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NEW STUDY FINDS DRUG PREVENTION EFFORTS INCONSISTENT

A four-year look at drug education programs found a variety of approaches utilized --
even within the same school -- and thet while some methods appear to improve student behavior,
the effects were small. The most effective programs were those that delivered regular,
consistent, in-depth prevention messages.

The study, sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education, followed 10,000 fifth- and
sixth-graders in 19 school districts for four years, tracking their drug use habits and the types of
drug prevention programs to which they were exposed.

"The strongest thame that emerged throughout our examination of the drug prevention
programs in the participating distriots was varisbility ... at least as much variation in the delivery
of prevention program components within districts as among them,” wrote researchers E, Suyapa
Silvia and Judy Thome §f Research Triangle Institute, which conducted the work for the
department, |

"At all grade levels, teachets varied greatly in the amount of time they devoted to
prevention {nstruction. Teachers in a given school did not always use a common set of
prevention curriculum mﬁds; but even when they did,' they presented or omitted different
sections or activities," Silvia and Thone said in their report, School-Based Drug Prevention
Programs: A Longitudinal Study in Selected School Distriér:.

-MORE.-
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They noted that drug education experts believe that inconsistent or incomplete delivery of

the prevention curriculum is one of the main reasons even those approaches that have proven

effective under test conditions may not show positlve results when implemented elsewhere.
Other findings: .'

-- Student results were somewhat better in districts where prevention programs had
greater stability over time and in districts with more extensive program components,
including support services, but effects were small. -

-- Few schools employed approaches that have been found effective in previous research
(such as those that teach children how to resist or deal with the powerful soclal influences
for using drugs and those that correct misperceptions of peer drug use) -- perhaps because
of their cost in terms of teacher training and staf¥f time.

-= Attitudes among fifth- and sixth-graders toward illicit substances -- as well as their
actual levels of drug use -- were highly predictive of their attitudes and drug use levels
four years later.

~ Students who reported positive school experiences were significantly less likely to use
drugs than their peers who had negative experlences with school.

-« Activitics assaciated with lower drug use included sports and exercise, volunteer work,
and spending more than two hours per day on homework, Spending more time on video
games or watching television was associated with greater drug use.

- Alcohol was the most widely used substanoe for students at any grade level, and it was
also the first drug that most students tried.

— One-third of the students surv'eyed had drunk alcohol (more than just a sip) before or
while in grade five, Eighteen percent of eighth-graders and 24 percent of ninth-graders
reported being heavy users of alcohol.

-« Given the small impact of programs reported in this study and the rise in student drug
use nationally, larger soclal influences need to be addressed in rethinking drug prevention
efforts. Wide variations in student drug use in the different communities studied suggest
that research should explore alternative models that can influence social norms affecting
student behavior.

- -MORE-



FHakE: yus/y9

———

FeEB-c2¥ Y9¢ 1E8I0U  FRUMILUIIMIUNLILHT LUND cYc4oblcls IUibruct

2 FEB.20.1997 12!:43PM DEPT OF ED/DEP SECY NO.114 P.9/9
Dt .-T
|

U.8. Secretary of Education Richard W. Riley said, "We take these findings very

- . -3.

seriously. Clearly the current effort is not enough. We must reach more students.”
| For example, he said the department has proposed special appropriations language that
would require that state grant funds be used in accordance with principles of drug education
effectiveness that will be published this spring in the Federal Register for public comment.
The principles will be intended to encourage districts and schools to design programs
based on tested, research__-based drug prevention instruction and to assess the effectiveness of
those programs.
Coples of School-Based Drug Prevention Programs: A Longitudinal Study in Selected
School Districts may be obtained from the Planning and Evaluation Service, U.S, Department of
Education, 600 Independence Ave., SW, Rgom 4162, Washington, DC 20202-8240 or (202)
401-0550. |
The report will 8o be available online: [INSERT INTERNET ADDRESS]. The
, ?xecuﬁve Summary is available now; the ull report will be available in early March,
" :
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Executive Summary
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The Drug-Free Scbools and Communities Act

In response to the increased awareness of alcohol and other drug abuse among youth, Congress
enacted the Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act (DFSCA) in 1987 to expand and strengthen drug
and alcohol abuse education and prevention programs in communities throughout the nation. The
Executive Branch and the Congress designed the DFSCA to encourage and support broadly based
cooperation among schools, communities, parents, and governmental agencies to bring the nation
significantly closer to the goal of a drug-free generation and a drug-free society. Since then, Congress
reaffirmed its belief in the critical role of the nation’s schools in achieving this goal through several |
amendments to the law in 1988, 1989, and 1990.

_ As safety in our schools became a more and more pressing concern — as reflected in the
national education goals for the year 2000, which include a goal for safe, disciplined, and drug-free
schools — Congress reauthorized the DFSCA as the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities
Act of 1994, Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. It is now referred to as
SDFSCA.

The U.S. Department of Education administers the SDFSCA and annually distributes funding
to the states based primarily on the number of school-aged youth. States receive SDFSCA State Grant
funds through two avenues: (1) state educational agencies (SEAs) receive approximately 80 percent of
the total state allotment to support school-based programs, and (2) Governors’ offices, or agencies
designated by the Governors, receive 20 percent for the support of school- or community-based
prevention programs for youth. SEAs are required to target 30 percent of their State Grant funds to
high-need districts.

Overview of the Longitudinal Study of School-Based Prevention Programs
Background
In the fall of 1990, the U.S. Department of Education (ED) and Research Triangle Institute

(RTI) began a five-year study of school and community programs to prevent alcohol and other drug
use among school-aged youth. The study was designed to inform ED and other decision makers about

1We use the designation “DFSCA" throughout this report since that was the version of the law in effect during this study.
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the activities and effects of these programs. The overall study had three components that, together,
aimed to contribute to a greater understanding of what works in prevention and for whom. The

component studies were:

® an effort to identify and describe effective community-based programs funded
through the Governors’ DFSCA programs?;

® the third and fourth congressionally mandated biennial surveys, covering the periods
1991-93° and 1993-95*, respectively, of state-level administration of DFSCA; and

® alongitudinal study of school-based prevention programs.

This report addresses the third component study, the longitudinal study of school-based prevention

programs.’ ]

The purpose of the longitudinal study was to investigate the effectiveness of school-based
prevention programs in school districts receiving funds through DFSCA. Because virtually all districts
in the country receive at least some DFSCA funding and conduct some types of prevention activities,
implementation of an experimental design to establish the effects of prevention instruction and other
services on students’ attitudes, beliefs, and behavior regarding alcohol and other drugs was not
possible. Consequently, ED conceived a design that would compare outcomes of students in local
school districts whose prevention activities were “comprehensive” with those of students in districts
that were operating programs that could be defined as “minimal.” We defined “comprehensive” school
district prevention programs as those having:

® prevention instruction in all schools and all grades from kindergarten through
twelfth grade, coordinated and articulated in some manner across the grades,

B at least three components or activities in addition to classroom instruction that were
intended to help reduce risk factors for drug use,

® community involvement in the prevention program, and

® training for staff who provided prevention instruction and activities.

2Community-Based Prevention Services for High-Risk Youth: A Study of the Governors’ DFSCA Program. RTI report to the
U. S. Department of Education.

3Characteristics of DFSCA State and Local Programs, Summary of the 1991-93 State Bignnial Performance Reporis. RT]
report to the U. S. Department of Education, 1996..

“This survey is scheduled for completion in October 1997,

5Two other reports have been produced for this study: First Interim Report, Outcomes of DFSCA State ond Local Programs,
1993; and Local Education Agency Cross-Site Analysis.
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To implement this design, we undertook activities to classify district prevention programs as
comprehensive or comparison and matched districts in each category according to demographic and
other factors thought to be associated with attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors regarding use of alcohol and
other drugs. In the selected districts, we surveyed a sample of about 10,000 students annually for four
years and gathered program implementation data from the schools they attended. '

What we learned in the course of this study was not exactly what we set out to lean. First, we
discovered that, while we thought we had selected programs at the two ends of a fairly long continuum,
we found (after gathering extensive data) that the programs would be better de:cribed as falling along
the continuum of “‘comprehensiveness.” In fact, the two initial groups of district programs
(comprehensive and comparison) overlapped along the continuum— they were not two distinct groups
at all. Although this meant that our original plans to contrast the outcomes of the two groups of _
programs were not very meaningful,' it provided an excellent opportunity to look closely at a wide
variety of school-based prevention programs and examine the rejationships between many of their
component parts and our primary concern: student drug use, attitudes, and beliefs.

Second, the preventlon programs varied so much within districts that the classification of -
programs at the district level as comprehensive or comparison was not meaningful. Further, none of
the programs approached the comprehensiveness or extensiveness of those found by other researchers,
in controlled situations, to be effective in preventing alcohol and other drug use among youth. The
lack of fully comprehensive programs might not be surprising, given the level of funding most of the
school districts received through DFSCA and other sources during this time period: about $10 per
student per year, including state and local funds.

Finally, we also leamned a great deal about:

® students’ behaviors with regard to alcohol and other drugs and their beliefs and
attitudes about these substances;

® risk indicators and other correlates of students’ drug-use behavior;

8 the districts’ and schools’ drug prevention programs — and students’ participation
in those programs; and

¥ the relationship of some of the program components to student drug use outcomes. .

In the next few pages we highlight what we consider to be the most important findings of the

study. Thereafter we return briefly to a description of the study design, followed by a more complete
discussion of the study findings and our conclusions. The full report of this study contains far more
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details about study design and findings than we can present in this brief summary, and we encourage
the reader to look there for further discussion of the findings and issues raised in this summary.

Sumniy of Stady: FFindines
A \ -

* Some drug prevention programs improved student outcomes, but effects were small

We examined the characteristics of prevention programs in the participating districts as well
as students’ reported participation in prevention instruction and activities. We were not able
to determine what features of classroom instruction (i.e., which curricula, which teaching
methods, or how many hours) or which student support services/activities were most
effective, but we did find that:

» Student outcomes were somewhat better in districts where the prevention programs had
greater stability over time and in districts with more extensive program components, -

including student support services. Thougir significant; the-differences-in-terms-of student
-outcomes-were-smatl- v

» Students who said they had participated in either or both of the following activities had
better outcomes: prevention-related classroom instruction and special schoolwide events
(such as Red Ribbon week and drug-free dances and parties). " ,

* Few schools employed program approaches that have been found effective in previous
research

» The consensus of the current research literature in the area of drug prevention is that
certain approaches, such as those that teach children how to resist and deal with the
powerful social influences for using drugs and those that correct the misperceptions of
peer drug use, have the greatest potential for making a difference for students. However,
these approaches are rarely implemented. A likely reason is the higher cost of these
program approaches, particularly in terms of teacher training and staff time.

» While all school districts conducted informal assessments of their programs periodically,
fewer than half conducted and responded to the evidence of more formal evaluations in
selecting or altering their programs. '

* Program delivery was variable and inconsistent, even within schools

» The amount and content of prevention programming varied greatly from classroom to
classroom and school to school, even within districts that were attempting to deliver
consistent programs.

— Continued on next page
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Summ:ny of Stady Findings (continucd)
|

The strongest theme that emerged throughout our examination of the drug prevention
programs in the participating districts was varéability. We found at least as much variation
in the delivery of prevention program components within districts as among them — at the
school level, at the classroom level, and at the student level. Rather than planned variation
between districts we had identified initially as comprehensive and their comparison
districts, what we found was primarily the result of inconsistent implementation. Teachers
and counselors simply did not have enough time, support, training, or motivation to
provide all the instruction or other services and activities that they had planned to provide.
Clearly, this variability had an impact on our ability to describe program delivery, let alone
to assess program effectiveness. The extent of variability in program delivery is an
important finding in its own right.

* Programs employed multiple components

> Most of the schools in the study provided both classroom instruction and student support
services as part of their drug prevention efforts.

While much of the literature on research and practice in drug prevention conceives of and
describes school-based programs as consisting primarily or solely of classroom-based
instruction, we found that all of the study’s districts combined such instruction with
nonclassroom-based activities and support services. In fact, at least one district
prevention program coordinator considered the nonclassroom-based activities to be far
more important than classroom instruction. We refer here to activities such as student
assistance programs, student support groups, individual counseling, group counseling,
mentoring projects, conflict mediation, assemblies, and drug-free dances and school
events, all of which are intended to prevent drug use.

* Student behaviors, beliefs, and attitudes about drugs mirrored natiohal trends

Our data base of sclf-report surveys from a longitudinal sample of approximately 10,000
students gave us an opportunity to examine changes in student drug use over time and the
relationship between student drug use and a number of important factors. Although the
student responses derive from a non representative sample of 19 districts, the magnitude and
change in drug use are remarkably consistent with national trends. Among the noteworthy
findings are those presented below. Like the other findings summarized in this section, these
are discussed in somewhat greater detail later in this executive summary and in the full
report.

— Continued on next page
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Summary of Stady Findings (continucd)
|

> Alcohol was the most widely used substance for students at any grade level, and it was
also the flrst drug that most students tried. One-third of the students surveyed had tried
alcohol (more than just a sip) prior to or while in grade 5. Eighteen percent of eighth
graders and 24 percent of ninth graders reported being heavy users of alcohol.

» Students believed that their peers approved of drugs more than they themselves did (and
more than the peers reported) and also held inflated beliefs about the amount of drugs their
. peers used.

» The use of drugs was related to violent behavior in schools. A much larger percentage of
current users of alcohol and/or other drugs (32 percent of them) reported being involved in
school fights as the aggressors thean did current nonusers (14 percent of those students) or
students who had never tried drugs (6 percent).

> Higher levels of reported gang activity and violence at school were significantly assocmted
with greater drug use and more tolerant views toward drugs.

» Students who said they had positive school experiences (enjoyed school, tried to produce
their best work, found classes interesting) were significantly less likely to use drugs than
their peers who had negative experiences with school (hated school, found the work too
difficult, frequently failed to complete assignments, misbehaved).

» Activities associated with lower drug use included sports and exercise, volunteer work,
and spending more than two hours per day on homework; spending more time on video
games or watching television was associated with greater drug use.

» Students do most of their drinking of alcohol at friends’ houses and at parties. While
administrators in most of the schools we visited told us that there was little or no drug use
on their school property, students reports indicate some use there. Eleven percent of
eighth and ninth graders reported drinking at school events (after school hours) during the
past year and 11 percent reported drinking at school during the school day.

* Larger social influences should be considered in any future research

» Given the small impact of programs reported in this study, larger social influences need to
be addressed in rethinking drug prevention efforts.

Wide variations in student drug use in the different communities studied suggest that
research should explore alternative models that can influence social norms affecting
student behavior. While the school has an important role, interventions that go beyond
school-based programs may be needed in many communities. This may require the
integration of school-based approaches in broader community partnerships to curtail drugs.
We currently lack research on how to do this effectively and what the outcomes might be.

PageE-6
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Brief Overview of Study Procedures

As we noted above, we classified district prevention programs as either comprehensive or
comparisoh, starting with a data base of about 1,800 school districts. We matched districts in each
category on demographic characteristics, and then selected pairs of districts for participation in the
study on the theory that comparing students in districts with widely differing leveis of prevention
activity provided the best available opportunity to detect the effects of prevention activities on

participating youth.

