who
attended 30 or more days of the after-school program during the 2006-2007 academic
year, achieved “proficient” or “advanced” on the MSA reading test in April
2007–Partially accepted for reading; rejected for math

• Hypothesis 3.2.2 – 60% of students in grades 5-8 in 2006-2007 who scored at the basic
level on the MSA reading test in April 2005, and who attended 30 or more days of the
after-school program during the 2006-2007 academic year, achieved “proficient” or
“advanced” on the MSA reading test in April 2007– Partially accepted

• Hypothesis 3.2.3 – 60% of students in grades 5-8 who scored at the basic level on the
MSA math test in April 2005, and who attended 30 or more days of the after-school
program during the 2006-2007 academic year, achieved “proficient” or “advanced” on
the MSA math test in April 2007–Rejected

• Hypothesis 3.2.4 – 60% of students in grades 9-10 who scored at the basic level on the
MSA reading test in April 2005, and who attended 30 or more days of the after-school
program during the 2006-2007 academic year, achieved “proficient” or “advanced”
ratings on the HSA English 1 test by April 2007–Rejected.

The program provided academic help for 17 students who had not achieved reading proficiency
after second grade
(score <40 on the NCE
in September 2005) and
54 students who had not
achieved reading
proficiency on the MSA
in March 2005 when
they were in the third
through sixth grades. 
Two years later, 62% of
those now in the fourth
grade, and 60% now in
the fifth to eighth
grades, had achieved
proficiency in reading if
they had attended the
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Figure 20.  Percent Proficient on the 2007 MSA Who Were Not
Proficient in 2005, by Grade Level and Program Attendance
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after school program for 30 or more days in either FY2006 or FY2007.  (See Figure 20.)  Not
quite as many (43% and 33%) who attended 30 or days in both FY2006 and FY2007 achieved
reading proficiency in 2007.  (See Appendix G for the number of students who changed
proficiency levels between 2006 and 2007.)

Not as many students improved in math as in reading.  For students were in the second grade in
FY2005 and not proficient in math at the start of the program (as measured by the math NCE in
September 2005), 30% of those who participated in the LLC for 30 days or more during either
FY2006 or FY2007 tested as proficient on the math MSA in 2007 when they were in the fourth
grade.  If they attended the LLC’s 30 or more days during both years 37% tested as proficient. 
For students in the fifth through eighth grades in FY2007, involvement in the after school
program was not associated with achieving math proficiency, at least not in the expected
direction.  However, the small numbers of students in all of these groups do not allow much
confidence that we would observe the same results in some other group of students.

Objective 3.4.  Academic Grades Achieved

By the completion of the 2006-2007 academic year, 60% of students enrolled in the after-school
program and who were at risk for academic failure, as determined by grade point averages prior
to entering the after-school program two years earlier, will achieve a 15% improvement in grade
point averages overall (indicated in Proposal Appendix A: Objective 2B).
• Hypothesis 3.4.1 – 60% of students in grades 3-10 in 2006-2007 who had grade point

averages below 1.0 in June 2005, and who attended 30 or more days of the after-school
program during the 2006-2007 academic year, increased their GPA by 0.25 or more in
June 2007–Accepted.

Comparison of grades between FY2005 and FY2007 are limited to FY2007 students in grades 8-
12, as grades are maintained in the school system’s database beginning with the sixth grade.  The
school system had 
reading/English/languag
e arts final grades in both
FY2005 and FY2007 for
170 students.  Their
grades declined by -.60
overall, but declined
least (-.37) for students
who had attended the
after school program for
30 or more days in both
FY2006 and FY2007.   
(See Figure 21.)  The
reading grades of those
who had not attended 30
days in a year declined
twice as much (-.71). 
For the 22 students at
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Figure 21.  Average Change in Reading and Math Grades from FY2005
to FY2007, by Days Attended the Program and FY2005 Grade



4High school students do not take math each year.

CAROLINE COUNTY AFTER-SCHOOL EVALUATION: FY2007        Bonham Research Page 40 of 68

risk of failing reading (FY2005 grade of D or E), however, grades went up slightly for the those
who attended the after school program less than 30 days (+.15), and more than targeted for those
who attended 30 days or more in either one (1.50) or both years (0.75).  The test for significant
differences among the three attendance groups approached statistical significance (ANOVA:
F(3,18) = 2.908, p = .063).  Both FY2005 and FY2007 math grades were available for 62
students.4  Final grades in math changed little for students who did not attend the after school
program for 30 days or more in either year and for students who attended 30 days or more in
only one year.  They increased almost half a letter grade (0.43) for the seven students who
attended 30 or more days in both FY2006 and FY2007.  This was greater than targeted, but the
small numbers do not produce the statistical confidence that is desired.  The numbers become
too small for any meaningful analysis when limited to those who received D’s and E’s in
FY2005.  Change in the combined math and reading GPA is similar to that for math.  All four
grades (reading and math in FY2005 and FY2007) were available for 54 students.  The GPA
dropped by 0.12 points for the 27 students who did not attend 30 days of the program during a
year and by 0.09 points for those who attended 30 days during only one of the program years. 
However, GPA increased by 0.36 for the students who had attended 30 days or more in both
years.

Objective 3.6.  Parent Lifelong Learning Insufficient data

By the completion of the 2006-2007 academic year, 20% of the parents who enroll in the Adult
Lifelong Learning program will improve their reading or reading facilitation skills by at least
20% (indicated in Proposal Appendix A: Objective 3B).
• Hypothesis 3.6.1 – 20% of the parents who enrolled in the Adult Lifelong Learning

program during both the 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 academic years had 2006-2007
ending skill scores 20% higher than their 2005-2006 starting skill scores. – Data were not
collected in either year.

Data were not collected to measure adult reading skills.

Objective 3.7.  School Attendance Achieved

The program will help 60% of students achieve a 94% school attendance rate (indicated in
Appendix A: Milestones-Youth Program).
• Hypothesis 3.7.1 – 60% of the students attending the program for 30 days or more during

an academic year attended school during the academic year on 94% or more of the days
they were enrolled in school–Accepted.
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Students at all four LLC’s met
the target of attending school
94% or more of the days they
were enrolled.  (See Figure
22.)  The only group that did
not were students at CRHS
who enrolled in the LLC, but
attended less than 30 days in
FY2006 and FY2007.  In
three of the LLC’s, students
who attended both years were
the most likely to attend
school in FY2007 94% of the
time or more.  At CRHS, the
students new to the LLC in
FY2007 were most likely to be high school attenders.

Objective 3.8.  Strengthen Character Insufficient data

The program will help 60% of the students strengthen positive character practices (indicated in
Proposal Appendix A: Milestones-Youth Program).
• Hypothesis 3.8.1 – 60% of the students attending the program for 30 days or more during

each year increased their total score on the (INDICATOR TO BE DETERMINED) by
(AMOUNT TO BE DETERMINED) points or more between the assessment as they
began the program and the 30-day assessment. – Data not collected.

The program did not specifically collect measures of character in FY2007.  However,
suspensions from school might be considered a measure of character.  Suspensions  increased
among the students involved with the after-school program from 12% during the 2004-2005
academic year, to 18% during the 2005-2006 year, to 21% during the 2006-2007 academic year. 
Data were not available to determine whether this increase occurred for students not involved
with the LLC’s.  Overall, the
percent suspended differed
little among those who had not
attended 30 days in either
year, those who had attended
30 or more days during one
year, and those who had
attended 30 or more days in
both FY2006 and FY2007.
(See Figure 23.)  Among the
63 students with a history of
suspensions prior to the start
of the program (suspended in
FY2005), attending the
program for 30 or more days
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Figure 22.  Percent of Students Attending School 94% of the Time
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both years appears associated with less suspensions (36% vs. 52% and 53%), but the difference
was not statistically significant.  Both the level and pattern of suspensions varied by center, but
only at LMS were the differences statistically significant.  One-fourth (24%) of LMS students
who attended the after school program 30 or more days during only one year were significantly
more likely to be suspended during FY2007 than those who attended 30 or more days during
both years (6%) or those who never attended 30 days (10%:  F(2,160) = 3.366, p = .04).  There is
no obvious explanation why partial program participation should be associated with greater
behavior problems than either no participation or complete participation.