Over a four-year period, in school years 1991-92, 1992-93, 1993-94, and 1994-95, we surveyed
about 10,000 students annually and gathered program implementation data in nine pairs‘ of school
districts across the country. As noted above, each pair comprised districts with similar demographic
characteristics (district enrollment, student racial/ethnic composition, poverty level, and population
density) but with very different prevention programs. One of the districts in the pair operated a
prevention program that provided activities to all students K-127 and had characteristics that, based on
the prior research in the field, led us to expect that they would have the best chance of proving
successful at reducing and/or delaying drug use among students in those districts. The second district
in each pair had a more limited number of prevention program components (for example, only
classroom instruction or only special events) and did not deliver those components to all students K-
12, In this report we refer to these district prevention programs as *“comprehensive programs” and

“minimal” or “comparison programs,” respectively.

In each participating school district, we made annual visits over a four-year period to obtain
detailed information on the implementation of prevention program components. During the visits, we
conducted interviews with district prevention program coordinators, school staff (e.g., principals,
teachers, counselors), parents, advisory council members, students, and others involved with the
prevention programs. Site visitors also reviewed program materials and observed prevention activities
such as classroom instruction, student support groups, assemblies, and special events.

We compiled the implementation and program delivery data into a case study file for each
district, organized to facilitate data reduction and summary. Major sections of this data file included
(1) district and community demographic context; (2) program components, activities, and initiatives, at

“The final group of participating districts included 19 districts — one “pair” included onc comprehensive district and two
matching comparison districts. '

71t should be noted that not all students in the study had received preventioh education in each of their years in school. That s,
in several districts, K-12 programs began in 1989 or 1990, after the study participants were in second or third grade.
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both district and school levels; (3) changes in district program goals and objectives; and (4) funding -
and evaluation. We have used these data to compare and contrast programs, summarize approaches to
drug prevention, and illustrate key points regarding program delivery, quality of services, and other
relevant topics.

Each spring, we conducted student surveys with approximately 10,000 students across the 19
districts. We guaranteed the students that their responses were confidential, that no one other than a
small number of study staff at RTI’s main offices would see the individual responses and that we
would report responses only in the aggregate. We discussed our safeguard procedures With the
students at each survey administration and carefully protected their privacy. We selected students as
fifth and sixth graders in 1991-92, then followed them longitudinally until they reached the eighth and
ninth grades. Each year we gathered data on students’ self-reported use of alcohol and other drugs, as
well as related measures including attitudes and beliefs towards drugs, self-esteem, and peer pressure.

The student-level data base included demographic data (e.g., current grade, current school,
gender, race/ethnicity, date of Birth) as well as annual responses to questions on drug use, attitudes,
beliefs, and feelings towards drugs. In addition, during the final two years of the study, the survey
asked students about their participation in particular prevention program components and activities
offered in their district or school. The structure of the data bases permitted linking student data to
school and district data as well as linking individual students’ data from one year to the next to observe

trends in behaviors and attitudes.

Discussion of Study Findings
Variations and Inconsistencies in Program Delivery

As mentioned above, the strongest theme that emerged from our examination of drug
prevention programs in the districts and schools was tremendous variability. This variability showed
up in the amount of classroom instruction related to prevention, the specific content of classroom
instruction, the methods used for presentation of materials, the availability of support services for
~ students, and the frequency and type of special prevention-related events.

At al] grade levels, teachers varied greatly in the amount of time they devoted to prevention
instruction. Even where district administrators mandated or strongly recommended & specific number
of hours for prevention instruction per grade per year, teachers devoted inconsistent amounts of time to
this subject matter. For example, health teachers for students at the same grade level in one school
cited instructional time per class per year that ranged from 12 to 26 hours. Teachers in a given school
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did not always use a common set of prevention curriculum materials; but even when they did, they

presented or omitted different sections or activities.

Some specific schools provided exceptions to the rule of variability, and teachers in those
schools followed nearly identical lesson plans and apparently devoted very similar amounts of class
time to drug prevention. In each of these schools, an identified leader (the equivalent of a building-
level prevention program coordinator) provided training, encouragement, and feedback to the teachers.

Inconsistent delivery of prevention information may be due in large part to ;h§ heavy reliance
on classroom teachers in subjects other than health to implement these activities. Many teachers told
us they had not received sufficient training; others were not comfortable with some of the subject
matter or with the interactive teaching methods recommended in the curriculum guides. Still others
saw drug prevention as “just one more thing to add to an already full school day.” This was especially
true at the high school level, where several prevention program staff from various districts doubted that
teachers were regularly integrating prevention instruction into academic courses even though the
teachers had agreed to do so. For their part, teachers reported that they received differing and
conflicting messages about the priority of prevention instruction and so used considerable discretion in
how much and when to teach classroom components of the program. |

Although many schools intended to provide nonclassroom-based prevention activities designed
for high-risk students (activities that we have called student support services in this study), the
availability of this kind of support was often very limited. In most schools, these services rely
primarily on counselors and some teachers; most elementary schools did not have full-time counselors
and some had no counselors at all. At the junior and senior high school levels, several counselors
reported that, with student-to-counselor ratios approaching 500 to 1, they had time for crisis
management only. Elementary, middle, and high schools in one of our districts, however, did provide
ongoing support groups for high-risk students. The groups were led by teachers who were not only
trained by the district prevention program coordinator, but also received stipends in addition to their
regular salaries and/or were released from responsibility for part of their regular class load.

We note that current experts in the field of drug prevention say that inconsistent or incomplete
delivery of the prevention curriculum is one of the main reasons why even those approaches that have

proven effective under test conditions may not show positive results when implemented elsewhere.?

®Rohrbach, L.A., D'Onoftio, C.N., Backer, T.E., & Montgomery, S.B. (1996). Diffusion of school-based substance abuse
prevention programs. American Behavioral Scientist, 39 (7), 919-934.
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Exhibit E-1. 30-Day and Heavy Use of Alcohol Over 4 Years, by Cohort
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Note: Heavy use s defined as use of alcohol mers than ten timas in the iast 30 days or being drunk at least
once in the past 30 days.

Student Behaviors, Beliefs, and Attitudes About Drugs

During each of the four years of the study (spring of 1992-1995), we asked the students a set of
questions about their use of alcohol, cigarettes, marijuans, inhalants, smokeless tobacco, and cocaine.
In addition, we asked them about attitudes toward drug use, perceptions of their peers’ drug use and
attitudes, and their ability to refuse drugs offered to them.

Alcohol. Consistent with other studies, we found that alcohol was the most commonly used
drug among students. As one student admitted in an unsolicited comment he made on his survey, “1
know alcohol is bad, but it tastes good. Ilike it.” Exhibit E-1 shows results for 30-day use (any use
in the 30 days prior to the survey) and “heavy use” (drinking more than ten times or drunk at least once

inthe past 30 days). Both of these measures showed steady increases over the four years, for each of
the cohorts.® As eighth and ninth graders, 37 percent of the students had tried alcohol in the 30 days
prior to the survey and 21 percent reported heavy use. We note also that many students began drinking
alcohol at a young age. As shown in Exhibit E-2, 33 percent of the younger cohort students (fith

*We differentiate the students in the study into two cohorts — those who began as fifth graders constitute the younger cohort,
while those who began as sixth graders are members of the older cohort.
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Exhibit E-2. Lifetime Alcohol Use Over 4 Years, by Cohort
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graders) and 41 percent of the older students (sixth graders) had already tried alcohol in year 1. By the
end of four years, this figure had nearly doubled for the younger group to 64 percent and had risen to

70 percent for the older group.

Cigarettes. Cigarette smoking also held a powerful attraction for study participants, as one
student’s comment indicated, “I do smoke cigarettes and I know it’s stupid. 1 am addicted to it and ]
can’t quit.” Whereas only five percent of fifth graders and eight percent of sixth graders were current
cigarette smokers (i.e., had smoked cigarettes in the past 30 days) in year 1, 23 percent of the younger
students and 26 percent of the older students were current users as eighth and ninth graders (Exhibit
E-3).
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Marijuana. Actoss the nation, the use and popularity of marijuana began an upwards shift
noted in 1991 by several national studies, and this was echoed in the results we observed for students
in this study. Whereas relatively few students were smoking merijuana in year 1, 18 percent of
students were current users as eighth and ninth graders in year 4 (i.e., had used marijuana in the
previous month) and five percent had used marijuana at least ten times during that period (“heavy

use”).

Inhalants. A second drug that came to the forefront at the national and local levels during the
course of this study is inhalants. During site visits made by RTTin 1993 and 1994 (years 2 and 3) to
participating districts, school staff reported greater awareness of the use of this drug among middle and
high school students, and both national and local newspaper articles wamned of the unsuspected harmful
nature of inhalants. Nine percent of all study participants had tried these as fifth end sixth graders, and
17 percent had done so by the time they reached the eighth and ninth grades (1995). The heightened
use of inhalants was not uniformly experienced at all 19 districts but was more pronounced for some

districts than for others.

First use of alcohol and other drugs. Alcohol was not only the most widely used substance
(more, widely used, even, than cigarettes) for students at any grade level but it was also the first drug
that most students tried, s shown in Exhibit E-4. One third of the surveyed students first used alcohol
prior to, or while in grade S; another 37 percent used alcohol for the first time in higher grades,
including ninth grade. About 15 percent tried cigarettes, 7 percent tried inhalents, and 5 percent tried
smokeless tobacco also at an early grade. Marijuans appears t0 be among the drugs with which

Alcohol Cigarsttes Merjuans L

[@Priorto or _mmGrade 8 Grede 7 mOrade 8 =Grade °

In Grede 8
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1

students experimented at later grades, beginning in grade 7 and continuing into grades 8 and 9. On the
other hand, students were more likely to try inhalants for the first time in the early grades rather than at

later grades.

Perceived peer use of drugs. In the view of scveral prevention researchers and practitioners,
students tend to overestimate the proportion of their peers who use drugs and, further, this incorrect
estimate contributes toward a willingness on the students’ part to try drugs. Correcting these
unrealistic normative views is the focus of some prevention programs. To investigate students’
perceptions of peer drug use, our survey asked students to state their belicfs about their friends’ use of
drugs in the last 30 days. Exhibit E-§ shows the percentage of students who believed at least some, if -
not all, of their friends used marijuana or alcohol or were drunk in the 30 days prior to the survey.
Each year, substantially more students thought their friends were using drugs. In grades 5 and 6, 29

80 &

Percent

Alcohol -- Alcohol — )
Any Amount To Be Drunk Marijuana

[WGrades 546 WGrade6& 7 [lGrades7 &8 mGrades889 |

Exhibit E-5. Percent of Students Who Believed Some of Thelr Friends Used Drugs in the
Last 30 Days

percent of all students thought their friends drank alcohol in the 30 days prior to the survey, compared
* with 65 percent who thought the same in grades 8 and 9. When asked how many of their friends got
drunk in the past 30 days, 16 percent of students in grades 5 and 6 thought that some or all their friends
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did that, compared with 56 percent who held the same belief in grades 8 and 9. The strength of that
perception among students was illustrated in a comment written on a survey: “I know lots of people
who get drunk every day in this school, more than half the school.” With respect to marijuana use,
cight percent of grade S and 6 students thought some or all of their friends used marijuana during the
last 30 days, compared with 50 percent who thought the same in grades 8 and 9.

Interestingly, these perceptions of peer drug use greatly overestimated the 30-day drug use that
students reported during this same time period. Whereas 50 percent thought their friends used
marijuana recently, only 18 percent of study participants reported using marijuana in that time period.
The same was true for perceptions of alcohol use: 65 percent thought their friends used alcohol
recently while 37 percent reported actual use for the same time period. While it is true that the study
participants may not have been the “friends” these students referred to, their responses are indicative of
the contrast between actual and perceived drug use.

Relationship of Violence and Gang Activity, School Experiences, and Use of Time to Student
Drug Use A

Violence. Twenty to fifty percent of students surveyed in 1995 (eighth and ninth graders) had
witnessed or experienced some type of violence in school (see Exhibit E-6). Over half .(51 percent) of
the students said that gangs were present at their school. Twenty to twenty-five percent of the students
witnessed threats to teachers, were victimized by a student, or were themselves involved in attacks
against other students. Further, 37 percent acknowledged being afraid of such attacks at school and 29
percent said they feared such attacks when traveling to and from school. As one student wrote on his
survey, “I don’t like how dangerous it is at this school. Ijust wish the teachers and the rest of the
school staff would have better control over their students and keep kids like me safe.”

Violence was less prevalent in rural districts than in either suburban or urban districts; students
attending rural schools reported much fewer incidents of threats against teachers and somewhat fewer
incidents of attacks against students, involvement in fights, and fears when going to and from school.
One aspect of violence that appears equally likely in rural schools as in other schools is gang activity;
50 percent of students in rural districts (the same as reported in suburban districts) said there were

~ gangs at their school. As one student commented, “I really like this school, but I would like it 2 whole
lot better if it weren't packed with gangs. They are ugly and they scare me.” Students attending rural
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*The survey did not define “gang."
Exhiblit E-6. Percent of Students Reporting Violence and Gang* Activity at Schools (1995)

schools were also as concerned with safety from attacks at school (38 percent) as were students

attending suburban (36 percent) or urban schools (37 percent).

To examine the relationship between these indicators of school violence and student drug use,
we looked at the joint contribution (using multiple regression analyses) of these and other factors in
statistically predicting drug use by our eighth and ninth graders. Students who attended schools in
which either gangs or violence (or both) were reported were significantly more likely than other
students to use drugs, and they held more tolerant views towards drugs. A'

School experiences. As eighth and ninth graders, approximately 35 percent of the students said
they enjoyed school often or almost always, while 37 percent said they hated school. Classes were
interesting most of the time for 30 percent of the students, but 23 percent found the school work too

~ difficult to understand. We created a composite score indicating how positive the student’s school

| experiences were, and we found that the more positive a student’s experience the less likely that
student was to be using drugs or to have used drugs in the past. This correlation between school
experiences and drug use does not necessarily imply that one caused the other, merely that they are
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related. The correlation between the composite school experience score and student outcomes in the
final year of the study are shown in Exibit E-7. We note that, for each outcome measure, more
positive school experiences are strongly associated with better outcomes.

Exhibit E-7. Correlations Between School Experience® and Student Outcomes in Year 4

Correlation with Positive School Experience

Lifetime exposure to drugs in Year 4 - 44rer
30-day exposure to drugs in Year 4 - 44%%*
- General attitudes towards drugs 48+
Attitudes towards specific drugs Y b
Perceived peer attitudes 24%**
Self esteem 38
Resistance to peer pressure ' 234 -
Perceived consequences of drug use 39

* Scores on items indicating negative experiences were reversed such that larger values on the composite variable indicated a
more positive school experience.

®¥%5<,0001

{5

Students’ use of time. As an indicator of the relative time students allocated to homework
compared to non-academic activities, we asked students to indicate the amount of time they spent each
day in either of two activities: (1) doing homework either at school or at home; and (2) watching
television or videos, or playing computer or video games. We then examined the relationship between
their use of time (as measured by these two variables) and drug use. Students who spent more time on
homework were less likely to be using drugs, and students who spent more time on television and

video games were more likely to be using drugs.

Drug Prevention Programs and Their Effects on Student OQutcomes

Having discovered that the study’s prevention programs varied greatly within districts, and
finding that our original classification of district programs into comprehensive and noncomprehensive
~ groups was not as valid as we had hoped, we searched for other ways to classify and evaluate programs
or aspects of programs. We decided to focus on four factors that appeared to us to reflect dimensions
of program quality and strength: (1) program rationale and degree of stability, (2) extensiveness of
program components (i.e., the number and extent of program components and the number of students
served by them), (3) staff training, and (4) parental and community involvement and support. Our
original conception of program “comprehensiveness” contained each of these factors, as well as

PageE- 16



FEB”& "ig7” @5:@8PM RTI C

Executive Summary

serving all students in the district in a coordinated fashion. Thus, when we were forced to concede that
none of the selected districts had achieved real comprehensiveness, we turned our attention to these
separate factors.

Project staff evaluated the programs in the 19 participating districts along these four
dimensions. rating each district's program on a five-point scale for cach factor. We also created a
combined score (the sum of the four factors) called program strength. District scores on program
strength ranged from 7 to 18 points out of a possible 20 points.

Exhibit E-8 presents the total score for each district, as well as scores on each factor. To
further illustrate the variation among districts on these dimensions and to demonstrate the degree to
which our original classifications of “comprehensive” and “comparison” programs overlapped, we
present Exhibits E-9 and E-10. In these figures, the boxes with the dark shading represent districts
originally categoriied as comprehensive.

Exhibit E-8. District Scores on Dimensions of Program Strength, Arranged in Descending Order of
Strength

(5
‘ " Dimensions:of Program Strength ' - '
Program | .. - . - | ParentCommunity
District® Stability Extonsiveness . | StaffTraining: | .. .Suppert . | Tota) Score.
C-12 S 5 4 4 18
C-4 ' S 3 s 4 17
C-15 3 3 4 3 13
C-5 3 b} 3 2 13
C9 4 4 3 2 13
C-14 4 3 4 2 13
M-l 4 3 2 4 13
‘C-13 5 3 . 2 2 12
M-6 3 2 3 3 11
M-16 4 2 1 4 11
M-18 3 2 2 3 10
M-2 2 1 3 3 9
M-8 3 2 3 1 9
M 2 2 2 3 9
M-19 2 1 4 2 9
C-17 2 2 3 2 9
M-i1 2 2 2 2 8
M-10. 2 3 2 1 8
M-3 2 ] -2 2 7

* C=Comprehensive program, M=minimal or Comparison program. Scoring for each dimension was madc on a 1-5 scele, where
I=non-existent or minimal and S=extensive.
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! I : : : : : : : 1 ] [ ! "‘l 1 . l 1 /
¢ 5 8 7T ¥ 0 10 1 1213 14 15 18 17 18 ® 2
Total Score on Program Strength

Each box represents one district; shaded boxes represent districts select
as comprehensive

Exhibit E-9. Distribution of District Prevention Programs’ Scores
on Program Strength

When we looked at the relationship between each of these program factors and student
outcomes, stability and program extensiveness appeared to have a positive effect. Prevention program

Exhibit E-10. Distribution of District Prevention Programs' Scores on the Four Factors of Program

Strength
g
| |
- N
m —
}—1 —
T ——
Stability Program Extensiveness

LE

]
E
al m=
Staff Training ~ Parent/Community Involvement

Each box represents one district; shaded boxes represent districts selacted as comprehensive
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stability was associated with more anti-drug attitudes and better recognition of the consequences of
drug use. Prevention program extensiveness, defined as the number and extent of program
components and the number of students served by them, was associated with benefits for students:
significantly lower lifetime use of drugs, more anti-drug attitudes, and better recognition of the
consequences of drug use. These findings were statistically significant and worth noting, but they
represented quite small differences in student outcomes. We repeat, however, that the variability in
program delivery at the school and classroom level would act to diminish the effects of an overall

district program.

Factors affecting the programs. Since we observed such variability in how well and how
extensively prevention programs were implemented in individual schools, we examined our case study
data for clues to underlying factors that might help or hinder program delivery. Based on our annual
visits to the districts during the course of the longitudinal study, we compiled a list of factors that
appeared to facilitate a prevention program’s implementation. We do not have direct evidence of the
cffect of these factors on program outcomes. The factors we identified include:

®  The level of commitment of the program implementors,

® Leadership provided by the prevention program coordinator,

® Community involvement in the program and a sense of shared responsibility for
drug prevention and for developing long-term solutions,

Additional district staff to assist the prevention program coordinator, and
Recognition at the district level of the importance of reinforcing a school-level
commitment to prevention, through the use of school-based prevention coordinators,
and emphasis on prevention staff training.

The most common barrier to achieving full implernentatidn of prcventio'n. programs is 2 lack of
leadership by the program coordinator, a situation frequently exacerbated by the coordinator having
other responsibilities within the district. Other barriers include: program coordinators who do not
consistently follow through to monitor the activities being implemented in the schools; a lack of
awareness by the program coordinators or other district administrators of the full spectrum of
prevention strategies that might be employed; community members who do not believe there are drug
. problems among their youth; and other district pridrities that — while they may be desirable for other
reasons — interfere with prevention efforts. In districts we studied, such factors included academic-
related concerns, teacher contract negotiations, and site-based management.

Student participation in the prevention programs. We now turn to the critical issue of what
the intended recipients (the students attending these schools) actually received from the programs or
what they perceived they had received. Of the five program components about which we asked
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questions on the survey'® (D.A.R.E., other classroom instruction, student support, peer-led programs,
and special events), more students said they participated in prevention-related special events (71
percent) than in any other aspects of the prevention program. These cvents might include an annual
Red Ribbon Week during which students sign a pledge to remain drug-free, occasional assemblies,
Presentations, or other awareness-raising activities, drug-free parties, and the like. F urthermore, 7
percent of the students surveyed said this was the only type of drug prevention activity in which they
had participated in their district. Exhibit E-11 indicates the percentage of students who reported
participation in D.A.RE,, other classroom-based prevention instruction, #tudcnt support, peer-led
programs, and special events in each district. | :

Exhibit E-11. Percent of Students Who Regomd Plrtlclgatlon in SEeclﬂc Program Comenénts
Peer-Lad -

_ Other Classroom
District D.A.R.E Instruction Student Support Programs Special Events
1 % GO R SR R A SN [c]100
2 87 % 2 |. 0 80
3 (]0 97 el R e R
4 9 . page ¥ S TR d
5 9% Al sy qohu il s, T R ."’,."-_:. 89
6 93 G B 3 [aj0 | 2
7 96 20 23 29 TSl ISy
8 (a)0 19 4 40 T L T
9 9§ : R T 60
10 [e]0 Ry G : 3 34 62
11 ) 33 e 13 (b0 92
12 8 i s T T LR T s S Ry o
14 75 32 Fn e A RA, Sk 8
1S 91 B 38 5S. 6
16 25 R : 20 26 [c]100
17 90 R Rt T 6 30 ; T
18 60 TR AT T e 74 2 27
19 83 R O RO T j e N 88
All Districts 6S 67 31 - 32 ] 71

Note: Shaded sections indicate companents that the district coordinator considered central to the district prevention program,

(a] Component is not offered in this district,
neat was only available to few students,

[b] No question asked in this category. Assumed O percent because compo,
[c] No question asked in this category. Assumed 100 percent participation for district.
Students who said they had participated in either or both of the following activities had better

outcomes:
® Prevention-related classroom instruction other than D.A.R.E.

"%uirvey questions were tailored to cach district end used program or activity names the students would recognize within their
own district.
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B Special school-wide events that focused on prevention.

Conclusions

While the study does not reveal which specific forms of classroom instruction (in terms of
curricula, content, or teaching methods), how much instruction, or which student support services were
most effective, what we found is potentially very useful to school program decision makers.
Synthesizing the above findings about program dimensions, student participation, and outcomes, we
conclude that district programs need to be stable (in place for a long period of time, with continuity of
staff, planning, and leadership) and extensive (have multiple components that target both the general
student population as well as high-risk students and that include student support services), and — in
light of the findings on student participation above — they especially need to provide prevention-
related classroom instruction and school-wide special events. We also believe that the study’s findings
raise 2 number of important issues related to program improvement as well as to the practical conduct
of research on program effectiveness. Below we discuss several of these issues.

Delivery of drug prevention curricula is not uniform within districts or schools, and it is
difficuit to measure the amount of drug prevention education that is actually delivered. In most
districts, classroom prevention activities were implemented by teachers but because of time constraints,
lack of resources, and the pressures to focus on teaching the basic subjects, program delivery was often
inconsistent from one teacher to another, and program elements were not delivered in their entirety.
Particularly in school districts with decentralized administration of the prevention program, teachers
received differing messages about priorities and they used considerable discretion in how much and
when to teach classroom components of the program. We found it extremely difficult to measure
actual amounts of drug prevention delivered to students in a given year and to compare across districts.
Students’ responses to questions regarding their participation in drug prevention education in the
classroom did not always yield the same picture of overall student participation for a given district as
that described by program staff and observed by RTI staff. Current experts in the field of drug
prevention say that inconsistent or incomplete delivery of the prevention curriculum is one of the main

- reasons why even those approaches that have proven effective under test conditions may not show
 positive results when implemented elsewhere.'! Their theory is that “incomplete treatment” weakens
the potential effectiveness of the prevention program.

"Rohrbach, L.A., D'Onofrio, C.N., Backer, T.E., & Montgomery, S.B. (1996). Diffusion of school-based substance abuse
prevention programs, Amarican Behavioral Scientist, 39 (7), 919-934.
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Based on this research and other current research, several factors appear to be important for
increasing the likelihood that a program will be delivered faithfully, as intended by the authors of the
curriculum. First, teachers must be given proper and sufficient training so they will be confident and
prepared to deliver the program. Many of the approaches that aim to teach students how to resist and
deal with social influences, for example, rcquire‘ teaching methods that are very different from the
traditional methods that most teachers employ in their classrooms. These approaches utilize role-
playing, small-group discussion, and other interactive methods and often use peer leaders to deliver
portions of the program. Teachers may be more reluctant to use these types of approaches because
they require more intensive training, more time in the classroom, and more planning. Second, the
teacher’s role in the delivery of the drug prevention program must be supported by the school
administration, including providing sufficient time and resources to perform this task. Third, drug

prevention education must be made a priority at the school.

Drug prevention approaches that have been shown to be effective are not widely used,
while approaches that have not shown evidence of effectiveness or have not been evaluated
properly are the most common approaches currentlg in use. The consensus of the current research
literature in the area of drug prevention is that certain approaches, such as those that teach children how
to resist and deal with powerful social influences for using drugs and that alter the misperceptions of
peer drug use, have the best chance of making a difference for students.!? Unfortunately, these types of
approaches are not among those currently in use at most school districts across the country. Expens
say that there are various reasons for this, including poor marketing of the research-based curricula,
heavy marketing of other approaches, not enough resources to place new curricula in schools, the need
for teacher training in non-traditional, interactive teaching methods such as role-playing, and the
overwhelming demands on teachers’ time."

Few districts seem to know about or consider research findings when planning their prevention
programs. In fact, we observed only a few districts in which program staff or administrators engaged
in a well-defined process of developing their programs. Such a process would include (1) assessing the
problems of students in the district’s schools and in the community; (2) setting priorities for how to

"2Donaldson, S.1., Sussman, S., MacKinnon, D.P., Severson, H.H., Glynn, T., Murray, D.M., & Stone, E.J. (1996). Drug abuse
prevention programming. Do we know what content works? American Behavioral Scientist, 39 (7), 868-883.,

Hansen, W.B. (1992). School-based substance abuse prevention: a review of the state of the art in curriculum, 1980-1990.
Health Education Research, 7 (3), 403-430.

3Robrbach, L.A., D"Onofrio, C.N., Backer, T.E., & Montgomery. S.B. (1996). Diffusion of school-based substance sbuse
prevention programs. American Behavioral Sclentist, 39 (7), 919-934,
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address these problems; (3) reviewing relevant research that links these problems and priorities to
cffective strategies; (4) selecting strategies that appear to have promise for their district; (5) providing
the leadership and training necessary to implement the selected strategies; (6) assessing progress in
meeting the needs identified in step 1; and (7) adjusting program strategies accordingly.

Unfortunately, as we have noted above, there are many barriers to such a thorough planning and
implementation process, not the least of which is a shortage of resources.

Few districts also conducted formal program evaluations to assess their program’s effectiveness
and identify arcas in need of improvement. While all the school districts we studied conducted
periodic informal assessments of program activities or components, only half the districts had

- conducted more formal program evaluations that involved the collection of both process and outcome

data. Further, only a few of those districts used the results of the evaluations to improve their -
programs. In several districts that did conduct evaluations of their programs, limited resources
precluded staff from implementing the kind of program suggested by the evaluation. Several factors
appeared to contribute to the lack of program evaluation efforts. In the case of districts with limited
prevention funds, service provision necessarily took priority over evaluation activities. Another barrier
to conducting evaluations is that district and school drug prevention staff in most districts do not have
the requisite skills to design evaluations, analyze the data, interpret the results, and re-evaluate the
program. Most of the districts were in need of technical assistance in designing and conducting

evaluation efforts.

Fux'xding is inadequate in most school districts for implementing the types of prevention
programs that schools need. DFSCA funds for implementing the drug prevention programs averaged
$6 to $8 per pupil for the districts in the study. This amount was similar to the average DFSCA
funding in school districts nationally during this period. Although some of the school districts were
able to locate additional sources of funding for prevention, total funding from all sources was typically
no greater than $10 per student, including all sources. In 11 of the 19 districts DFSCA was the only
source of funding, and district administrators stressed that without this funding they would not be able
to carry out the program they had in place.

- Most school districts we visited were quick to point out the inadequacy of the funds they
reccived. Limited funding almost always means that schools and districts must make some difficult
choices concerning what and how much to implement in a drug prevention effort. The school districts

- with the least amount of funds found they could only teach drug prevention education at certain target
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grades but not at other grades, or had to rely heavily on the D.A.R.E. program' to provide basic
prevention education in a few grades. Often, these programs must choose between serving the entire

school population very broadly with school-wide activities like Red Ribbon Week, or concentrating on

serving only the most at-risk children with one or two activities such as support groups or counseling.
School districts in this study saw a reduction in their prevention budgets during the last several years of
the study, making it yet more difficult to maintain the drug prevention efforts in place. The two
aspects of drug prevention programs that we found to be linked to positive outcomes for students —
program stability and extensiveness — are ultimately related to the level and continuity of funding.

Program stability and extensiveness are difficult to achieie, given the resources available
to districts and schools. In this study, we found that both program stability and extensiveness were
associated with better outcomes for students. One of the aspects of program stability that appears to be
key is the degrec of availability of the prevention program coordinator (PPC) for directing the program.
In the districts where PPCs were available full-time, the program was able to gather additional
resources, solicit greater community involvement, and afford more planning and coordination. We
also found that these districts offered more district-wide teacher training in drug prevention education.
The majority of districts with full-time PPCs were among those with Comprehensive prevention
programs. By contrast, districts with PPCs who were available only one-quarter of their time or less
for directing the program tended to have programs shaped more by availability of resources and other
pragmatic reasons than by careful planning and assessment. The majority of these districts had
minimal program implementation.

With respect to program extensiveness, we found that, despite comprehensive programming at
the district level, the actual amount of the program delivered to students was inconsistent with overall
district expectations, varied greatly from school to school, and was not easily measured. This was
especially true in districts with decentralized school management where schools make individual
choices for the types and amounts of drug prevention programming they deliver to students. We
believe that to be well implemented and have a chance to make an inipact on students, prevention
programs must have available a district prevention coordinator committed at least half time, if not full

- time. This appears to be true regardless of district size — though it is clearly more difficult for smaller
districts to support a full-time coordinator. Further, the district-level program officials might play a
stronger role in recommending that schools implement specific curricula and activities and in requiring
schools to implement key program elements and greater amounts of prevention programming.