It maybe that the rate of suspensions, or the data on suspensions, has changed over the three
years.  When data on suspensions are compared to data on referrals for discipline, the
relationships change each year.  In FY2005, only one-third of the suspended students had been
referred for discipline and two-thirds of the students referred had not been suspended.  In
FY2006, every student suspended had referrals for discipline and every student referral for
discipline had been suspended.  In FY2007, every student suspended had been referred, but only
half of those referred for discipline had been suspended.

Objective 3.9.  Increase Life Skills Not achieved

The program will help 60% of the students increase their life skills (indicated in Proposal
Appendix A: Milestones-Youth Program).
• Hypothesis 3.9.1 – 60% of the students attending the program for 30 days or more during

each year increased their total score on the Social Skills Rating System by 2 points or
more between the beginning of the year assessment and the end of the year assessment.–
Rejected

Change in social skills was available for 81 students during FY2006 and 110 students during
FY2007.  The second SSRS measurement occurred as
soon as 34 days after the first measurement and as many
as 192 days after the their first measurement.  The length
of time between measurements did not have a statistical
relationship with change. Change from the beginning of
FY2006 to the end of FY2007 was available for 54
students.  The average total social skill score declined by
0.9 points in FY2006 and 1.5 points in FY2007 out of a
possible 80 points.  (See Figure 24.)  Neither of these
changes were statistically different from zero (no
change).  The within the year change was unrelated to
the number of days the student had been in the program. 
Significant positive change appeared to have occurred
among students at the CRMS center in FY2006, and
significant negative change appeared to have occurred
among student st the LMS center in FY2007.  However,
students at both middle school centers reported about the
same decline in social skills over the two years,
suggesting that the one-year figures might be random

FY06 FY07 2-Year
(Number) (81) (110) (54)
Total -0.9 -1.5 -6.0*

Center
FES -3.0 -1.1 -6.2*
LMS -0.0 -4.3* -6.6*
CRMS 4.2* -1.4 -8.7*
CRHS -7.1 1.5 -1.6

Days attended
<30 1.2 -2.8 --
30-59 -2.2 -1.1 --
60-89 0.8 -3.3 -6.6*
90+ -- -- -5.8*

*Significant change p < .05

Figure 24.  Change in Total Social
Skills Score
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fluctuations.  Since any change of less than 2.0 points could occur by chance, students were
classified by whether or not they had an increase in their total social skills score of 2.0 or more. 
This level of positive change was reported by 37% of the students in FY2006, 38% of the
students in FY2007, and 24% of the students over the two-year period.  All of these percentages
are substantially less than the 60% targeted for improvement in social skills.

The only characteristic that seemed to be related to the reporting of social skills, and changes in
reporting, was grade level in school.  However, the pattern appeared to be different each year.  In
FY2006, sixth grade students reported the same level of social skills on the follow-up survey as
on the baseline survey.  (See Figure 25.)   In FY2007, this was the only grade level to show a
statistical decline.  The only pattern that can generally be seen is a general decline in reporting
social skills as students move from sixth to ninth grade.  Little confidence can be placed on the
average scores for students in grades ten, eleven and twelve, since these are based on 1-3
students.

Objective 3.10.  Adult Support Insufficient data

The program will show a 20% increase in activities to show that adults are supportive of
children’s academics (indicated in Appendix A: Milestones-Family Program).
• Hypothesis 3.10.1 – The number of activities supportive of children’s academics reported

in the final month of the program on (INDICATOR TO BE DETERMINED) was 20%
greater than reported in the first month of the program. – Data not collected.

No data were collected except for attending family nights and helping on field trips. 
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Figure 25.  Total Social Skills Score by Grade Level, by Year and Administration
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Long-term Goals for 2007-2008 
[to be completed after FY2008]

Goal 4.1.  Academic Proficiency

By the completion of the 2007-2008 academic year, 70% of students enrolled in one of four
Caroline County Lifelong Learning Centers Partnership After-school Program sites and who
were performing below proficiency level upon entering the after-school program three years
prior, will achieve “proficient” or “advanced” rating on academic achievement tests, generally
and collectively representing from a 20% to 30% improvement in achievement scores (Maryland
School Assessment) (indicated in Proposal Appendix A: Goal 1).
• Hypothesis 4.1.1 – 70% of students in grade 3-5 in 2007-2008 who scored below 40 on

the NCE at the beginning of their third grade and who attended 30 or more days of the
after-school program during the 2007-2008 academic year, achieved “proficient” or
“advanced” on the MSA reading test in April 2008

• Hypothesis 4.1.2 – 70% of students in grades 6-8 in 2007-2008 who scored at the basic
level on the MSA reading test in April 2005, and who attended 30 or more days of the
after-school program during the 2007-2008 academic year, achieved “proficient” or
“advanced” on the MSA reading test in April 2008

• Hypothesis 4.1.3 – 70% of students in grades 6-8 who scored at the basic level on the
MSA math test in April 2005, and who attended 30 or more days of the after-school
program during the 2007-2008 academic year, achieved “proficient” or “advanced” on
the MSA math test in April 2008

• Hypothesis 4.1.5 – 70% of students in grades 9-11 who scored at the basic level on the
MSA reading test in April 2005, and who attended 30 or more days of the after-school
program during the 2007-2008 academic year, achieved “proficient” or “advanced”
ratings on the HSA English 1 test by April 2008

• Hypothesis 4.1.6 – 70% of students in grades 9-11 who scored at the basic level on the
MSA math test in April 2005, who attended 30 or more days of the after-school program
during the 2007-2008 academic year, and who took the HSA geometry test, achieved
“proficient” or “advanced” on the HSA geometry test by April 2008.

Goal 4.2.  Academic Grades

By the completion of the 2007-2008 academic year, 70% of students enrolled in one of four
Caroline County Lifelong Learning Centers Partnership After-school Program sites and who
were at risk for academic failure as determined by grade point averages prior to entering the
after-school program three years earlier, will achieve a 20% improvement in grade point
averages overall (indicated in Proposal Appendix A: Goal 2).
• Hypothesis 4.2.1 – 70% of students in grades 4-12 in 2007-2008 who had grade point

averages below 1.0 on the Caroline County Grade Reporting System in June 2005, and
who attended 30 or more days of the after-school program during the 2007-2008
academic year, increased their GPA by 0.25 or more in June 2008.
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Goal 4.3.  Parent Lifelong Learning

By the completion of 2007-2008 academic year, 30% of the parents who enroll in the Adult
Lifelong Learning program will improve their reading or reading facilitation skills by at least
30% (indicated in Proposal Appendix A: Goal 3).
• Hypothesis 4.3.1 – 30% of the parents who enrolled in the Adult Lifelong Learning

program during both the 2005-2006 and 2007-2008 academic years had 2007-2008
ending skills’ scores 30% higher than their 2005-2006 starting skills’ scores.
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Recommendations and Conclusion

Recommendation 1 - Develop programs and publicity that will not only attract more
students initially, but will engage them sufficiently long to make a difference in their
lives.  The LLC at FES had the most success in making this change between FY2006 and
FY2007, and the LLC at CRHS had the least success.

Some of the Lifelong Learning Centers enrolled enough students to reach their capacity, if all the
students had enrolled at the start of the program, attended every program day, and attended
throughout the program year.  The FES LLC came closest of the four centers in reaching its
planned capacity.  It began FY2006 by enrolling only 90% of its capacity and then enrolled
120% of its capacity in January.  For the year, an average of 67% of the enrolled students
attended each day.  Enrollment dropped slightly at FES in FY2007 to 100% of its capacity. 
However, average attendance increased as 81% of the enrolled students attended each day.  Its
special seven-day program in the spring of FY2006 achieved a 92% attendance.  A program can
benefit students most when they attend consistently, and 62% of students in the FES LLC
attended three-fourths of the time in FY2007 compared to about half this percent in FY2006.