MEor.most districts in the study, and during this time period, D.AR.E. proms were supported wholly or in pari by the local
or state enforcement agencies.
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Unfortunately, most of the districts in the study did not have sufficient funding to support a full-time
PPC whose sole responsibility was planning and directing the prevention program.

@ Negative social influences from outside the schools are difficult to counteract, and they

compete with any positive effects the school programs may have. Recent data from several national
studies show that drug use among teenagers began increasing in 1991, after a period of declining drug
use for this age group.”® Coupled with this increase in drug use is a general belicf on the part of young
people that drugs are not harmful. Our study found evidence, among longitudinally-followed cohorts
of students, of steep increases in drug use (especially marijuana), the high correlations of drug use with
pro-drug attitudes, and the misperceptions of their peers’ tolerance and use of drugs. In searching for
an explanation as to why drug use has increased recently, experts in the field point to various social
influences that may have played a role, including: more relaxed parental attitudes; media images that
glamorize drug'use, especially cigarettes and alcohol; and less media attention to the negative effects of
drug use. In addition to dealing with drug use, schools and communitics have also had to concentrate
on other social problems, some of which are correlated with drug use, such as youth violence.

Data from this study also showed that students’ level of drug use and attitudes towards drug use
in fifth and sixth grades were highly predictive of their drug use and attitudes four years later. If drug
use patterns and the behaviors and attitudes that sustain them are so well established by the end of
elementary school, then prevention programs may need to focus even more attention on the earlier

grades.

Additional Implications of the Findings

We believe that the findings of this longitudinal study of school-based prevention programs,
and the issues raised by those findings, have some additional implications for program planners to
consider, and these are presented below. The study’s findings regarding student behaviors can be used
to build better programs and to strive for a better fit between student behaviors and drug prevention

education programs.

(1) The sensitivity of drug use behaviors, attitudes, perceptions, and general views on
drug use to small (one-year) changes in age, would scem to suggest that drug use
prevention programs need to be tailored to the age of the student to be effective. A
program that serves a wide range of grades with the same program components may

1310hnston, L.D., 0'Malley, P.M.. & Bachman, J. (1996 Press Release). Mankoring the future survey (Summary of findings
through 1995). The University of Michigan.
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have maximal effects for one or two grades but will be much less effective at lower
or higher grades. . .

(2) Attitudes toward drugs and perceptions of drug use by others change rapidly with
increasing age. This suggests that programs must deal aggressively and proactively
with students’ changing views. Also, such target measures as refusal skills and
feelings of self-esteem do not change very much after fifth grade and do not appear
to be very amenable to change after that age. These may not be useful targets for
prevention programs or they may need to be targeted at a younger age.

(3) The powerful effects of peer drug use and attitudes were suggested by students’ regard for
peers as sources of information and support, and in students’ belicfs about their peers’ drug
use and attitudes. Current experts in the field of drug prevention believe that strategies that
aim to challenge such influences and misperceptions have the best chance of improving
student outcomes for drug use and attitudes. Many of the prevention programs we studied
were beginning to employ more peer leaders in program delivery, a strategy that experts say
adds credibility to the message and boosts effectiveness by helping to alter perceived norms
regarding drug use and social acceptability. Programs also sought ways to involve families
and the community at large, strategies believed to improve the likelihood of successful
outcomes and promote longer-lasting results. We belicve that prevention programs should
be cncouraged in their efforts to expand these initiatives that research has found to be of
value.

(4) Given the small impact of programs reported in this study, lerger social influences need to
be addressed in rethinking drug prevention efforts. Wide variations in student drug use in
the different communities studied suggest that research should explore altemative models
that can influence social norms affecting student behavior. While the school has an
important role, interventions that go beyond school-based programs may be needed in many
communities. This may require the integration of school-based approaches in broader
community partnerships to curtail drugs. We currently lack research on how to do this
effectively and what the outcomes might be.

(5) The Safc and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act'® (SDFSCA) program at the
national level should consider supporting and encouraging more use of approaches that the
research has found to be effective and less use of approaches that do not have strong
evidence of effectiveness. To move towards such approaches, school programs must: (1) be
made aware of new findings as these become available; (2) have the resources to implement
such programs, including training for teachers in non-traditional teaching methods; and 3)
receive ongoing technical assistance for these initiatives. The SDFSCA program might
make specific recommendations for strategies and approaches that have the best chance of
making a difference in schools and provide the financial support to make such approaches
possible to implement. Without such direction, schools may not necessarily select
prevention components that hold the most promise, but may opt instead for programs they
can afford or programs that can most easily be implemented, given the myriad other
demands on schools to respond to other social problems.

'8a¢ noted earlier, in the 1994 reauthorization of the program, school safety was added as a program focus.
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DRUG PREVENTION EFFORTS INCONSISTENT

While experts agree that successful drug education programs deliver consistent, in-depth
drug prevention messages, drug prevention instruction varies widely even within schools. In
drug prevention efforts studied, some programs improved student outcomes, but effects were
small. These conclusions are based on a 4-year study sponsored by the U.S. Department of
Education of 10,000 students in 19 school districts.

"The strongest theme that emerged throughout our examination of the drug prevention
programs in the participating districts was variability . . . at least as much variation in the
delivery of prevention program components within districts as among them,” wrote researchers
E. Suyapa Silvia and Judy Thorne of Research Triangle Institute, which conducted the work for
the Education Department.

"At all grade levels, teachers varied greatly in the amount of time they devoted to
prevention instruction. . . . Teachers in a given school did not always use a common set of
prevention curriculum materials; but even when they did, they presented or omitted different
sections or activities."

Silvia and Thorne noted that drug education experts believe that inconsistent or
incomplete delivery of the prevention curriculum is one of the main reasons why even those
approaches that have proven effective under test conditions may not show positive results when

implemented elsewhere.
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Other findings:

-- Student outcomes were somewhat better in districts where the prevention programs had
greater stability over time and in districts with more extensive program components, including
support services, but effects were small.

-- Few schools employed program approaches that have been found effective in previous
research (such as those that teach children how to resist or deal with the powerful social
influences for using drugs and those that correct misperceptions of peer drug use)-- perhaps
because of their cost in terms of teacher training and staff time.

-- While all school districts conducted informal assessments of their programs
periodically, fewer than half conducted and responded to the evidence of more formal
evaluations in selecting or altering their programs.

-- Student behaviors, beliefs, and attitudes about drugs mirrored national trends, showing
increases over time in drug use and attitudes and beliefs favorable to drug use.

-- Students’ level of drug use and attitudes about drug use in fifth and sixth grades were
highly predictive of their drug use and attitudes four years later.

-- Students who reported that they had positive school experiences were significantly less
likely to use drugs than their peers who had negative experiences with school.

-- Concerning student use of time, activities associated with lower drug use included
sports and exercise, volunteer work, and spending more than two hours per day on homework;
spending more time on video games or watching television was associated with greater drug use.

-- Alcohol was the most widely used substance for students at any grade level, and it was
also the first drug that most students tried.

-- One-third of the students surveyed had tried alcohol (more than just a sip) before or
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while in grade 5. Eighteen percent of eighth-graders and 24 percent of ninth-graders reported
being heavy users of alcohol.

-- Given the small impact of programs reported in this study and the rise in student drug
use nationally, larger social influences need to be addressed in rethinking drug prevention efforts.
Wide variations in student drug use in the different communities studied suggest that research
should explore alternative models that can influence social norms affecting student behavior.

The Department takes the findings of this study very seriously and intends to use the data
to improve drug prevention efforts. For example, the Department has proposed special
appropriations language that would require that state grant funds under the Safe and Drug-Free
Schools and Communities program be used in accordance with principles of effectiveness, which
the Department will publish in the Federal Register for public comment. The principles are
intended to encourage districts and schools to examine their needs as well as current research in
designing their programs, and to assess the effectiveness of their programs as a guide for
improvement.

The findings were contained in the report, "School-Based Drug Prevention Programs: A
Longitudinal Study in Selected School Districts."

Beginning in 1991-92 school year, researchers identified about 10,000 fifth- and sixth-
graders in 19 school districts. They examined the kinds of drug prevention programs in which
the students were participating, and they followed the students until the reached the eighth and
ninth grades. Researchers surveyed the students every spring after guaranteeing them that their
responses would be kept confidential, and also annually updated their reviews of the district
programs.

Each year, students were asked about their use of alcohol and other drugs, as well as



attitudes about drugs, self-esteem, and peer pressure.

Copies of the report were distributed to members of Congress.

Hi#H

NOTE TO EDITORS: Copies of "School-Based Drug Prevention Programs: A Longitudinal
Study in Selected School Districts" may be obtained from the Planning and Evaluation Service,
U.S. Department of Education, 600 Independence Ave., SW, Room 4162, Washington, DC
20202-8240 or (202) 401-0590. The Executive Summary is available now; the full report will be
available in early March. The Executive Summary will also be available online in March:

[INSERT INTERNET ADDRESS].
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Q’s & A’s/Talking Points for Release of Executive Summary of
School-Based Drug Prevention Programs

What kind of study was this?

This 4-year longitudinal study of school-based drug prevention programs
sponsored by the Drug-Free Schools and Communities program was conducted
under contract by Research Triangle Institute (RTT).

The study confidentially surveyed 10,000 students in 19 districts annually
between the 1991-92 school year (5th and 6th grade) and the 1994-95 school year
(8th and 9th grade) about their use of alcohol and other drugs, as well as
attitudes about drugs, self-esteem, and peer pressure; the study also included
case studies of the district prevention programs. [The data collection for this
study predates the implementation of statutory changes made when the program
was reauthorized as the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities program.]

What does the study show?
Highlights of the study findings include:

u Some drug prevention programs improved student outcomes, but effects
were small.

- Student outcomes were somewhat better for programs with greater
stability over time (e.g., continuity of staff, planning, and
leadership) and more extensive components (e.g., targeting
students in general and high-risk students; including student
support services like support groups, counseling).

[ ] Few schools or districts used program approaches that previous research
has found effective; few conducted formal evaluations or used that data in
selecting or altering programs.

u Program delivery was variable and inconsistent, even within schools.

— The amount and content of prevention programming varied greatly
from classroom to classroom and school to school.

— Inconsistent implementation resulted when teachers and
counselors lacked time, support, training, or motivation.
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= Student behaviors and attitudes about drugs mirrored national trends,
with increases over time in drug use and attitudes favorable to drug use.

— Alcohol was the most widely used substance for students at any
grade level, and was also the first drug most students tried —one-
third had tried alcohol (more than just a sip) prior to or while in
grade 5.

— Students believed their peers approved of drugs more than they
themselves did (and more than the peers reported) and also held
inflated beliefs about the amount of drugs their peers used.

— The use of drugs was related to violent behavior in schools.

- Students who reported positive school experiences were
significantly less likely to use drugs than those who had negative
experiences with school.

- Activities associated with lower drug use included sports and
exercise, volunteer work, and spending more than two hours per
day on homework; spending more time on video games or
watching television was associated with greater drug use.

u Wide variations in student drug use in the different communities studied
suggest that research should explore alternative models that can influence
social norms affecting student behavior.

What doesn’t the study show?

The study does not show that the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities
program either “works” or “doesn’t work” — this is too sweeping a conclusion to
draw from this data.

The study, which reflects the responses of almost 10,000 students in 19 districts,
is not nationally representative, although study findings on student outcomes
mirror national trends for this time period, which saw increases over time in
student drug use and attitudes and beliefs favorable to drug use.

The study points out areas of concern that need to be addressed, including
inconsistent implementation, little use of program approaches that research has
shown to be effective, lack of evaluation, and lack of comprehensiveness (none of
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the programs studied approached the comprehensiveness of those found to be
effective under research conditions in preventing youth drug use).

Why do some schools and districts implement prevention approaches that are not
effective?

The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities program mandates a great
deal of local flexibility in how prevention programs are designed and funds are
used, and the Department is not able to specify the approaches that schools and
communities use.

Also, schools and districts may not be aware of which approaches have been
validated by research or of how to use evaluation to improve their programs,
and thus are in need of guidance and advice.

What is the Department going to do about the problems pointed out in the report?

The Department takes the findings of this study very seriously and intends to
use the data to improve the program, a process that has already begun.

The Department’s current budget request includes appropriations language that
would require recipients of Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act
state grant funds to use these funds for prevention strategies that meet principles
of effectiveness to be established by the Secretary.

These principles, which we will publish in the Federal Register for public
comment, would include requirements that districts:

- base their programs on an assessment of objective data about their drug
and violence problems;

— design their activities to meet their measurable goals and objectives for
drug and violence prevention;

— base the design and implementation of their activities on research or
evaluation that provides evidence that the strategies are effective;

— evaluate their programs periodically to assess progress toward achieving
their goals and objectives; and

- use their evaluation results to improve their programs.

Given the continuing rise in student drug use nationally (mirrored by the findings of
this study), is the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities program an effective

program?
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The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities program is a very important,
necessary program in the fight against drugs.

Its effectiveness is largely dependent on two factors: (1) local decisions on how
prevention programs are designed and implemented, and (2) the extent of
negative social influences outside the school.

Although the Department cannot specify or require the approaches that schools
and communities use, we will continue to work with states and districts to
encourage and assist them in designing and implementing effective programs.

However, a decrease in drug use will also depend on larger social influences,
including more anti-drug messages from parents and the media, a decrease in
pro-drug messages in popular culture, and a decrease in the accessability of
drugs.

Why is the Department proposing “principles of effectiveness” in its appropriations
language for the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities program? Won't this
restrict the freedom of schools and districts to use program funds to meet local needs?

The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities program provides a lot of
flexibility in the use of program funds to address local needs and situations.
However, as this study shows, districts and schools do not always make the most
effective use of these funds. Therefore, the Department has proposed special
appropriations language that would require that state grant funds be used in
accordance with principles of effectiveness, which will be published in the Federal
Register for public comment.

The Department believes that these principles provide necessary guidance while
preserving local flexibility to address specific situation. Indeed, the principles
are intended to encourage districts and schools to examine their needs as well as
current research in designing their programs, and to assess the effectiveness of
programs in meeting those needs as a guide for program improvement.

What, if anything, does the study say about D.A.R.E.?

While other studies have found that D.A.R.E. can be helpful, for example in
improving the relationship between law enforcement officers and young people,
this study found that in these 19 districts, D.A.R.E. was not effective in terms of
student outcomes. Approaches that did show positive outcomes for
participating students included prevention-related classroom instruction other
than D.A.R.E. and special schoolwide events.
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Executive Summary

Keeping schools open after school and in the summers is a good way to create Community
Learning Centers. A Community Learning Center housed in the community school can be a
safe after-school and summer haven for children, a place of caring and friendship in a building
removed from the violence, drugs, and lack of supervision of children that permeate some
communities in America. Community Learning Centers get us “back to basics,” back to active
community involvement in raising and educating all of our children. The positive impact on
children of re-establishing the ties among home, school, and community has been widely
recognized. It is a cornerstone of President Clinton’s America Reads Challenge proposal
which seeks to match reading partners with children having reading difficulties, in before- and
after-school and summer programs. As the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching points out, collaboration between home and school is essential both to family
functioning and to school success.