The LMS LLC in FY2006 had an average enrollment that about equaled its capacity.  It found
that only half of the enrolled students attended each day, and it enrolled slightly more than its
capacity at the start of FY2007.  Enrollment increased in January, and then almost doubled its
capacity in March, the last month of the program.  While this last-month surge increased the
average enrollment for the year, it did not increase attendance, as attendance dropped to one-
third of enrollment.  The program came closer to its planned capacity in FY2007 than in
FY2006, but did not achieve any more consistency in attendance among its students: three-fifths
in both years did not attend 30 days to meet the standard for classification as a regular
participant, and only 10% in both years attended three-fourths or more of the program days.

The enrollment at the CRMS LLC averaged 81% of its capacity, and never reached or exceeded
its capacity until March 2007.  While the average enrollment stayed about the same for both
FY2006 and FY2007, the percent of students attending each day dropped from 64% to 55%. 
The two middle school LLC’s had the same capacity, and they both had average attendance of
slightly half of their capacity in FY2006.  LMS increased its daily attendance in FY2007 by
enrolling substantially more students than it did in FY2006 while CRMS continued about its
same enrollment and saw its average attendance decline.  CRMS, however, had a larger number
(and double the percentage) of students who attended three-fourths or more of the program days.

  The CRHS LLC had the biggest problem attracting students.  Enrollment never reached its 50-
student capacity during the first two years of the program, and less than half of the enrolled
students attended on moat days.  While the program enrolled more students in FY2007 than
FY2006, average attendance changed little.  During the last two months of the regular FY2007
program, the average student attended less than one-fifth of the time and no students attended
every day during either of the months.  The SAT preparation program attracted the most
students, but less than one-fifth of the enrolled students attended on the average day.



5Bonham, G.S., and Abbott, P.  (1999).  Mid Shore State of the Child: 1999.  Baltimore, MD: Bonham
Research, p. 5.10.
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Recommendation 2 - Identify the specific program processes that are expected to result
in the specified outcomes using a program model based on empirical research, and then
make sure these processes are implemented and measured.

Recreation and Parks identified a number of objectives for the Lifelong Learning Centers to
achieve during FY2006-FY2008.  These included increased school attendance and academic
achievement, strengthening of character and social skills, and involvement of the family with
lifelong learning.  It is not clear whether these objectives were desired outcomes from an after
school program in general, or whether they drove the selection of program content and format
that had empirical evidence that they could likely achieve these objectives with Caroline County
students.  Although the program proposal stated long-term goals, with short-term objectives,
immediate milestones, and program processes under each, it is not easy to determine if a failure
to meet an objective was due to failure to implement a program process correctly, or to an error
in assuming that the program process could produce the desired outcome.  The data suggests that
involvement with the LLC’s for one year is better than involvement for two years, and helps
students on their reading MSA’s more than their math MSA’s.  Is this because too much
involvement with the LLC is counterproductive or that the math program was more poorly
implemented than the reading program?  Or could it be that the expectation that an after school
program providing an average of 30 hours of academic help, divided between reading and math,
will significantly help students  achieve academic proficiency when they do not consistently
attend?  Is the decline in reading grades among LLC students a failure of the program or a
misplaced expectation?  Data from Caroline County between 1993 and 1998 suggests that
cohorts of students do less well in reading as they move from the fifth to the eighth grade.5  The
data in this report showed that the social skills of students did not increase as expected, but no
data were available on the specific program component designed to increase social skills and the
degree of involvement students would need in order to make significant change. The objective
appears to be based on the assumption that skills are gained and not lost.  The data suggests,
however, that social skills are lost during the middle school years, or at least a student’s
perception of his or her own social skills decline.  Therefore, little can be said about whether the
decline was due to program failure or a misspecified model of cause and effect.  The data show
that the program’s target for student school attendance was met, with greater program
involvement associated with greater school attendance.  Was this relationship due to specific
components of the after school program designed to increase school attendance, or could it be
due to a misspecification of the direction of cause and effect?  Regular school attendance might
be the cause of regular after school program participation.  The program objectives included
adult involvement in lifelong learning.  Have family nights and accompanying students on field
trips ever been shown to increase adult involvement in lifelong learning for themselves and their
children, or might the model be in the opposite direction–parents committed to lifelong learning
attend family nights and chaperone field trips?
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Recommendation 3 - Focus on collecting information that adequately reflects program
processes and the outcomes they are trying to produce.  When possible, collect and
evaluate the information during the program so that program processes may be modified
on an ongoing basis to make them more effective.

Well-defined program models make it easier to identify appropriate measures to monitor and
evaluate program processes and outcomes.  Ideally, every process and every outcome is
accurately measured.  In a dynamic program environment, however, not everything can be
measured, and the available measurements may not exactly reflect the process or outcome of
interest.  Tradeoffs have to be made between what is ideal and what is practical; between what is
desired and what is available.  A key consideration is how a measure will be used.  A long-term
global measure of program impact (summative evaluation) is less useful than an immediate
outcome measure of a specific program component that can be used to strengthen or modify a
program (utilization-focused evaluation).  However, the immediate measure must also be related
to the long-term impact.

MSA proficiency and final class grades are valuable for summative evaluation, but not for
utilization-focused evaluation.  If the program wants to have ongoing information on whether it
is making a difference for students’ classroom work, quarterly report card grades or responses
from classroom teachers would be useful, assuming these are related to final grades and MSA
proficiency.  The SSRS is an available instrument that may be useful.  However, it needs to be
reviewed to make sure it is measuring skills the program is designed to affect, that it is
administered at an interval likely to show change, and that the data is used to inform the program
where it may need to change or concentrate.  At CRMS and CRHS, greater program involvement
was associated with higher rates of school suspensions.  Surely the LLC’s are not designed to
increase the problems students have during the school day, and the program could benefit from
understanding the reasons of this relationship.  If the schools are recommending students with
behavioral problems to the after school programs, it could help to assess whether the programs
are having a short-term success in helping students reduce the problems they have in school. 
The student’s counselor or teacher might be able to provide immediate feedback that could help
the LLC make its program more effective.

Recommendation 4 - Enter data into the database as soon as it is collected and regularly
review reports from the database to communicate when the programs are having the
desired results and when adjustments may be needed.

Data from the first year of the program were keyed by the evaluator after the end of the program
year.  This resulted in the need to link data by student names with all their possible variations in
spelling and nicknames.  Completeness of data could not be determined until it was too late to
find or collect missing data.  It also meant that data were not available for ongoing program
administration and management.  During the second year, the program started entering data
directly into a database developed for it by the evaluator.  However, some of the data were set
aside to be entered when time was available.  This meant that the data with delayed entry were
not available for program management, and some data apparently got lost or misplaced.  With
the database now available prior to the start of the program for the third year, data should be
entered as soon as it is received, with ongoing feedback to the programs.  The most obvious
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feedback involves attendance sheets.  These can be generated as reports from the database listing
all students currently enrolled.  This ensures that student names are spelled consistently and
notifies center staff of students whose enrollment information has not been received by the
central office.  Immediate entry of SSRS data allows reports to be returned to the programs about
which social skills the students need to develop.  Immediate entry of family night evaluations
will allow responses to be quickly analyzed for possible changes in future family nights.  A link-
ID for each student entered into the after school database would make it much easier than the
current name-birthday match process for the public schools to link end-of-year academic data
with program data.   It seems reasonable that this could be done without compromising the
confidentiality of student information in either database.  This would allow immediate flagging
of non-matches that may be due to different names being in the official school records and on the
program enrollment forms, or different birthdays or grade levels.