While the prevalence of after-school child care programs have grown over the last 20 years,
relatively few organized, extended learning opportunities exist. Programs in schools are even
more scarce, especially for older children and youth. In 1995, there were 23.5 million school-
age children with parents in the workforce. But as recently as the 1993-94 school year, only
3.4 percent of children in grades preK-8 were enrolled in 18,111 before- or after-school
programs at public schools. Seventy percent of all public elementary and combined schools
did not have a before- or after-school program. '

Our children’s need for opportunities for learning and enrichment in a safe and drug-free
environment continues to grow, and parents want more access to extended learning
opportunities. A 1994 survey of parents found that 56 percent think that many parents leave
their children alone too much after school. And principals have long seen a need for extended
learning programs; in a 1989 survey, 84 percent of school principals agreed that there is a need
for before- and after-school programs.

Public schools are uniquely suited to meet this formidable challenge. By keeping school doors
open longer—before and after school, and during the summer—schools can become Community
Learning Centers, providing students, parents, and the community with access to valuable
resources.

Among the many reasons keeping public schools open as Community Learning Centers make
sense are that:

. Research indicates the need for more opportunities for young people to learn and grow
in a safe and drug-free environment.

. Public schools often provide a low-cost, accessible location to extend learning.



. Community Learning Centers are well positioned to help meet the America Reads
Challenge—that all children will read independently and well by the end of third grade.

. Community Learning Centers allow all of the partners in a child’s education to become
involved and utilize their diverse talents and resources.

. Extending the hours that schools are open is a cost-effective means of giving students
the opportunities they need to learn and develop in an enriching, safe and drug-free
setting.

This guidebook outlines the steps needed to successfully convert a school into a community
learning center and lists resources for further information and assistance. Included are
concrete suggestions for how to:

Estimate typical costs. Costs for after-school and summer programs vary widely, based on _
the type of activities and services offered, the times that the program operates, whether
transportation and materials are required, and the experience of the staff. However, programs
have many options to meet costs including charging user fees; accessing a mix of local, state,
and federal government funding; seeking competitive public or private grants; undertaking
partnerships with youth organizations; and arranging with parents to volunteer time.

Develop a Community Learning Center budget. Figuring out a Community Learning
Center’s budget is critical for financing a program. It is useful to itemize a list of common
expenses associated with establishing and operating a program and then the potential resources
for financing the expenses; some items and services can be donated, while others may have no
cost. A source-by-source accounting of funding is useful, too.

Build consensus and partnership. Extending learning time at a school through programs
such as reading tutoring, homework centers, mentoring in math, or a drug-prevention program
may require collaboration among diverse partners: not only parents and educators, but also
community residents, service providers and public officials may need, and want, to be involved
in the process. Programs should keep in mind the goal of drawing upon all of the community’s
available resources, while addressing the concerns of all who are affected as true partners.

Conduct a community assessment of needs and resources. A community assessment helps a
partnership turn a shared vision for continuous learning and safety into strategies that use
resources efficiently to address local conditions. Assessment information can come from
interviews, surveys, focus groups, and community forums. All local stakeholders can
contribute to the assessment process so that the resulting strategies address real concerns, and
consider all possible resources. For example, is there a local college nearby which could
provide work-study students or volunteers, or low-cost teaching assistants?
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Design an effective program. Successful partnerships have concluded that every school and
community must choose its own combination of opportunities to address local conditions and
concerns. Nevertheless, effective programs address the following issues: establish vision and
focus; address needs in an appropriate manner; coordinate efforts; and establish a system of
accountability from the beginning.

Consider logistical issues. School governance, liability, and building maintenance issues are
paramount to making a Community Learning Center work. Strong leadership, collaborative
decisionmaking, a clear understanding of management and organization procedures and
policies such as liability, as well as managed, mutually acceptable arrangements for space are
elements of successful programs.

Obtain qualified staff. Staff for after-school or summer learning can come from the school, a
partner agency, or the community, but should have appropriate experience and realistic
expectations. Paid professionals and student teachers can be supplemented with volunteers, .
parents, AmeriCorps participants, federal Work Study students and other volunteers from local
colleges or universities, community members, and business representatives. Experts agree that
while there are wide variations in staff salaries, hours, benefits, and qualifications, it has
generally been true that where key staff are paid reasonably and given benefits and other
financial incentives, quality staffing is the result.

Evaluate a program’s accomplishments. Community Learning Center programs are by
nature complex, and no matter how well designed, must learn from experience. Continuous
monitoring of the progress of a program—in addition to a shared understanding of the
program's goals—can help leaders and staff maintain their focus, improve effectiveness and
accountability, ensure parent and participant satisfaction, and identify necessary changes.
Continuous monitoring allows a program’s director to assess whether its key features are
working as intended, and helps the program to do better than before.

Keeping schools open after typical hours to become a Community Learning Center is a
significant way to help meet the increasing needs of our nation’s children. By uniting parents,
principals, teachers, and community groups in partnership, communities can assess and meet
real student needs such as addressing reading deficiencies and helping students learn math at
internationally competitive levels, eliminate waste of resources by coordinating efforts, and
gain the advantages of shared expertise and experience. Children, families, and the whole
community will benefit as children learn and grow in a safe, enriching environment.
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“Increasingly, our schools are critical to bringing our communities
together. We want them to serve the public not just during school
hours but after hours: to function as vital community centers;
places for recreation and learning, positive places where children -
can be when they can’t be at home and school is no longer going
on; gathering places for young people and adults alike. Bringing
our schools into the 21st century is a national challenge that
deserves a national commitment.”

—William Jefferson Clinton
President of the United States
July 11, 1996
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The Benefits of Schools as Community Learning Centers

"My friends, it's time to get serious. The dumbing down of American education must end. If
children need extra help to measure up, they should get it. Let's provide tutors, and call in the
Jfamilies, or keep the schools open late and open in the summer, too, if we must. But whatever
we do, let's end this tyranny of low expectations once and for all.”
—Richard W. Riley, U.S. Secretary of Education

The need for increased opportunities for children to learn and develop in safe and drug-free
environments outside of regular school hours is clear. Without affordable, high-quélity after-
school care available to parents who work, many children must care for themselves or be
supervised by older siblings—responsibilities that distract them from school work. Lacking
constructive community activities to engage them after school, children are vulnerable to drug
use and gang involvement outside of school hours. In communities without libraries, many -
children do not have access to books and other information resources or adults who can help
with challenging homework; as a result, some of these students may not learn the skills they
need to become productive citizens.

Research shows the importance of after-school and summer Community Learning
Centers:

. Few opportunities exist for young people. Relatively few organized, extended
learning opportunities exist. Extended learning programs in schools are even more
scarce, especially for older children and youth. In 1995, there were 23.5 million
school-age children with parents in the workforce. But as recently as 1993-94, only
974,348 children in grades preK-8 (just 3.4 percent of all preK-8th graders) were
enrolled in 18,111 before- or after-school programs at public schools. Seventy percent
of all public elementary and combined schools did not offer before- or after-school
programs.

. Parents want more access to extended learning opportunities but may face barriers
in accessing them. A 1994 survey of parents found that 56 percent think that many
parents leave their children alone too much after school. And principals have long seen
a need for extended learning programs; in a 1989 survey, 84 percent of school
principals agreed that there is a need for before- and after-school programs. Studies
have identified some barriers to participation (e.g., hours of the program,
transportation, concern over program activities), the most frequently mentioned barrier
being parents’ inability to pay the tuition and fees charged by programs.



. Youth are at greatest risk of violence after the regular school day. According to the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, youth between the ages of 12 and 17 are most at risk
of committing violent acts and being victims between 3 p.m and 6 p.m.— a time when
they are not in school at the end of the regular school day.
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. Teachers and principals are recognizing the positive effects of good quality
programs on their students. The Cooperative Extension Service found that in
programs that had received their assistance, teachers reported that the programs helped
the children to become more cooperative, handle conflicts better, develop an interest in
recreational reading, and earn better grades. More than one-third of the school
principals stated that vandalism in the school decreased as a result of the programs.

. Organized activities help children resist unsafe behaviors and enhance learning.
After-school and summer programs can offer the support and supervision children need
in order to learn and to resist the influences of unsafe or violent behaviors. Children
under adult supervision in formal programs demonstrate higher academic achievement
and better attitudes toward school than children left alone or under the care of siblings.
Community public school facilities can offer the venue for such programs, for,
otherwise, from the last bell of the school day to the first bell of the next day—16 hours
each day—one of the community’s largest capital investments sits vacant.

. Youth need opportunities outside of the regular school day to be mentored by
adults and introduced to new activities that they can master. Research clearly
shows that positive interactions with adults contribute to the overall development of
young people and their achievement in school. After-school activities allow children
and youth to explore and master activities other than rigorous academics (art, dance,
music, sports) that can contribute to their overall well-being and achievement.

. Children who spend more time in learning activities and organized extracurricular
activities learn more. This is especially true for reading and an important research-
based premise of the president’s America Reads Challenge proposal. Also, students
who are involved in extracurricular activities such as academic clubs, sports, student
government, band, and special lessons show greater achievement in reading.

. Children want and need organized after-school activities. Children left to them-
selves or under the care of siblings after school experience greater fear of accidents and
crimes and are more bored than other children. They also are more likely to engage in
risk-taking behaviors and drug and alcohol use, and are more often the victims of
accidents and abuse. Children who spend more hours on their own and who began self-
care at younger ages are at increased risk.

By offering a safe learning environment before- and after-school and during the summer,
schools can become Community Learning Centers that help children read, learn more, and
avoid destructive or dangerous activities. The programs can be simple, focused on a single



goal, and funded by reallocating existing resources. Or they can address an array of
conditions, involve many community partners, and attract support from many sources. In both
cases, after-school and summer learning opportunities in a safe, drug-free environment can
make a profound difference in children's lives.




Extending Learning Time: Creating Safe Havens for Learning

"I believe that we have to work together to continue to make our schools safe and our students
held to a reasonable standard of conduct.... [From] 3 p.m. to 6 p.m. are the peak hours for
juvenile crime, and all that comes back into the schools.... A lot of these schools do not have the
resources today to stay open longer hours, but they would if they could."
—President Clinton

This guide gives concrete steps that educators, parents, and communities can use to extend
learning time in their local schools, such as through after-school reading programs as proposed
in the president’s America Reads Challenge initiative, in ways that support safety and increase
opportunities for children and adults to acquire needed skills. It discusses the major strategies
and issues involved in financing, developing, implementing, and evaluating after-school and
summer programs. It offers practical, flexible guidance and real-life models that readers can -
use to develop their own strategies.

Schools have a practical interest in becoming a Community Learning Center: to provide
increased services for their traditional school-age clients while garnering neighborhood and
community support. Programs that extend school hours link teachers, parents, volunteers,
tutors, local businesses and colleges, museums, libraries, cultural institutions, and other
stakeholders in a collaborative partnership. The programs create a safe haven for children and
involve them in positive, productive activities.

Extending school hours to provide reading and other learning activities, enrichment, and safe
and drug-free environments uses resources more effectively as well, by allowing communities
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to take advantage of their largest capital investment, which otherwise is left unused up to 65
percent of the time. Residents of all ages gain easy access to a wider variety of organizations,
which in turn can stretch their budgets further and increase services by saving on rent for
facilities.

The assortment of programs and activities which a Community Learning Center offers will
vary with its need to respond to local conditions. Throughout this guide, examples of two of
the most important types of extended learning opportunities are showcased: academic
enrichment programs, including reading tutoring and intensive mentoring, and drug-
prevention or safety programs for children and youth.









Financing a Community Learning Center

While some schools and communities may recognize the benefits of extending learning through
- Community Learning Centers, they may think that such an enterprise is too costly or too
complicated. This is not necessarily so.

Costs for after-school and summer programs vary widely, based on the type of activities and
services offered, the times that the program operates, whether transportation and materials are
required, the experience of the staff, and the number of skilled volunteers. Salary ﬁgures for
staff vary since factors such as geographical location and program size, as well as staffing
patterns and job descriptions, cause great discrepancy.

Experts agree that while there are wide variations in staff salaries, hours, benefits, and
qualifications, it has generally been true that where staff are paid reasonably and given benefits
and other financial incentives, quality staffing is the result. The use of work-study students,
interns, senior citizens, and other volunteers can lower program costs, but many programs find
that in order to maintain the quality they are striving to achieve, volunteer and low-cost labor
is an important—but complementary—asset to hiring a highly qualified staff.



Because extensive variations in circumstances make it difficult to establish "typical" program
costs, the experience of some programs can serve as a guide (see “Sample Costs and Funding
for Three Successful Programs” below).

Programs have many options to meet costs. Many charge minimal fees to offset some costs,
and some use a sliding-fee scale based on income. Programs usually rely on a mix of local,
state, and federal government funding (including Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act which offers extra help in basic skills such as reading, and funds from the Safe
and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act) and often are able to acquire competitive public
or private grants by providing specific services. Some form partnerships with youth
organizations (e.g., Boys and Girls Clubs, Junior Achievement, and Girl Scouts). Some
encourage parents to volunteer their time in a cooperative arrangement; some give families a
discount for free after-school sessions in proportion to the time they volunteer to help with the
after-school or summer program (see Appendices A and B for more details on program costs -
and financing Community Learning Centers).

Sample Costs and Funding for Three Successful Programs
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There are several funding and cost saving strategies that Community Learning Centers can
undertake to make the most out of limited resources.

. Utilize Federal Work Study College Students. President Clinton and Secretary Riley
have proposed that more than 100,000 college work study students be made available to
help with tutoring in schools and that, if they help with reading in elementary schools,
the required local match for their salary be waived.

. Link Existing Programs. Some programs, such as youth and sports leagues, may
already exist in the community. Linking these programs to a Community Learning
Center benefits both partners. The learning center expands the services it offers, and
the program acquires meeting and practice space, gains improved access to its
participants, and eliminates transportation costs.

. Recognize Eligiblity for Many Types of Funding. Many programs provide an array
of services, and are therefore eligible for several kinds of funding. A program which
provides after-school care, drug education, and recreational opportunities may meet the
criteria for funding in each of these areas. By running a multi-faceted program on
school grounds, providers lower costs, and funding for each service goes further.

. Save and Reallocate Funds. Funding can be reallocated from areas where it is no
longer needed. For example, when the school day was extended to match the parent’s
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work day schools in Murfreesboro found that many parents preferred to pick up their
children themselves after the extended day program. The savings in transportation
funding which was no longer needed for these students was reallocated to the program.

. Rent Out Unutilized Areas. Some spaces can be rented out to community groups.

. Shift Staff Hours. Rather than hire new personnel or extend staff hours, some schools
use flex-time scheduling or relieve teachers during lunch and recess periods with lower-
cost support personnel and volunteers. This allows expert personnel to be available
during extended hours to offer professional reading instruction and other academic
help.

“centers:offer K-12 niew,
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How to Open Schools for Extended Learning and Safety
After Hours and During the Summer

Extending learning time at a school through programs such as reading tutoring, homework
centers, or a drug-prevention program may require collaboration among diverse partners: not
only parents and educators, but also community residents, service providers and public
officials may need, and want, to be involved in the process. Programs should keep in mind the
goal of drawing upon all of the community’s available resources, while addressing the
concerns of all who are affected.

Collaboration often requires changes in traditional roles, responsibilities, expectations,
relationships, and schedules. These changes can frustrate even the best efforts if the people
who implement the new program do not share common goals, a vision for what the
Community Learning Center can accomplish, and an understanding of the populations and
conditions the program will address and the strategies to be used. But before partners can
agree on these details, they must first agree that schools have an important role to play in
providing extended learning and safety through after-school and summer programs.
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The Steps to Building a Successful Program. Schools, including parents, school staff, and
community leaders, can take steps to become successful after-school and summer learning -
centers:

1. Building consensus and partnerships among key stakeholders to convey the
importance of becoming a Community Learning Center and involve them in its
planning and implementation (see Appendix C for more details).

2. Assessing school and community circumstances, resources, and
opportunities to operate a before- and after-school learning center (see
Appendix D for more details).

3. Designing a program that helps children and families learn at school and within
the community (see Appendix E for more details).

4. Addressing logistical issues, including the use and maintenance of facilities,
legal and liability concerns, and institutional policies (see Appendix F for more
details).

5. Obtaining qualified staff and defining their roles and responsibilities (see
Appendix G for more details).
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There is no prescription for the perfect after-school or summer program. The list of services
and activities that schools can offer to promote learning and safety will depend on the
resources they possess and the planners' goals and vision for a better school and a better
community—their decisions about who should be served, when, how often, where, and in what
way.

Depending on community conditions, programs may include:

o Tutoring and intensive mentoring in basic skills, such as reading, math and science

. Drug and violence prevention curricula and counseling

o Youth-focused activities (e.g., Boys and Girls Clubs, Junior Achievement, Scouts of
America, academic clubs)

o Supervised recreation and athletic programs and events

o Day-care, preschool, and/or nursery programs

. Homework centers

. Enrichment in the arts and cultural events
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. Computer instruction

. Language instruction, including English as a second language
. Higher education encouragement

. Employment preparation or training

. Adult education and skill development

. Activities linked to law enforcement

17



Programs that use schools beyond regular hours for academic enrichment, such as reading
tutoring and drug and violence prevention, may be initiated and administered by a single public
school system, or the public school system may administer the program in partnership with a
non-school organization or local business, or as part of a broader community development
initiative.
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Whatever the model, experienced practitioners report that non-traditional school efforts, such
as extended learning centers, benefit from a combination of informal management systems that
give staff autonomy and formal oversight systems that ensure accountability and generate
support from top administrators. Responsibility for maintaining the facilities used by
school/community programs typically lies with a manager or coordinator who answers to the
principal and often also to the school board, the staff of organizations that provide services at
the school, or both. Advisory committees, which often continue past the program planning
stage, may help coordinate programs and mobilize changes in the program or in relationships
among collaborators. Partners also may establish accountability procedures for their own staff
who participate in the school program. '

Two concerns that Community Learning Centers can face deal with legal issues and
institutional policies.

Anticipating Legal Concerns. Extended school programs that involve recreation, field trips,
and similar activities may raise liability issues. Administrators from each partner agency or
institution should examine the potential for liability problems, make sure that the program's
insurance coverage is adequate, and establish a process for addressing liability concerns.

19



Some local laws encourage joint ventures, such as Community Learning Centers, that provide
an array of services, while others may appear to prevent interagency programs. Additional
laws simply regulate services. Planners should understand the differences among these laws.
In some cases, laws can be changed to make school-community collaboration easier. For
example, one Virginia law provides for joint exercise of powers across state lines, which
"appears to enable and encourage joint ventures such as interagency programs and school
community centers."

Negotiating Institutional Policies. Institutional policies protect personal and professional
privacy, define roles, and establish guidelines for practice. Policies usually are designed to
make things run smoothly, but if they are not flexible enough to accommodate changes
required by an after-school and summer education program, they can create turf issues and
bureaucratic red tape.
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To avoid barriers caused by institutional policies, programs can:

. Encourage partners to discuss boundary issues and resolve them in ways that satisfy all
collaborators.

o Define decision-making roles clearly.

J Identify and address core policy issues during the early stages of program planning.
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Measuring Success: How to Evaluate a Program's Accomplishments

Community Learning Center programs are by nature complex, and no matter how well
designed, must learn from experience. Continuous monitoring of the progress of a
program—in addition to a shared understanding of the program's goals—can help leaders and
staff maintain their focus, improve effectiveness and accountability, ensure parent and
participant satisfaction, and identify necessary changes. Continuous monitoring allows a
program’s director to assess whether its key features are working as intended, and helps the
program to do better than before. :

Evaluation involves five basic stages (see Appendix H for more details):

1. Focusing on goals and objectives for program strategies and using them as a guide for
continuous assessment (see Appendix I for elements of quality in school-age
child care).

2. Clarifying assumptions about the processes by which the program should work.

3. Selecting indicators of success.

4. Collecting information.

5. Analyzing and using information for continuous program improvement.
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Resource Organizations

The organizations listed below are involved in extended learning-time programs and can

serve as a resource in your efforts.

AmeriCorps

Corporation for National Service
1201 New York Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20525
1-800-94-ACORPS

ASPIRA Association, Inc.
1112 16th Street, NW
Suite 340 _
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 835-3600

Association of Junior Leagues
International

660 First Avenue

New York, NY 10016

(212) 683-1515

Big Brothers/Big Sisters of America
230 North 13th Street

Philadelphia, PA 19107

(215) 567-7000

Boys and Girls Clubs of America
1230 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, GA 30309

(404) 815-5765

Boy Scouts of America
1325 West Walnut Hill Lane
Box 152079

Irving, TX 75015-2079
(972) 580-2000
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Campfire Girls and Boys
4601 Madison Avenue
Kansas City, Missouri 64112
(800) 668-6884

Children’s Aid Society
IS 218

4600 Broadway

New York, NY 10040
(212) 596-2866

Girl Scouts of the U.S.A.
420 Fifth Avenue

New York, NY 10018-2702
(800) 247-8319

Junior Achievement

One Education Way
Colorado Springs, CO 80906
(719) 540-8000

National Community Education
Association

3929 Old Lee Highway

Suite 91-A

Fairfax, VA 22030

(703) 359-8973

National Guild of Community
Schools of the Arts

P.O. Box 8018

Englewood, NJ 07631

(201) 871-3337



National School-Age Care Alliance School-Age Child Care Project

c/o AYS Services Center for Research on Women
4720 North Park Avenue Wellesley College
Indianapolis, IN 46205 Wellesley, MA 02181
(317) 283-3817 "~ (617) 283-2547

School-Age Notes

P.0O. Box 40205 _
Nashville, TN 37204
(615) 242-8464

Resource Activities at the U. S. Department of Education

e Partnership for Family Involvement in Education
600 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20202-8173
The Partnership is an informal organization of thousands of parent, school,
community, employer, and religious organizations coming together to support
family-school-community partnerships to help children achieve to standards of
excellence. Call 1-800-USA-LEARN for more information. '

Ve Extending Learning in the Basics—Title I
Title I encourages greater and more productive use of time outside of the
classroom. Extending Learning Time for Disadvantaged Students: An Idea Book
produced by the U.S. Department of Education, provides information on how
Title I schools can enhance learning outside of the traditional school day, week,
or year. Contact your State Department of Education for more information on
your State’s Title I program or the U.S. Department of Education at
202-260-0826.

e Making Schools Safe and Drug Free
The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act provides funding
through the U.S. Department of Education to help schools build local
partnerships to reduce violence and drug use. The law authorizes “the
promotion of before- and after-school recreational, instructional, cultural, and
artistic programs in supervised community settings.” The act offers school
districts the flexibility to design their own comprehensive school safety
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programs and coordinate them with community agencies. For information, call
202-260-3954.

Publications from the U.S. Department of Education

Many of these publications can be accessed on the Internet at http://www.ed.gov on the
Department of Education’s home page. The following publications can be ordered free of
charge, while supplies last, from the U.S. Department of Education by calling
1-800-USA-LEARN.

® Strong Families, Strong Schools: Building Community Partnerships for Learning

® America Goes Back to School Partners’ Activity Guide

® Employers, Families and Education: Promoting Family Involvement in Learning

® Reaching All Families

® Brochures for schools, employers, and community groups: Team up for Kids!
Be Family-Friendly: It's Good Business!; Join Together for Kids!

® Summer Home Learning Recipes ,

® Learning Partners Series (Reading, Math, Homework, and others)

® How to Get Involved in the America Reads Challenge

® The READ*WRITE*NOW! Basic Kit (Activities for Reading and Writing & Play on Paper)

® The READ*WRITE*NOW! Partners Tutoring Program

® Just Add Kids—a resource directory of reading partners, sites, and organizations

® Learning to Read: Reading to Learn. Helping Children with Learning Disabilities to
Succeed

® Understanding Evaluation: The Way to Better Prevention Programs

The following are available free of charge from the U.S. Department of Education by calling
1-800-624-0100:

® Creating Safe Schools: A Resource Collection for Planning and Action
® Manual on School Uniforms

® Growing Up Drug Free: A Parent’s Guide to Prevention

® READY SET GO [Drug Prevention]

® School Administrators’ Violence Prevention Resource Anthology

® Success Stories ‘94: A Guide to Safe, Disciplined, & Drug-Free Schools
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Federal Resources that Can Support
Community Learning Centers

U.S. Department of Education. 21st Century Community Learning Centers. Contact: Seresa
Simpson (202) 219-1591.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Community School Youth Services and
Supervision Grant Program. Contact: Alice Bettencourt (202) 205-8024.

“Corporation for National Service. Out of School Initiative. Contact: Nicole Spitale (202) 606-
5000 x484.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Community Block Grants. Contact:
James Broughman (202) 708-3587. i

U.S. Department of Justice.
Bureau of Justice Assistance. Contact: Nancy Gist (202) 514-6278.
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Contact: Shay Bilchik
(202) 307-5911.
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Conclusion

Creating Community Learning Centers gets us “back to basics,” back to active community
involvement in raising and educating all of our children. The positive impact on children of
re-establishing the ties among home, school, and community has been widely recognized. As
the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching points out, collaboration between
home and school is essential both to family functioning and to school success. Drugs,
violence, lack of supervision—these are the realities of many children today. A Community
Learning Center housed in the neighborhood school can be a safe after-school and summer
haven for children, a place of caring and friendship in a building removed from the v1olence
and drugs that permeate some communities in America.
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Appendix A
What Are Typical Costs?

The major costs most programs incur fall into three categories: Fixed Costs (the costs to “get
the doors open”), Semi-Variable Costs (costs that depend somewhat on the size, scope, and
hours of the program, but also involve some fixed attributes), and Variable Costs (costs that
depend on the size, scope, and hours of a program).

Fixed Costs

Utilities and rent: Most school-based programs are not charged for use of the

~ building. To allow for custodial work, most schools typically stay open, lighted, and
heated or air conditioned during the hours immediately after school. Schools which are
not usually open for the summer may pay some additional costs.

Maintenance and custodial service: Most programs pay custodians for extra hours of
work; in many areas this involves paying overtime rates.

Administration and planning: Depending on the extent of the program, a full- or
part-time coordinator may be needed. Existing staff members may receive salary
supplements for their extra time, while the salary for a new full-time staff member may
be between $30,000 and $60,000 per year.

Semi-Variable Costs

Support and instructional staff: The cost of support and instructional staff varies
greatly according to the program’s size and geographical location, staffing structures,
and individual job descriptions. Some programs pay $20 per hour for part-time staff
after school, or supplement the salaries of existing staff members to make them
available during extended school hours. Programs can also complement their staffs by
utilizing Work-Study students or other paid college students (many programs pay
around $6.50 per hour), senior citizens, interns, parents, or other volunteers.

Variable Costs

Materials: These costs are the most variable because of the range of possible
offerings. Participants typically pay for materials at cost for art and recreation
programs. Tutoring programs are very inexpensive and may not require any additional
materials. A modern computer lab could create a one-time cost of more than $40,000.
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Transportation: Many programs report paying few additional costs for transportation:
some parents are able to pick up their children after school when the school day is
extended to match the parents’ work day, or in heavily populated urban areas, students
may already walk to and from school. Programs that do provide transportation report
that costs vary according to how many kids participate and how geographically
dispersed they are. After-school transportation costs for two schools in high-cost
suburban areas are around $25 per hour for bus drivers and $1.00 per mile (which
includes fuel and maintenance). School buses usually accommodate 45-60 elementary-
age children. If, for example, a bus covers a 30 mile area and drives for an hour the
per child cost would be about $1.00 per trip.
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Appendix B
A Community Learning Center Budget Worksheet

The budget worksheet on the following page can provide a useful guide to financing a
program. The top half of the worksheet provides an itemized list of common expenses
associated with establishing and operating a program. Space is provided for listing potential
resources; some items and services can be donated, while others may have no cost. For
example, a local company may donate printing services, and focus groups may not generate
any cost if they are run by parents and the school. The bottom section of the worksheet allows
for source-by-source accounting of funding.
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Appendix C
Build Consensus and Partnerships

Leaders of successful programs offer the followihg tips:

. Seek reactions from diverse members of the school and community. Ask how an
extended school program might help their children and families. What mutual goals
could be addressed? Would the program affect their responsibilities? What role could
they play? How could they volunteer? Who has concerns about the program, and how
can they be resolved? For each partner, consider how the agency would interact with
school staff and children; how staff would coordinate efforts between and among the
school and collaborating agencies; and what hours or days each service could be
offered.

. Use existing data to communicate the need for an after-school or summer program.
Focus on statistics from unbiased sources: school absence, dropout, and graduation
rates; student scores on standardized tests; numbers of students with limited English-
proficiency or poor literacy skills who could use extra learning opportunities; tobacco,
alcohol, and drug use by students; rates of suicide and violence among students; and the
availability of community resources.

J Bridge the communication gap among stakeholders from different communities.
The terms people use for activities and program participants often reveal their goals and
programmatic emphasis. Make sure that educators, service providers, volunteers, and
other partners understand these terms. For example, to many private service providers
the term "client" refers to an individual child; to many members of the school staff, the
word includes parents, other family members, and community residents as well as
students.

. Form partnerships with other groups and organizations. Make your stakeholders
your partners. Businesses, church and community groups, and non-profit organizations
have much to offer, and in many cases are already serving some of the same
populations. Indeed, many of these groups can act as a bridge to the populations you
hope to serve in the Community Learning Center. In so doing, both partners benefit:
the school adds to its resources and services, and the partner can use its resources more
cost effectively.
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Appendix D
Conduct a Community Assessment to Inform the
Selection of Education Programs

A community assessment helps a partnership turn a shared vision for continuous learning and
safety into strategies that use resources efficiently to address local conditions. A community
assessment will help reveal the context in which children live and learn, identify resources to
use or develop, and indicate effective programs and strategies. o

Assessment information can come from interviews, surveys, focus grbups, and community
forums. Try to include all stakeholders in the assessment process so that your resulting
strategies address real concerns, and consider all possible resources. For example, is there a
local college nearby which could provide work-study students or volunteers, or low-cost )
teaching assistants? Do parents feel that their children do not receive enough exposure to the
arts?

It may also prove useful to find out what other community groups or partnerships have learned
about how to improve the learning and safety of local children through their assessments.
Compare information from several sources. Take inventory of which individuals, informal
community associations, and formal institutions could help-extend learning opportunities by
providing funding, skills, or other assets. |

: Education data: St

“agencies. : 7
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Appendix E
Design an Effective Program

Successful partnerships have concluded that every school and community must choose its own
combination of opportunities to address local conditions and concerns. Nevertheless, to be
effective, every program should: '

1. Establish vision and focus

) Set clear goals and objectives. Goal statements provide an overall framework for a
program; objectives for long-term results enable partners and participants to measure
progress toward goals. Goal setting involves:

—identifying the populations that the program will serve;

—setting the scope of program strategies;

—writing goal statements that express consensus among partners; and
—aligning program goals with the goals of other local efforts.

o Objectives should build on the information collected by your community assessment.
For each goal, consider the following types of questions:

—Where are we now in relation to where we want to be?
—What are our priority concerns?