Conclusion

The Caroline County Recreation and Parks and the Caroline County Board of Education
developed a proposal in 2005 for four Lifelong Learning Centers (LLC) for students during after
school hours.  The county received funds for three years from the 21st Century Community
Learning Centers program, beginning in academic year 2005-2006.  The first two years of the
program show that the LLC’s reached some of the proposed objectives, but did not reach others. 
Sometimes proposed objectives are more desires than realistic expectations based on research or
past experience.  Sometimes the processes needed to reach objectives are not implemented,
either because they take time to implement or they were not clearly identified as necessary. 
Sometimes the environment changes and a program needs to be modified.  All of these probably
occurred to some degree or another with the Caroline County LLC’s.  The objective to increase
academic proficiency for half of the students during one year would probably be a high target for
schools that meet for many more hours during the academic year with required student
attendance than is possible for the LLC’s.  The objective to increase parent lifelong learning did
not appear to have specific program processes directly linked to achieving this objective.  The
need for English instruction for Haitian-speaking students and adults was not anticipated in the
proposal, but a changing environment (or changing understanding of the environment), led to the
addition of this component which did not have objectives included in the proposal.  This
evaluation does not suggest that the program failed to provide value.  It does suggest that the
program be reviewed to see if it can be enhanced, and perhaps modify objectives that are more
closely linked to program process in order to identify more clearly how to further enhance the
program.

This evaluation has limitations.  The primary limitation is inability to know what would have
occurred in the absence of the LLC’s.  A second is that the available measures of processes and
outcomes may not be the most appropriate to show the expected changes.  A third is the small
number of students who are involved in the program on a regular basis over a long enough
period of time to be able to show the expected changes.  However, it is hoped that this evaluation
will  provide information to enhance the Lifelong Learning Centers in Caroline County to help
the students they serve.
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Methods

The evaluation uses information from a number of different sources, collected on a number of
different forms, with different frequencies of collection, and processed in different ways. 
Information required to test some of the hypotheses was not collected during the first year of the
program, and this is noted in this section.  Other data were processed and analyzed in specific
ways and are described in this section.  Some data were required to test specific evaluation
hypotheses.  Other data were required to complete the standard reports required by MSDE and
the U.S. Department of Education via Learning Point, Inc.  Still other data were desired by the
program for internal evaluation of different components of its processes.  Data were provided by
four primary sources: students, parents, program staff and the public schools.  The data for
FY2006 were keyed and processed by Bonham Research in its after-school database in
Microsoft Access format.  It provided this database to the Caroline County Recreation and Parks
to key the FY2007 data, which Bonham Research then processed for this report.  Bonham
Research prepared a data stream for each child that followed the query streams previously used. 
(See Appendix B and C.)   This was submitted to the Caroline County Public Schools to add
student academic data, and then removed student identifying information.

Measurement

Student Attendance

Staff at each of the four locations recorded daily attendance on Student Attendance Forms by
marking students as present (P), absent (A), excused (E), withdrawn (W) or not enrolled for that
day (students not attending every day) (X).  The forms provided student name, gender, age, race
and grade level, and were used to match the public school data, and sometimes to determine the
reason for withdrawal.  Attendance data were used to identify when the student enrolled and
ended the program, and to classify students as “regular attendees” (30 or more days during the
program year, according to the federal reporting definition), and the proportion of the year
during which they attended.

Student Social Skills Questionnaire

The Social Skills Questionnaire Student Forms for Grades 3-6 and Grades 7-12 were self-
completed by students near the beginning of the program year, and again at the end of the
program year or when the student withdrew.  Results from the first administration provided staff
a picture of the social skills of program participants that allowed them to tailor the program to
student needs.  Results from the first and last administration provided information on change in
attitudes or behaviors during the program. Some students may have completed the survey three
times, and the intermediate survey was not analyzed.  The questionnaire took 10-25 minutes to
complete.  It yielded a total scale score and four sub-scale scores: Cooperation, Empathy,
Assertion and Self-Control.  Each sub-scale consists of ten behaviors that students rate
themselves as:  never doing (0), doing occasionally (1) or doing very often (2).  Students in
grades 7-12 were also asked to rate the behavior as to whether it was:  not important to them (0),
important (1) or critical (2).  The questionnaire for grades 3-6 contains 34 behaviors, six of
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Scale Grade 7-12 Grade3-6
FY06FY07 FY06FY07

Cooperation .73 . 73 .78 .76
Assertion .37 .69 .52 .57
Empathy .77 .76 .76 .70
Self-control .79 .74 .48 .75
Total .78 .82 .76 .88

Figure 26.  Frequency of Behavior Scale
Reliability (Cronbach Alpha)

which were included in two different sub-scales.  The questionnaire for grades 7-12 contained 39
behaviors, one of which was included in two different sub-scales.  The majority of these
questions (26) also appeared on the questionnaire for grades 3-6, with the remaining 8 questions
appropriate for the younger students.  The aggregated sub-scale scores for the two age groups
were treated as comparable for the purpose of social skills of sixth-graders (some were given the
survey for grades 7-12) and for analyzing change in students in the sixth grade during one year
and the seventh grade in the following year.  Not every student answered every question.  Rather
than deleting students who skipped three or fewer questions in a sub-scale, the average of their
responses to the other behaviors in the sub-scale was assigned to the missing items.

An unconstrained principal component factor analysis of the initial 127 surveys in FY2006
yielded eleven factors, with Eigen values of 1.0 or greater, for frequency of the activities
reported by students in grade 3-6.  The unconstrained verimax rotation converged in nine
iterations, as did the verimax rotation constrained to four components expected from the design
of the questionnaire.  However, the four factors did not match the theoretical scales very well. 
The initial 135 surveys for students in grades 7-12 yielded twelve factors for behaviors that
failed to converge in 25 interactions.  Constrained to four factors, the verimax rotation
converged in six iterations and the resulting factors matched the theoretical scales fairly well. 
Many students in grades 7-12 apparently did not notice that they were also supposed to indicate
the importance to the twelve behaviors on page two of the questionnaire, and only started to
mark importance beginning with question 13.  Because of the large amount of missing data for
grades 7-12, and that importance was not asked of students in grades 3-6, analysis of importance
data is not included in this report.

The two Total scale had excellent reliability for both
age groups in FY2007, with Cronbach Alpha of 0.82
and .88.  (See Figure 26.)  The Cronbach Alphas in
FY2006 were not quite as high (.78 and .76), but
still indicated good reliability.  The Cooperation and
Empathy scales for both age groups for both years
also had good reliability of 0.73-0.78.  The Self-
control scale had good reliability except for grades
3-6 in FY2006.  The Assertion scale had
unacceptable reliability for both age groups in
FY2006 and for grades 3-6 in FY2007 (<.60).  It
still had poor reliability for grades 7-12 in FY2007.  The sub-scales, however, were still
constructed as the developers of the questionnaire expected, regardless of the reliability for this
population.

Academic Information

The Caroline County Public Schools provided academic data for the students, focusing on math
and reading/English/language arts.  It provided scores on the county reading test (NCE) in
September and May of the academic year for students in the third through eighth grades.  It
provided the level of proficiency on the MSA reading and math tests in April 2005 before the
program began, and in April at the end of each year of the program for students in grades three
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through eight at the time of the tests.  It provided final reading and math grades for students in
grades 6-12 for the academic year prior to the start of the program (FY2005) and for each
academic year of the program.  These grades were converted to a 4-point, with scale with A=4,
B=3, C=2, D=1 and E=0.  It provided school attendance for students in grades 6-12, and school
disciplinary actions for all students for the year prior to the start of the program and for each
program year.  The four Life Long Learning Centers enrolled 537 students during the first two
years.  The Caroline County Public Schools could identify and provide academic data for 482 of
them matched by last name, first name, gender, birth date, school and grade.  Non-matches can
be due to students graduating or leaving the county’s public school system and to different
names and birth dates on the after school enrollment forms than in the public school records. 
Most of the non-matches (39 of 55) involved students who participated only in the Life Long
Learning Centers only during FY2006 .

Event Survey

In FY2006, adults and students completed Event Surveys when they attended Mystery Nights,
Parent Nights, or parent functions.  They completed the eight-item (fall) or nine-item (winter-
spring) surveys anonymously.  Data from the surveys could not be linked to student participation
in the program, but provided information on the number of people attending the activities and on
their immediate evaluation of the activities.  The surveys did not have a specific place for
marking who completed the survey, so educated guesses were frequently made as to whether a
student, a parent or some other adult completed the survey.  Information used to assume a
“parent” completed the survey included: 1) reference to “son,” “daughter” or “child,” 2)  interest
in discussion groups with other parents (Q5) or adult classes (Q8), and ratings of their child’s
experience in the program (Q9 in the winter-spring survey).  Notes that the person was an adult
other than a parent resulted in the respondent classified as the specified relationship or as
“other.”  A name that matched a student in the program, reference to not having a child, use of
words typical of youth, and childish handwriting were taken as an indicator of “child.”  The
respondent was considered unknown when little evidence was present.

Staff Development Workshop Survey

Those attending a staff development workshop were given a survey to complete at the end.  The
surveys were anonymous, so could not be linked to specific staff.  The survey included eight
questions, and responses were used by the program director to evaluate the workshop with
suggestions for changes.

Student Character Assessment--The tool has not been identified and data have not been
collected.

Adult Lifelong Learning Enrollment Form--The tool has not been identified and data have not
been collected.

Reading and Facilitation Skills--The tool has not been identified and data have not been
collected.
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Parent Survey--The tool has not been identified and data have not been collected.

Parent Attendance Form--The tool has not been identified and data have not been collected.

Program Activities

Some staff documented the activities they planned for the students on “Proposed High Quality
Academic Enrichment Activity” forms or on “Lesson Plan / Program Planning Sheets.”  Some
recorded the number classes and the number of students that were anticipated.  This report used
these planned numbers unless actual attendance sheets indicated more students were enrolled
than anticipated.

Student Character Assessment--The 21st CCLC Teacher Survey is used as an indicator of change
in character associated with classroom learning in FY2006.  Teachers rated students on a 7-point
scale from significant decline (1) to significant improvement (7) with no change in the middle
(4).  This middle category includes students that needed no improvement as well as students who
needed improvement but did not change.  The teacher surveys were not dated and were assumed
to have been completed at the end of the school year and reflect a summary evaluation by the
teacher from the perspective of the total year.

Data Processing

Recreation and Parks provided paper forms to Bonham Research in FY2006 to enter into its
Program Evaluation System©.  In FY2007, Bonham Research tailored this system to Caroline
County so Recreation and Parks could enter the data and use it for administrative purposes. 
Bonham Research then extracted the data in both years for analysis through SPSS® (11.5).  The
appropriateness of tests for statistical significance can be debated when dealing with a total
population, e.g., all the students participating in the program.  However, it is often assumed that
the experiences in a program of a specific set of students at a specific point in time will not be
unique to that set of students at that point in time, but represent (or is a sample of) similar
students in other locations or in other points of time.  Therefore, comparison of two subgroups
assumed that each were independent samples randomly selected from all possible students in the
subgroups.  Comparison of the same student at two points in time does not involve different
random samples, and tests for paired samples were used.  A 5% probability of error (p < .05) was
used to reject the null hypothesis that no difference was observed, thus supporting the hypothesis
as stated.  Failure to reject the null hypothesis, however, did not mean no difference, but that the
difference was too small to detect with the number of students in the subgroup.  A one-tailed test
was used when the hypothesis indicated the direction of the difference, and a two-tailed test was
used when no direction was hypothesized.

Factor analysis and scale reliability analysis were used to verify the groupings and reliability of
student social skill scores.  Scale scores were calculated by adding the scores for the individual
items, replacing a missing value with the average for that student and that scale.  Scale scores
were not calculated if one-third or more of the individual items were missing.

Increase in social skills, grades and test scores were analyzed by a comparison of means that
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determines whether the second measurement is sufficiently different from the first measurement
that it could not have occurred by chance.

Most analysis involved frequency distributions, cross tabulations, and calculation of means. 
Differences between two percentages, or two means, were tested for statistical significance
through t-tests.  Differences among the means of multiple groups were tested through analysis of
variance (ANOVA).  Relationships between two ordinal or interval measures were tested using
correlations and simple regressions.  Multiple regression was used to analyze the effect of one
variable on another, while controlling for possible confounding variables.

The Logic Model was tested through path analysis, which is based on multiple regression.  Each
variable was regressed on all the prior variables (those to the left in the figure) through stepwise
regression to identify those variables that had a statistically significant direct effect.  These were
shown as arrows on the path diagram, with the standardized regression coefficients shown to
indicate the relative size of the effect.
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Appendix A: Draft Goals, Objectives, Milestones

Goals:
l. By the completion of the 2007-2008 academic year, 70% of students enrolled in one of four
Caroline County Lifelong Learning Centers Partnership Afterschool Program sites and who were
performing below proficiency level upon entering the after-school program three years prior,
will achieve a proficiency or advanced rating on academic achievement tests, generally and
collectively representing from a 20% to 30% improvement in achievement scores (Maryland
School Assessment).
2. By the completion of 2007-2008 academic year, 70% of students enrolled in one of four
Caroline County Lifelong Learning Centers Partnership Afterschool Program sites and who were
at risk for academic failure as determined by grade point averages upon entering the after-school
program three years prior, will achieve a 20% improvement in grade point averages overall
(Caroline County Grade Reporting System).
3. By the completion of 2007-2008 academic year, 30% of the parents who enroll in the Adult
Lifelong Learning program will improve their reading or reading facilitation skills by at least
30% (Indicator Source To Be Determined).

Objectives:
I. A. By the completion of the 2005-2006 academic year, 50% of students enrolled in one of four
Caroline County Lifelong Learning Centers Partnership Afterschool Program school sites and
who were performing below proficiency level upon entering the after-school program one year
prior, will achieve a proficiency or advanced rating on academic achievement tests, generally
and collectively representing from a 20% to 30% improvement in achievement scores (Maryland
School Assessment).
l. B. By the completion of the 2006-2007 academic year, 60% of students enrolled in one of four
Caroline County Lifelong Learning Centers Partnership Afterschool Program school sites and
who were performing below proficiency level upon entering the after-school program two years
prior, will achieve a proficiency or advanced rating on academic achievement tests, generally
and collectively representing from a 20% to 30% improvement in achievement scores (Maryland
School Assessment).
2. A. By the completion of 2005-2006 academic year, 50% of students enrolled in one of four
Caroline County Lifelong Learning Centers Partnership Afterschool Program school sites and
who were at risk for academic failure as determined by grade point averages upon entering the
after-school program one year prior, will achieve a 10% improvement in grade point averages
overall (Caroline County Grade Reporting System).
2. B. By the completion of 2006-2007 academic year, 60% of students enrolled in one of four
Caroline County Lifelong Learning Centers Partnership Afterschool Program school sites and
who were at risk for academic failure as determined by grade point averages upon entering the
after-school program two years prior, will achieve a 15% improvement in grade point averages
overall (Caroline County Grade Reporting System).
3. A. By the completion of 2005-2006 academic year, 10% of the parents who enroll in the Adult
Lifelong Learning program will improve their reading or reading facilitation skills by at least
10% (Indicator Source To Be Determined).
3. B. By the completion of 2006-2007 academic year, 20% of the parents who enroll in the Adult



CAROLINE COUNTY AFTER-SCHOOL EVALUATION: FY2007        Bonham Research Page 57 of 68

Lifelong Learning program will improve their reading or reading facilitation skills by at least
20% (Indicator Source To Be Determined).

Milestones - Youth Program:
Quarterly and midyear math and reading grade point averages among participating students with
consistent attendance

Other
qA At least 60% of students will achieve a 94% school attendance rate;
qA 60% of students will strengthen positive character practices;
qA 60% of students will increase life skills;
qA Retain 65% of students through final week of programs

Milestones - Family Program (To Be Revised With Selection of Evidence-Based Program)
qA Attendance at the Adult Lifelong Learning sessions;
qA Involvement in reading activities with child - tracked by periodic survey;
qA Library card use;
qA At least a 20% increase in activities to show adult is supportive of child academics.