—What are the consequences of being where we are?
—What assets can we use to move toward our goals?

2. Address needs in an appropriate manner

. Help children and families learn in many ways as part of a comprehensive strategy to
enhance learning—at school, within the community, through formal schooling, through
experience, and with an understanding that learning never ends. As the Carnegie
Corporation has noted, programs should never consider themselves as “holding tanks.”
Programs can address neighborhood needs, such as providing tutoring in reading and
access to computers; creating safe, drug-free havens; providing enrichment in the arts
and languages; providing intensive mentoring that helps students get into college or
obtain a job; and aggressively teaching anti-drug and anti-violence approaches.
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Focus on the needs of individual children. Given appropriate training, staff and
volunteers should be able to give individual children help with homework and to guide
them in practicing important skills.

Coordinate efforts

Connect with the regular school program by coordinating with and complementing the
curriculum, making students ready and able to learn, and making the school a safe
environment. Programs should proactively use the resources available in the school,
including computer labs and recreational equipment. '

Collaborate with partners and provide education programs and services that meet real
needs. By involving parents, neighbors, businesses, community members, law
enforcement officials, and cultural institutions in the planning and operation of after- -
school programs, children can be guaranteed a much richer learning program.

Establish a system of accountability from the beginning

Include a system for accountability and continuous evaluation to support program
improvement. Continuous monitoring can provide rationales for program effects on
children’s learning and the need for collaboration, as well as provide guidance for
management and ensure parent and participant satisfaction with the center.

Use a governance structure that combines hands-on, site-based management with
regular oversight and accountability to all partners. A system must be in place that
allows school personnel and learning center administrators to have an easy back-and-
forth relationship with accountability for actions and results.
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Appendix F
Consider Logistical Issues: How to Go from Design to Implementation

Although the excitement of collaboration and the immediacy of children's needs naturally draw
attention to curricula, services, and programmatic concerns, don't forget to address the
logistical issues involved in building a partnership and implementing new approaches,
including governance and management and the sharing of facilities.

Governance and Management Features
These include:

J Strong leadership—on-site and within the collaboration, to keep activities connected t6
goals, motivate staff, and generate continuing resources.

. Collaborative decision making—through committees, hearings, task forces,
workshops, and public forums, to ensure that activities match local needs and to build
the investment of all stakeholders.

. Clear understanding of management and organization procedures—including
agreement on which partners hold legal responsibility and which partners are
accountable for each element of the program.

. Well-managed, mutually accepted arrangements for sharing space and
costs—carefully plan and discuss responsibilities and payment structures, making sure
that all parties are heard; everyone must accept, and have the same understanding of,
the final arrangements.

. A system for communication and problem resolution among partners—from the
start, establish a system of accountability and a system for handling grievances about all
of the issues above.

Sharing Facilities-
All programs need easy access for students with disabilities, adequate space for activities and
staff, a safe and drug-free environment, and an inviting atmosphere that attracts program

participants. Since extending schools hours means using the school at night, ensure that there
are adequate, safe, and well-lit parking areas. Programs that offer recreation need access to
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safe indoor and outdoor play areas; programs that provide day care or preschool need areas
where young children can be protected and supervised.

After-school and summer enrichment programs often must share space that serves other
purposes during regular school hours. Licensing requirements also can influence the type of
school space that a program needs. These factors create possibilities for conflicts among
school and after-school program staff about the size, management, and scheduling of program
facilities. :

Formal agreements among partners can reduce or eliminate conflicts, especially regarding
classrooms, parking areas, entrances, administration and reception areas, lounges and
restrooms, and storage and staff work areas. Remember that priorities, needs, and patterns of
use change daily and over the life of a program. Keep the agreements flexible enough to adapt
to these changes. _ -

Continual, deliberate efforts to coordinate activities, communicate about small problems, and
negotiate solutions can avert major disagreements over shared space. A building manager or
coordinator, responsible for maintaining and scheduling space, can serve as a liaison among
partners and ensure that the spaces are maintained and shared without disrupting any programs.
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Appendix G
Obtain Qualified Staff

Staffing arrangements vary according to a program's size, management structure, and goals.
But all programs need staff who are qualified and committed, have appropriate experience and
realistic expectations, and can interact productively with regular school staff.

Staff for after-school or summer learning, drug prevention, and safety programs can come
from the school, a partner agency, or the community. Paid professionals and student teachers
can be supplemented with volunteers, parents, AmeriCorps participants, federal Work Study
students and other volunteers from local colleges or universities, community members, and
business representatives. '

To help staff coordinate their efforts, experienced program leaders:
. invite key stakeholders to participate in interviewing and hiring;
J select staff carefully, based on their motivation and commitment, experience,

knowledge of the community, ability to adapt to change, and sense of accountability
(conduct background checks, as appropriate);

. define staff roles and responsibilities clearly;
o provide orientation to new goals, practices, and systems; and
o foster a team spirit.
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Appendix H
The Evaluation Process

1. Focus on Program Goals and Objectives as a Guide for Evaluation

Indicators of success should be built around the original goals and specific objectives that the
program was designed to achieve. For programs based on the purposes described in this
guide, goals would define the desired results of extending learning time and undertaking drug
and violence prevention practices. Performance assessment should focus on the following
questions: '

. Is the program adhering to its mission and design, and taking steps to reach its
objectives? .

. Is the program fulfilling the role it was intended to play in the community?

2. Clarify Assumptions about Program Processes

Think about the assumptions your program is making about what management structures and
processes will work in your community. Does information flow clearly? Is there a clear
understanding of responsibilities and a system of accountability? These assumptions should
drive program activities—and an evaluation will test the accuracy of the assumptions. If results
do not improve, either the assumptions were wrong or an anticipated event did not take place.

3. Select Indicators of Success

Indicators of success should be established for all aspects of a program. Programs will want to
assess whether they are achieving the goals they have set for meeting their students’ needs by
examining student performance, drug use and violence reduction, parental satisfaction, and
impact on the community. Programmatic and management issues will need to be assessed by
an appropriate set of indicators measuring the smoothness of operation, the flow of
information, the system of accountability, and whether services are provided at the level of
quality intended.

Effective evaluations use several types of information to measure results. It is essential to
establish short-term indicators of success to introduce the practice of continuous improvement
in a program. Information on rates of attendance, disruptive incidents, or teacher evaluations
may provide a short-term means of assessing a program’s progress towards its goals. Short-
term indicators of program processes could include surveys of all levels of staff about their
understanding of their responsibilities and their satisfaction with the system of accountability.
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4. Collect Information on Results

Evaluations collect information on participants, activities and services, staff and other
resources, collaborative partners, and community perceptions. Sources of information include:

e Focus groups and community forums
] Surveys
o Registration or intake forms

o Staff activity logs

. Comparison groups that match similar groups, one with a program and one without
o Demographic databases that reveal trends in the general population
. Self-comparisons over time
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5. Analyze and Use Information for Continuous Improvement

Evaluation creates tools for improving strategies or services and refining goals and objectives.
An evaluation can show whether a program has reached its objectives and whether the failure
to meet an objective was caused by inadequate implementation or flawed assumptions. This
knowledge helps programs fine-tune approaches and set goals, creating a continuous loop of
useful feedback.
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Appendix I
The Six Elements of Quality in School-Age Child Care

Human Relationships

. Are the staff warm and compassionate? Do they work with the children every day to
build positive relationships and model communication? Do staff have realistic
expectations of children?

. Do staff-child ratios and group sizes allow staff to meet children’s needs?

. Do the staff and families work together to make the transition between home and child
care go smoothly? Are the diverse needs of families recognized and viewed as strengths
rather than burdens? Are families welcome at the program and do they feel well |
informed?

Indoor Environment
. Are the space, furniture, and equipment organized to support a wide range of program
activities? Can several activities go on at the same time without disrupting each other?

Outdoor Environment

. Is the space clean and comfortable? Is it suitable for a wide variety of activities? Does
the equipment allow children to be independent and creative? Does the space provide
safe challenges for children of all ages including those with special needs?

Activities

. Is the daily schedule flexible? Does it meet children’s needs for security, independence,
and stimulation? Can they pursue hobbies and learn new skills?

. Are there many different activities for children to choose from? Do the activities give
kids opportunities to learn in different ways and test out new ideas?

. Are the children involved in planning their own activities?

Safety, Health, and Nutrition

. Are the safety and security of the children protected? Do staff know the people the
children are released to? Are entrances and exits supervised? When accidents do
happen, are staff trained to handle emergencies and equipped with first-aid materials? Do
staff know how to spot signs of child abuse and know how to report it? Are steps taken
to protect and improve the health of children? Is the facility clean?

. Does the program serve healthy foods? Is there enough food to meet the needs of
children of all ages and sizes? Is the food available at times when children are hungry?
Do the kids seem to like the food?

Administration
. Are the staff-child ratios low enough?



. Are staff given an orientation to the job before working with children? Are staff asked

about their training needs? Do they receive at least 10 hours of training per year to meet
these needs?

. Does the financial management of the program support the program goals?

Excerpt from ASQ Team Leader’s Resource Manual, published by the Center for Research on
Women at Wellesley College, Wellesley, Massachusetts, 1996.
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“Increasingly, our schools are critical to bringing our communities
together. We want them to serve the public not just during school
hours but after hours: to function as vital community centers;
places for recreation and learning, positive places where children
can be when they can’t be at home and school is no longer going
on; gathering places for young people and adults alike., Bringing
our schools into the 21st century is a national challenge that
deserves a national commitment.”

-- William Jefferson Clinton
President of the United States
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The Benefits of Schools As Neighbor_hood Learning Centers

"My friends, it's time 10 get serious. The dumbing down of American education must end. If
children need extra help 10 measure up, they should get it. Ler's provide wtors, and call in the
families, or keep the schools open late and open in the summer, 100, if we must. But wharever we
do, let's end this tyranny of low expectations once and for all. *
—Richard W. Riley, U.S. Secretary of Education

The need for increased opportunities for children to learn and develop in safe and drug-free
environments outside of regular school hours is clear. Without affordable, high-quality after-
school care available to parents who work, many children must care for themselves or be
supervised by older siblings — responsibilities that distract them from school work. Lacking
constructive community activities to engage them after school, children are vulnerable to
drug use and gang involvement outside of school hours. In communities without libraries,
many children do not have access to information resources or adults who can help with
challenging homework; as a result, some of these students may not learn the skills they need
to become productive citizens.

Research shows the importance of after-school and summer neighborhood learning
centers:

o Few opportunities exist for young people. Relatively few organized, extended
learning opportunities exist. Extended learning programs in schools are even more
scarce, especially for older children and youth. As recently as 1991, only 600,000
children in grades K-8——just 2 percent of the eligible population—were enrolled in
13,500 before- or after-school programs at public schools. Three-quarters of these
children were in third grade or younger. And few programs operated later than 6
p.m.

. Youth are at greatest risk of violence after the regular school day. According to
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, youth between age 12 and 17 are most at risk of
violence around 3 p.m.— the end of the regular school day.

. Organized activities help children resist unsafe behaviors and enhance learning.
After-school and summer programs can offer the support and supervision children
need in order to learn and to resist the influences of unsafe or violent behaviors.
Children under adult supervision in formal programs demonstrate higher academic
achievement and better attitudes toward school than children left alone or under the
care of siblings. Neighborhood public school facilities can offer the venue for such
programs, for otherwise from the last bell of the school day to the first bell of the
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next day--16 hours each day--one of the community’s largest capital investments sits
vacant.

Children who spend more time in learning activities and organized
extracurricular activities learn more, Children learn more when they are given
more time to learn. This is especially true for reading, Also, students who are
involved in extracurricular activities such as academic clubs, sports, student
government, band, and special lessons show greater achievement in reading.

Children want and need organized after-school activities. Children left to them-
selves or under the care of siblings after school experience greater fear of accidents
and crimes and are more bored than other children. They also are more likely to
engage in drug and alcohol use and are more often the victims of accidents and abuse.

By offering a safe learning environment before- and after-school and during the summer,
schools can become neighborhood learning centers that help children learn more and avoid
destructive or dangerous activities. The programs can be simple, focused on a single goal,
and funded by reallocating existing resources. Or they can address an array of conditions,
involve many community partners, and attract support from many sources. In both cases,
after-school and summer learning opportunities in a safe, drug-free environment can make a
profound difference in children’s lives.

Drng preventmn prognms should

iovoive the fzumly and commumty o

Teach that using d:ugs alcohol and tobaceo are not the norm among teenagers; even if students think
_ that " everyonc i domg 1: w

Hélp smdenrs recognize anxiety, stress £ amlndes, and advertising that influence them to use
aleobol, tobacco, aglgdrug v pce e . T

Devc|0p personal, soclal and rcﬁxul slnlls to resist these pressures

Provxde dcvelapmenta!ly appropnau: matcml and activities, mcludmg mformahon about the shon-term
effecrs and Iong—tcrm consequcnces of alcohol tobacco, and drugs . .

Use mtcracnve teachmg techmqucs
Cover necessary prevenuon clements m muluple sessions

Include teacher n'nmmg' and suppon

Conmn ma:..rxal ﬁnt is easy for teachers 0 unplemcm and culwrally relevant for smdems
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Extending Learning Time: Creating Safe Havens for Learning

‘I believe that we have to work together to continue to make our schools safe and our students heid
to a reasonable standard of conduct.... [From] 3 p.m. to 6 p.m. are the peak hours for juvenile
crime, and all that comes back into the schools.... A lot of these schools do not have the resources
today to stay open longer hours, but they would if they could.”
— President Bill Clinton

This guide gives concrete steps that educators, parents, and communities can use to extend
learning time in their local schools in ways that support safety and increase opportunities for
children and adults to acquire needed skills, It discusses the major strategies and issues
involved in financiog, developing, implementing, and evaluating after-school and summer
programs. It offers practical, flexible guidance and real-life models that readers can use to
develop their own strategies.

-The school dzmct 8 commmmy recreanon deparunent, ,lnch staﬁ’s the programs, yorks wxd: the city's clnld
care urit o train staﬁ‘ in conﬂict mamgcment actwe Imemng. and other techmques o help students solve
conflicts. As the progtam enters its third yeu‘ Safe Haven ‘schools report unpmvcd atlzndance and redoced
conflicts duting after-school hours Children in the progmm also show grcatcr mtctest in completmg their
homework PP LR

Schools have a practical interest in becoming a neighborhood learning center: to provide
increased services for their traditional school-age clients while garnering neighborhood and
community support. Programs that extend school hours link teachers, parents, volunteers,
tutors, local businesses and colleges, and other stakeholders in a collaborative partnership.
The programs create a safe haven for children and involve them in positive, productive
activities,

Extending school hours to provide learning, enrichment, and safe and drug-free environments
uses resources more effectively, as well, by allowing communities to take advantage of their
largest capital investment, which otherwise is left unused for up to 65 percent of the time.
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Residents of all ages gain easy access to a wider variety of organizations, which in turn can
stretch their budgets further and increase services by saving on rent for facilities.