Alignment with ESEA and SEA Performance Goals
The Caroline County Lifelong Learning Centers After-school Program stakeholders are aware of
the performance goals outlined by the federal government and have declared the goals as
benchmarks for successful programmatic operation:
1. All students will reach high standards, at a minimum attaining proficiency or better in reading
and mathematics by 2013-2014.
2. All limited English proficient students will become proficient in English.
3. By 2005-2006, all students will be taught by highly qualified teachers.
4. All students will be educated in learning environments that are safe, drug-free and conducive
to learning.
5. All students will graduate from high school.
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Appendix B: Draft Evaluation Data Query Strings

Caroline Lifelong Learning Centers After School Program
(Version 3-21-05)

l. INDIVIDUAL STUDENT DATA
To streamline evaluation data requests and allow for the most time-efficient use of personnel,
Caroline County Recreation and Parks is collaborating with the Caroline County Board of
Education to query specific individual data types (shown in all capital letters below). Our intent
is to support a query string utilizing the "Power School" and other in-house data management
system, which will ultimately facilitate a data retrieval process designed to ascertain program
learning support benefits for students enrolled in the Lifelong Learning Centers After School
Program.

March 4, 2005 - Create web-based template managed by the Board of Education as data
repository for Lifelong Learning Centers program staff 
March 11, 2005 - Enable the web-based data repository 
March to June, 2005 - Enter both program and academic data into the data management system
for Fall and Spring Lifelong Learning Centers activities and participants (Designated Lifelong
Learning Centers and Board of Education Staff).
July 15, 2005 - Complete the final queried data set for FY 04-05 and transfer to program
evaluator via Excel spreadsheet
August 30, 2005 - Analyze data and submit narrative report to the Recreation and Parks Director
(Provided by Prior Evaluator)

All other data types (shown in lowercase text below) will be provided by the Recreation and
Parks Lifelong Learning Centers program staff. Lifelong Learning Centers After School key
stakeholders and the evaluator have identified the following string of needed data for individual
(unduplicated) program participants. It would be helpful to display data results in individual
columns (fields) on one continuous row per participant. Intentionally blank spaces within a row
could be indicated with an "X" and identified along with any other codes used on a key within
the same document.

A. PROCESS DATA
1. Student Name (Delete before sending to Evaluator)
2. STUDENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
3. SCHOOL SITE
4. Number of Program Days Present (Fall & Spring)
5. Number of Program Days Absent (Fall & Spring)
6. Number of Program Days Student is Registered (Fall & Spring)
7. GRADE LEVEL
8. GENDER (F=1, M=2)
9. ETHNICITY (American Indian/Native Alaskan=1, Asian/Pacific Islander=2, African
American=3, Caucasian=4, Hispanic/Latino=5)
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10. Number of Days Per Week Student Was Enrolled in the Fall (1, 2, 3, or 4)
11. Number of Days Student Was Present During Fall
12. Number of Days Student Was Absent During Fall
13. Number of Fall Program Days Student is Registered
14. Student's Program Attendance Percentage for Fall
15. Number of Days Per Week Student Was Enrolled in the Spring (1, 2, 3, or 4)
16. Number of Days Student Was Present During Spring
17. Number of Days Student Was Absent During Spring
18. Number of Spring Program Days Student is Registered
19. Days Present in Title I "Reach for the Stars" Program (FES Students Only)
20. Student's Program Attendance Percentage for Spring

B. ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE DATA
21. PRIOR YEAR SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AS DAYS PRESENT
22. PRIOR YEAR SCHOOL ATTENDANCE PERCENTAGE
23. CURRENT YEAR SCHOOL ATTENDANCE AS DAYS PRESENT
24. CURRENT YEAR SCHOOL ATTENDANCE PERCENTAGE
25. PRIOR YEAR OVERALL GPA (Letters for Gr. 3-5/ Numeric for Gr. 6-12)
26. CURRENT YEAR OVERALL GPA (Letters for Gr. 3-5/ Numeric for Gr. 6-12)
27. NUMBER OF PRIOR YEAR DISCIPLINARY REFERRALS
28. NUMBER OF CURRENT YEAR DISCIPLINARY REFERRALS
29. NUMBER OF PRIOR YEAR SUSPENSIONS
30. NUMBER OF CURRENT YEAR SUSPENSIONS
31. SSRS Pre-test Score: Social Skills - Student Version (MS Students Only)
32. SSRS Post-test Score: Social Skills - Student Version
33. SSRS Pre-test Score: Social Skills - Teacher Version (MS Students Only)
34. SSRS Post-test Score: Social Skills - Teacher Version
35. SSRS Pre-test Score: Problem Behaviors - Student Version (MS Only)
36. SSRS Post-test Score Problem Behaviors - Student Version
37. SSRS Pre-test Score: Problem Behaviors - Teacher Version (MS Only)
38. SSRS Post-test Score Problem Behaviors - Teacher Version

II. COLLECTIVE DATA (Pertains to Recreation and Parks Onlv)
Data results should be displayed in individual columns on one continuous row per activity. All
collective data (shown in lowercase text below) will be provided by the Program Director.
Intentionally blank spaces are indicated with an "X" and identified along with any other codes
used on a key within the same document.

1. Activity Name (Dance A, Dance B, etc.)
2. School Site
3. Season (Fall, Spring, etc.)
4. Activity Type
5. Number of Students Enrolled
6. Number of Class Meetings
7. Number of Paid Instructors
8. Number of Volunteer Instructors

9. Number of Parent/Guardian Helpers
10. Day of the Week Activity Held
11. Activity Start Date
12. Activity End Date
13. Activity Start Time
14. Activity End Time
15. Days Scheduled
16. Days Actual
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Appendix C: Draft Evaluation Data Query Strings for 2005-2006

Caroline Lifelong Learning Centers After School Program
(Version 3-2-05)

I. INDIVIDUAL STUDENT DATA
To streamline evaluation data requests and allow for the most time-efficient use of personnel, we
are collaborating with the Caroline County Board of Education to query specific individual data
types (shown in all capital letters below). Our intent is to support a query string utilizing the
"Power School" data management system, which will ultimately facilitate a data retrieval
process designed to ascertain program learning support benefits for students enrolled in the
Lifelong Learning Centers After School Program. Data needs for the 2005-2006 school year are
PROJECTED at this time and based on funding requirements from multiple sources. We are
hopeful this document can serve as a planning tool well in advance of data collection
expectations and an associated timeline for next year (05-06).

All other data types (shown in lowercase text below) will be provided by the Recreation and
Parks Lifelong Learning Centers program staff. Lifelong Learning Centers After School key
stakeholders and the evaluator have anticipated the following string of needed data for individual
(unduplicated) program participants. It would be helpful to display data results in individual
columns (fields) on one continuous row per participant. Asterisks shown next to some data fields
below indicate where a Yes or No response will apply and should be reported as a "1" for Yes
and "2" for No. Intentionally blank spaces are indicated with an "X" and identified along with
any other codes used on a key within the same document.

A. PROCESS DATA
39. Student Name (Delete before sending to Evaluator)
40. STUDENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
41. SCHOOL SITE
42. Number of Days Present (Fall & Spring)
43. Number of Days Absent (Fall & Spring)
44. Number of Days Possible (Fall & Spring)
45. GRADE LEVEL
46. GENDER (F=1, M=2)
47. ETHNICITY (American IndianlNative Alaskan=l, Asian/Pacific Islander=2, African
American=3, Caucasian=4,Hispanic/Latino=5)
48. FREE AND REDUCED MEAL (FARM) PARTICIPANT*
49. LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY PARTICIPANT*
50. SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICE RECIPIENT*
51. Number of Days Per Week Student Was Enrolled in the Fall (1, 2, 3, or 4)
52. Activity Category Codes for Fall
53. Number of Days Student Was Present During Fall
54. Number of Days Student Was Absent During Fall
55. Number of Fall Program Days Student is Registered
56. STUDENT'S PROGRAM ATTENDANCE PERCENTAGE FOR FALL
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57. Number of Days Per Week Student Was Enrolled in the Spring (1, 2, 3, or 4)
58. Activity Category Codes for Spring
59. Number of Days Student Was Present During Spring
60. Number of Days Student Was Absent During Spring
61. Number of Spring Program Days Student is Registered
62. Days Present in Title I "Reach for the Stars" Program (FES Students Only)
63. Student's Program Attendance Percentage for Spring
64. Number of Math Tutor Sessions in Fall
65. Number of Reading Tutor Sessions in Fall
66. Number of Math Tutor Sessions in Spring
67. Number of Reading Tutor Sessions in Spring

B. ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE DATA
(Note: High school Grade/GPA should be un-weighted based on a 4.0 scale with extra points
possible for AP classes.)
68. PRIOR YEAR SCHOOL ATTENDANCE
69. CURRENT YEAR SCHOOL ATTENDANCE
70. PRIOR YEAR OVERALL GPA (Core courses; [Grade level equivalent of]
reading/English, math, science, and social studies)
71. CURRENT YEAR OVERALL GPA (Core courses; [Grade level equivalent of]
reading/English, math, science, and social studies)
72. PRIOR YEAR END OF YEAR MATH GRADE/GPA
73. CURRENT YEAR END OF YEAR MATH GRADE/GPA
74. PRIOR YEAR END OF YEAR READING GRADE/GPA
75. CURRENT YEAR END OF YEAR READING GRADE/GPA
76. PASS GRADE LEVEL*
77. PRIOR YEAR ST AND FORD 10 (Grades 1 and 2)
78. CURRENT YEAR STAND FORD 10 (Grades 1 and 2)
79. PRIOR YEAR MARYLAND STATE ASSESSMENT LEVEL (MSA; Basic =1,
Proficient =2, Advanced =3) - Reading (Grades 3-8 & 10)
80. CURRENT YEAR MSA LEVEL - Reading (Grades 3-8 & 10)
81. PRIOR YEAR MSA LEVEL - Math (Grades 3-8)
82. CURRENT YEAR MSA LEVEL - Math (Grades 3-8)
83. PASS PRIOR YEAR HIGH SCHOOL ASSESSMENT* (HSA) - English I (Gr 5-12)
84. PASS CURRENT YEAR HSA* - English I (Grades 5-12)
85. PASS PRIOR YEAR HSA * - Algebra/Data Analysis (Grades 5-12)
86. PASS CURRENT YEAR HSA* - Algebra/Data Analysis (Grades 5-12)
87. PASS PRIOR YEAR HSA* - Government (Grades 5-12)
88. PASS CURRENT YEAR HSA * - Government (Grades 5-12)
89. PASS PRIOR YEAR HSA* - Biology (Grades 5-12)
90. PASS CURRENT YEAR HSA* - Biology (Grades 5-12)
91. CURRENT YEAR FALL TUTORED COURSE QUARTER 1 GRADE
92. CURRENT YEAR FALL TUTORED COURSE END OF YEAR GRADE
93. CURRENT YEAR SPRING TUTORED COURSE QUARTER I GRADE
94. CURRENT YEAR SPRING TUTORED COURSE END OF YEAR GRADE
95. NUMBER OF PRIOR YEAR DISCIPLINARY REFERRALS
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96. NUMBER OF CURRENT YEAR DISCIPLINARY REFERRALS
97. NUMBER OF PRIOR YEAR SUSPENSIONS
98. NUMBER OF CURRENT YEAR SUSPENSIONS

II. COLLECTIVE DATA
Data results should be displayed in individual columns on one continuous row per activity. All
collective data (shown in lowercase text below) will be provided by the Program Director.
Intentionally blank spaces are indicated with an "X" and identified along with any other codes
used on a key within the same document.

17. Activity Name (Dance A, Dance B, etc.)
18. School Site
19. Season (Fall, Winter, Spring or Summer)
20. Activity Type (See box at end of document)
21. Number of Students Enrolled
22. Number of Class Meetings
23. Number of Paid Instructors
24. Number of Volunteer Instructors
25. Number of Parent/Guardian Helpers
26. Day of the Week Activity Held
27. Activity Start Date
28. Activity End Date
29. Activity Start Time
30. Activity End Time
31. Days Possible
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05-06 Activity Types
(From 21st CCLC)
(I) Homework Help/Tutoring
(2) Reading/Literacy
(3) Mathematics
(4) Science
(5) Art, Music, Dance, Theater
(6A) [Physical] Sports/Competitive Games
(6B) [Non-Physical] Sports/Competitive
Games
(7) Technology, Video, Media
(8) Community Service
(9) Cultural Activities/Social Studies
(10) Health Nutrition
(11) Youth Development (e.g., mediation,
communications)
(12) Services for Adults

III. ADULT LIFELONG LEARNING DATA
Data results should be displayed in individual columns on one continuous row per participant.
Intentionally blank spaces are indicated with an "X" and identified along with any other codes
used on a key within the same document.

I. Participant Name (Delete Before Sending
To Evaluator)
2. Participant Identification Number
3. Program Site
4. Number Of Days Present
5. Number Of Days Absent
6. Number Of Days Possible
7. Grade Level Completed
8. Gender (F=I, M=2)
9. Ethnicity (American IndianlNative
Alaskan= 1, Asian/Pacific Islander=2,
African American=3,
Caucasian=4,Hispanic/Latino=5)
10. Reading and Facilitation Skills
Measurement

End of Query String
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Appendix D: FY06 Community Partnership Agreement Matrix #2
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Appendix E: Social Skills Rating System, FY2006 Baseline
Table E-1.  Average Frequency of Behavior: FY2006 Baseline Survey Grades 7-12

SCHOOLID  School ID CRHS CRMS LMS FES Total
HSOFT01 I make friends easily 1.32 1.56 1.81 na 1.61
HSOFT02 I say nice things to others 1.23 1.31 1.35 na 1.31
HSOFT03 I ask adults for help when other children try to hit me 0.39 0.61 0.70 na 0.59
HSOFT04 I am confident on dates 1.23 1.03 1.48 na 1.28
HSOFT05 I try to understand how my friends feel 1.53 1.42 1.62 na 1.53
HSOFT06 I listen to adults when they are talking with me 1.41 1.44 1.49 na 1.46
HSOFT07 I ignore other children when they tease me 0.97 0.75 1.10 na 0.95
HSOFT08 I ask friends for help with my problems 1.03 1.00 1.25 na 1.12
HSOFT09 I ask before using other people's things 1.45 1.56 1.55 na 1.54
HSOFT10 I disagree with adults without fighting or arguing 1.03 1.06 1.13 na 1.09
HSOFT11 I avoid doing things with others that get me in trouble 1.33 1.19 1.31 na 1.28
HSOFT12 I feel sorry for others when bad things happen 1.45 1.50 1.50 na 1.49
HSOFT13 I do my homework on time 1.45 1.39 1.67 na 1.51
HSOFT14 I keep my desk clean and neat 1.53 1.17 1.43 na 1.36
HSOFT15 I do nice things for my parents 1.27 1.28 1.38 na 1.31
HSOFT16 I am active in school activities 1.17 1.57 1.70 na 1.51
HSOFT17 I finish classroom work on time 1.48 1.47 1.56 na 1.51
HSOFT18 I compromise with parents or teachers 1.07 1.08 1.18 na 1.12
HSOFT19 I ignore classmates who are clowning around 1.14 1.08 0.98 na 1.05
HSOFT20 I ask someone I like for a date 0.58 0.69 1.93 na 1.16
HSOFT21 I listen to my friends when they talk about problems 1.57 1.39 1.64 na 1.54
HSOFT22 I end fights with my parents calmly 1.06 1.06 1.10 na 1.09
HSOFT23 I give compliments to members of the opposite sex 1.39 1.25 1.52 na 1.41
HSOFT24 I tell other people when they have done something well 1.19 1.22 1.19 na 1.21
HSOFT25 I smile, wave, or nod at others 1.52 1.39 1.62 na 1.52
HSOFT26 I start conversations with opposite-sex friends 1.40 1.44 1.74 na 1.56
HSOFT27 I accept punishment from adults 1.03 0.94 1.15 na 1.04
HSOFT28 I let friends know I like them by telling them 1.32 1.25 1.35 na 1.30
HSOFT29 I stand up for my friends when they are criticized 1.40 1.42 1.56 na 1.48
HSOFT30 I invite others to join in social activities 0.94 1.11 1.45 na 1.21
HSOFT31 I use my free time in a good way 1.40 1.23 1.30 na 1.30
HSOFT32 I control my temper when people are angry with me 1.10 0.92 1.19 na 1.07
HSOFT33 I get the attention of the opposite sex 1.48 1.11 1.53 na 1.37
HSOFT34 I take criticism from my parents 0.97 0.89 1.02 na 0.96
HSOFT35 I follow the teacher's directions 1.47 1.38 1.52 na 1.47
HSOFT36 I use a nice tone of voice in classroom discussions 1.35 1.29 1.43 na 1.37
HSOFT37 I ask friends to do favors for me 1.29 1.41 1.36 na 1.36
HSOFT38 I start talks with classroom members 1.13 1.29 1.39 na 1.29
HSOFT39 I talk things over with classmates 1.00 1.11 1.15 na 1.11
HSFCOOP Frequency of Cooperation Grades 7-12 Scale 14.18 13.56 14.61 na 14.14
HSFASSER Frequency of Assertion Grades 7-12 Scale 11.01 11.65 14.40 na 12.65
HSFEMP Frequency of Empathy Grades 7-12 Scale 13.23 13.02 14.24 na 13.61
HSFSELF Frequency of Self-Control Grades 7-12 Scale 10.95 10.26 11.50 na 10.93
HSFTOTAL Total Score Grades 7-12 49.34 48.49 54.75 na 51.33

Number 31 36 48 2 117
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Table E-2.  Average Frequency of Behavior: FY2006 Baseline Survey Grades 3-6
Question # and Question CRHS CRMS LMS FES Total
ESOFT01 I make friends easily na 1.64 1.35 1.23 1.40
ESOFT02 I smile, wave, or nod at others na 1.47 1.44 1.42 1.44
ESOFT03 I ask before using other people's things na 1.46 1.48 1.50 1.47
ESOFT04 I ignore classmates who are clowning around na 0.82 1.29 1.08 1.06
ESOFT05 I feel sorry for others when bad things happen na 1.46 1.60 1.32 1.47
ESOFT06 I tell others when I am upset with them na 1.05 0.82 1.21 1.03
ESOFT07 I disagree with adults without fighting or arguing na 1.05 1.10 1.24 1.12
ESOFT08 I keep my desk clean and neat na 1.53 1.62 1.38 1.50
ESOFT09 I am active in school activities na 1.56 1.40 1.79 1.58
ESOFT10 I do my homework on time na 1.54 1.50 1.49 1.50
ESOFT11 I tell new people my name without being asked na 1.10 0.92 1.08 1.03
ESOFT12 I control my temper when people are angry na 1.03 1.12 0.90 1.03
ESOFT13 I politely question rules that may be unfair na 1.18 1.25 1.19 1.21
ESOFT14 I let friends know I like them by telling them na 1.36 1.30 1.13 1.26
ESOFT15 I listen to adults when they are talking with me na 1.46 1.55 1.41 1.48
ESOFT16 I show that I like compliments or praise from friends na 1.49 1.38 1.54 1.46
ESOFT17 I listen to my friends when they talk about problems na 1.64 1.40 1.28 1.44
ESOFT18 I avoid doing things with others that get me in trouble na 1.28 1.41 0.87 1.19
ESOFT19 I end fights with my parents calmly na 1.00 1.25 0.42 0.90
ESOFT20 I say nice things to others when they have done well na 1.33 1.30 1.28 1.29
ESOFT21 I listen to the teacher when a lesson is being taught na 1.50 1.60 1.59 1.57
ESOFT22 I finish classroom work on time na 1.62 1.35 1.28 1.41
ESOFT23 I start talks with class members na 1.22 1.02 0.92 1.06
ESOFT24 I tell adults when they have done something I like na 1.44 1.42 1.64 1.50
ESOFT25 I follow the teacher's directions na 1.55 1.52 1.59 1.56
ESOFT26 I try to understand how my friends feel na 1.51 1.42 1.36 1.43
ESOFT27 I ask friends for help with my problems na 1.26 1.18 1.18 1.20
ESOFT28 I ignore other children when they tease me na 0.97 1.28 1.00 1.08
ESOFT29 I accept people who are different na 1.67 1.53 1.39 1.53
ESOFT30 I use my free time in a good way na 1.46 1.33 1.42 1.40
ESOFT31 I ask classmates to join in an activity or game na 1.54 1.23 1.62 1.46
ESOFT32 I use a nice tone of voice in classroom discussions na 1.41 1.45 1.41 1.41
ESOFT33 I ask adults for help when other children try to hit me na 0.77 0.95 1.21 0.97
ESOFT34 I talk things over with classmates when there is a problem na 1.10 1.08 1.15 1.11
ESFCOOP Frequency of Cooperation Grades 3-6 Scale na 14.33 14.16 13.64 14.03
ESFASSER Frequency of Assertion Grades 3-6 Scale na 13.17 12.74 13.15 13.01
ESFEMP Frequency of Empathy Grades 3-6 Scale na 14.80 14.43 13.73 14.30
ESFSELF Frequency of Self-Control Grades 3-6 Scale na 10.79 11.53 11.62 11.30
ESFTOTAL Total Frequency Score Grades 3-6 na 53.10 52.86 52.14 52.64

Number 1 39 40 39 119
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       2006 MSA
2005 Basic Proficient Advance Total

Reading
FES

NCE <40 4 2 1 7
NCE 40+ 3 7 1 11
MSA Basic 11 3 0 14
MSA Proficient 3 7 2 12
MSA Advanced 0 1 0 1

LMS
MSA Basic 12 4 0 16
MSA Proficient 1 13 3 17
MSA Advanced 0 3 4 7

CRMS
MSA Basic 21 3 0 24
MSA Proficient 4 7 4 15
MSA Advanced 0 4 3 7

Math
FES

NCE <40 2 6 2 10
NCE 40+ 2 6 0 8
MSA Basic 11 3 1 15
MSA Proficient 1 8 1 10
MSA Advanced 0 1 1 2 

LMS
MSA Basic 15 3 0 18
MSA Proficient 1 13 4 18
MSA Advance 0 1 3 4

CRMS
MSA Basic 24 2 0 26
MSA Provident 1 18 1 20
MSA Advance 0 0 0 0

Appendix F.  Number of Students Attending 30 Days or more in
FY2006, by Change in MSA Achievement Between 2005 and 2006,

by Center
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       April 2007 MSA
April 2006 Basic Proficient Advance Total

Reading
FES

NCE <40 7 10 0 17
NCE 40+ 5 2 0 7
MSA Basic 6 1 0 10
MSA Proficient 6 5 0 11
MSA Advanced 2 0 0 2

LMS
MSA Basic 8 0 2 10
MSA Proficient 2 8 0 10 
MSA Advanced 0 0 3 3 

CRMS
MSA Basic 3 1 0 4
MSA Proficient 2 11 0 13
MSA Advanced 0 0 0 0

Math
FES

NCE <40 10 9 0 19
NCE 40+ 2 3 0 5
MSA Basic 10 2 1 13
MSA Proficient 4 4 0 8
MSA Advanced 1 1 0 2 

LMS
MSA Basic 8 1 0 9
MSA Proficient 2 10 0 12
MSA Advance 1 0 1 2

CRMS
MSA Basic 2 3 0 5
MSA Provident 0 12 0 12
MSA Advance 0 0 0 0

Appendix G.  Number of Students Attending 30 Days or More in
FY2007, by Change in MSA Achievement Between 2006 and 2006,

by Center
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