The assortment of programs and activities which a neighborhood learning center offers will
vary with its need to respond to local conditions. Throughout this guide, examples of two of
the most important types of extended learning opportunities are showcased: academic
enrichment programs, including tutoring and mentoring, and drug-prevention or safety
programs for children and youth. '

o swonas o s

T U R e R SRt Uit el 5
The Lighted School Program. Since 1994, the Lighted $cbool Program has. kept;middle schools in Waco, Texas

open after school ‘imtil’6:30 ot 7 p.m:; Monday through Thursday, to provide activities ancllservnestoappmnnmzly

200 stdents who attend fegularly. L7 o S U L S R, A .

Al s

Nineteen local erganizations provide activities and services. 'Baylor Umvarszty contributes 115 college: stidents s

meotars; each works with one child, two tours a week, for 2 full-school year. 'SGfF fromn the city’s recreation
department lead supérvised sports, field trips, and games. The Council on Alcoholism and Drugs implements: the :
Straight Talk curricutum once a week at each site, and the Teen Pregnancy Prevention Council runs a weekly chib
geared towaid preventing early preginéy and fadierhood.” TWo art cefiers send.instructors 'to the schools to kad
hands-on activities, and Jibrary staff help children 1¢id ind ‘act out.mystery stories. " LA ik

" and the U.S. Department of Health and Himman Services.
I o A A L

Funding comet o local and riationil Foundatiods; e ity of Waso, tié Governor's Office of Ju

Children who parteipai in Lighted Schiools say they apprebidté Baving a safe place.10.go, aier schiool, that it kegps

‘them off the streets, and that it is more fun that 'sitting. 2t Bome' i front of the television.” Several say ‘diat if the.

 program did not exist they would probably be i waiible. - .5l ECTIE LT S
ST e R 1 R ! R

0
' -

Camp Offers Healthy Activies. Siy sudens who live u a neighborhood plagued by crime aad drugs |
attend a summer camp operated by Chandler Elementary School, busiriesses, and coffimunity organizations'in . |
Charlestown, West Virginia. S SR . . . o

The school employs college and high-school students as-counselors, tutors, mentors, and role models. A local
transit company provides a bus and driver to transport children to the Jocal recreation center, where campers
take weekly tennis lessons. Campers also work in.the school’s computer lab and strengthen their reading-and
math skills with teachers and tutors. Other activities include hayrides, arts and crafts, swimming, and field
wips. : oo ¥ Lo

A six-week curriculum includes a drug prevention component that encourages children to talk about the impact
of drugs and violence on their community. Teachers and counselors help campers find: ways to resist drugs and',
make healthy choices. P A PR A St

=—_‘.——-‘—'_—‘—_—~——*—-——_“'_._ —_—
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Financing a Community Learning Center
While some schools and communities may recognize the benefits of extending learning

through neighborhood learning centers, they may think that such an enterprise is too costly or
too complicated. This is not necessarily so.

el Snmme'lmmgmlsaGap e
.:'Wuc'n” L uanvred SUMmer school fundmg. P‘ﬂ"ﬂml ! sbuily
their ou‘i“fffm? Tﬂifmwfagm.w"‘ udenis in.orades 112: The'C

' basxc coursa

Gateways offers two three week sessxons "every simmer; student.s can regxstzr or ¢ ap:to: t'our clasm._a
.day. Most classes focus on'science and the-arts, although topics include staified, glass: desxgn, how to
,get pnbhshed and t‘encmg, in addmon to. physxcs, ‘computer prognmmmg and tocketry o

A core group of teachers paruclpates in Gatcways every year—o them the program is.a chance o
work with hxgh.ly motivated’ students. and dcvelop courses on tQplcs not typxcally oft‘aed dunng,,thc.
school year. Smdenus see the program as,a chqgcc o expenment mth.asadg.r mically challenging; " ..
.‘toplcs w;tlwut fcar because Y f COUTSES:

“The prigim rets 55 cassrooms frbm 13 By $75 per
" scholarships and work-study arrangments' ’a:c available. Teachers earfi- $386 pct class, and. 66
. student assxstants earn $6 an hour Ganeways spcnds about $30 000 a year on supphcs

4 ] ! o . " . e

Costs for after-school and summer programs vary widely, based on the type of activities and
services offered, the times that the program operates, the experience level of the staff, and
whether transportation and materials are required. The extensive variation in circumstances
makes it difficult to establish “typical" program costs, but the experience of some programs
can serve as a guide (See “Sample Costs and Funding for Three Successful Programs” on
the next page).

Programs have many options to meet costs. Many charge minimal fees to offset some costs,
and some use a sliding-fee scale based on income. Programs usually rely on a mix of local,
state, and federal government funding (including Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, and funds from the Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities Act) and
often are able to acquire corpetitive public or private grants by providing specific services.
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Some form partnerships with youth organizations (e.g., Boys and Girls Clubs, Junior
Achievement, and Girl Scouts). Some encourage parents to volunteer their time in a
cooperative arrangement; some give families a discount for free after-school sessions in
proportion to the time they volunteer to help with the after-school or summer program (See
Appendix A and B for more details on program costs and financing neighborhood learning
centers).

Sample Costs and Funding for Three Successful Programs

I e e ———
St. Louis Public Schools Murfreesboro Schools Beacon Schools (NY)
MO) (TN)
Serves: 16 school-based Serves: 9 elementary Serves: 41 Beacon
Community Education schools, with a total schools, at least one in
Centers serve 44,000 enrollment of 5,400 (K-8). every school district.
residents each year. An 80% of the kids participate | Each site serves an
average sites serves 1,500 during the year; 500-600 of average of 120-150 kids
kids per year, and an average | Cason Lane’s 950 kids per day
of 70-90 kids each day participate every day
Offers. Tutoring, arts and Offers: Optional full-day Offers: Academics, arts
recreation, adult classes, schedule, enrichment, arts and recreation,
drug-prevention programs and recreation comprehensive social
services
Costs: $29,250 custodial; Costs: $6.00/hr. for college | Costs: $50,000 custodial:
341,000 site director; students; regular staff on other costs vary
AmeriCorps volunteers flextime
Funding: Fees for adult Funding: Regular budget + | Funding: $500,000 from
classes, HUD block grant; grants + fees of $1.25/hour | city plus grants
school board supplement plus materials
Year Total: $102,250 per site | Year Total: $200,000 at Year Tozal: $1 million per
Cason Lane Beacon School
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TR R UNDS TS PROGRAM

2 School Age Child Carc Program
(100% funded by user fees)
C¥ Aftcr School Ennchmcnr. Pngram IR
(100% funded by PT A.and. reglstranon fees)
4 Adult Edication Classes """ e
+(100% funded by reglstratxon fees) e -‘ S T
5. Ankeny Substance Abuse Project: s e
Prevennon presemanons stafflstudent/famﬂy chrect £

volumary contributxons_ .
" (No fees, are charged to partici
6: Ankeny Fannly Advocacy Pr 'ject R '
. I_Attendance and. trwmcy program, Juvcmle court lmson, e
' -"m-homc fatmly oounselmg services, prevenuon PR
‘program to‘reduce tobiceo use;: absenteeism, poor
' parenting, crime, vmlencc, interaction with gangs
~(No fees are charged to partxcxpants) R
TCxty Leisure Servxcc e o o 814,000
Youth and adult recrutlon ptograms dunng evenings and '
weekends; 15% funded by city; 10% by schools 75% by fm
8.Community usé of Westwood facilities -$22,000
_ YMCA, Scout groups and youth serving orgammuons
- Adult-Church-Commumty—Busmess requws for local, .
nomproﬁt ‘purposes; pnvate use r&serva.nons, 50% funded
- by: schools 50% funded by rerital fees I o

9. Othcr programs unique to Westwood each yéar T ﬁ,QQQ '

Total Program and adm:mstmwe budget cach year '$173,000
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Alibama’s community edtication system tises,a combination of féderal 'and Staté fumdS to'hire ;- -
coordigiators; who!implement extentied-learning prograins in public schiools: Diring!the-1994.65
school year,: Alabama spént $1 ailfion'in' state and federal funds (2 $200,000.fedéral- Depérident
-.Care Gramt):to pay salary Supplements' of approximately §13,000 cach to:63 schiool staff ~ . -",
‘members. 10 Sefve as' comununity. education cgordinafors., . " '

fat

Each of these staff membeis overi¢es‘an average of five:scliool-based prograrms; and:is
responsiblé for’generating firids fhiough fees-and grants. Inithe 1994-95 Schiool ear, this
cootdinators gencrated $9 million in additional fundinig while providing extended day .

opporturities; tutgring, and prograins for children and youth at risk as’ trédining:
involvement programs for parenfs. . - TR

There are several funding and cost saving strategies that neighborhood learning centers can
. undertake to make the most out of limited resources.

. Link Existing Programs Some programs, such as youth and sports leagues, may
already exist in the community. Linking these programs to a neighborhood learning
center benefits both partners, The learning center expands the services it offers, and
the program acquires meeting and practice space, improved access to its participants,
and eliminates transportation costs.

o Run a Program Eligible for Previously Set-Aside Funding Funding that is set aside
for services not directly related to schooling can be acquired to run programs on
school grounds at lower costs, making existing funding go farther. For éxample,
some schools have been awarded funding based on meeting criteria for running day
care programs.

. Reallocate Funds Funding can be reallocated from areas where it is no longer
needed. For example, schools in Murfreesboro have been able to reallocate
transportation funding which is no longer needed when the child’s school day matches
the parent’s work day.

o Rent Out Unutilized Areas Some spaces can be rented out to community groups.
. Shift Staff Hours Rather than hiring entirely new personnel or extending existing

hours, staff hours can be shifted and lower cost support personne! brought in so that
€xpert personnel are available during extended hours.
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How to Open Schools For Extended Learning and Safety
After Hours and During the Summer

Extending learning time at a school or creating a drug-prevention program may require
collaboration among diverse partners: not only parents and educators, but also neighborhood
residents, service providers and public officials may need, and want, to be involved in the
process. Programs should keep in mind the goal of drawing upon all of the community’s
available resources, while addressing the concerns of all who are affected.

Collaboration often requires changes in traditional roles, responsibilities, expectations,
relationships, and schedules. These changes can frustrate even the best efforts if the people
who implement the new program don’t share common goals, a vision for what the
neighborhood learning center can accomplish, and an understanding of the populations and
conditions the program will address and the strategies to be used. But before partners can
agree on these details, they must first agree that schools have an important role to play in
providing extended learning and safety through after-school and summer programs.

" - Learving Opportimities Al the Tiie
. L Chson Line Academy .7

The Mur&éqsﬁbrp City _:Sciioqis"ﬁavelll,dgyéllo

esbor loped a remarkable strategy for. offering extended

learning to'students. Five days a week, year-round; Murfreesboro’s nifie elementary schools are
open from 6am to 7pm. AtCason Lane Academy (K-8), each day is divided into’ three distinct
parts: traditional scademics, (no pull-outs allowed), uritil' 1 1am; conteniporary education, with

~ small group-work, individualized instruction, music and art classes for cvery student, 1lam to
3pm; and “increased oppdrtunities,” where parents may choose academics taught by regular

Cason Lané {cachérs, art, recreation, of life skills elasses for their kids, 3pm to Spm.

Each day 500 t0.600 of Cason Lane’s 950 students stay for the afternoon session; during the
year, 90% of the Kids participate at some time. No one is turned away, dnd 10% receive
scholarships. Cason Lane uses flex-time scheéduling to make certified teschiers available to teach
academics after regular school Hours: Mid-day assistants; usually collége students, relieve
teachers and supervise lunch; ancillary staff, coaches, and music teachers, work from 1lam to
Spm. Through creative use.of its resources and minimal fees ($1.25 per hour and materials |

cost), Cason Lane estimates it provides 66% more ediicational tirae. than traditionatischoals.

! ! '
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'A checklut forbuﬂdingconsensmmd
Souciﬂng Input' , m,.dwem stakeholdem '

[V} parem. grandparents' [] teachets
prii employcrs

-[] school dnstnct admmlstrators .
g schoolboardmemben o
1 hlgher educauon leaders T

The Steps to a Successful Program. Schools can become successful after-school and
summer learning centers when parent, school, and community leaders:

1. Build consensus and partnerships among key stakeholders to convey the
importance of becoming a neighborhood learing center and involve them in
its planning and implementation (See Appendix C for more details).

2. Assess school and community circumstances, resources, and opportunities
to operate 2 before and after school learning center (See¢ Appendix D for more
details).

3. Design a program that helps chﬂdrcn and families learn at school and within
the community (See Appendix E for more details).

4, Address logistical issues, including the use and maintenance of facilities, legal
and liability concerns, and institutional policies (See Appendix F for more

details).

S. Obtain qualified staff and define their roles and responsibilities (See
Appendix G for more details).

10
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During the scbobl ycar, the compumr ab opens an hc,u:‘L before classes begin and remaxns'open unul 5 pami(8.
p.m. on Thursdays) A mwr supemses 8s’ students use. thc lab for oomputet mtsted msuuctxon (CAI) Dunng
i 3 .ﬂxc medm' center: for: fOuJ: Bours;" ‘ofice .
‘Tabi ‘for. CAI acuvmcs

10 sch ,
and avoid difficult transitions each' fall, From 8/d.m. t012:30 p.m., 60:swdeats artend worl 0ps:in science,
math, rcadmg. ‘and ‘social studies led by a cemﬁcd teachcr aTide I asslsmnt, the. prmclpal parcnt volunﬁcers
Tide I teachers also oﬁ'er a hnnds-on tumnal program for 'l'xtlc I stndems from Carmen Park and m feed:r

Funding for the programs comes. from the fcderal Tulc Iprogram a state prog:ram for at-nsk smdenrs and thc
school districi’s general fund. " Local businesses donate shacks. Carmen Park snidents score tear the 80th
percentile on math, teadmg, sc:encc and wrmng m;m m-tbe state asszssment The pnncxpal attnbutcs studen:

The Red Hook Commumty Center at PS 15 m Bmoklyn,i New Yorl: offers cvemng Sann-day, and summer
learning and recreational activities for more than 1,000 children, youth, and adults. Activities mclude
discussious, slull bmldmg. and problem solvmg relm:d to drug mvolvcment and v1olence : N

"Adolezcents (ages 16-20) in a "Youtb on the Movc group learn leadershlp, community as&msmem apd
outreach skills. The group has held focus groups and surveyed peers about the needs and risk: factors associated
with drugs and violence. Responding to feedback, the group counteracts the influence of drug dealers by
providing role modelmg and out:each to cluldren before they begm usmg drugs. Another group of adole.sccnts,

Adolescents (ages 12 16) in rhe "Padxﬁnders Program mcet for four hours a week to plan aud pcrform
community sefrvice projects, solvc coxmn.xmxy problems and engage in pect dwcuss)ons and snpport exercwcs
Twenty-five pre-teens in the "Challengcrs Program pamc:pm in commumty scmcc and cnnchmem actwmes
for eight hours a mk : o

i . R R
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There is no prescription for the petfect after-school or sumimer program. The list of services
and activities that schools can offer to promote learning and safety will depend on the
resources they possess and the planners’ goals and vision for a better school and a better
community—their decisions about who should be served, when, how often, where, and in
what way.

Depending on community conditions, programs may include:

I.S. 218 in anngton Hexghtx, New York prov:des learnmg opportumns and soclal seerccs before and
after school and on’ weekends for 600 children a day in collaboration w.h the Childrén’s Aid Society, Boys and
_ Girls Clubs of America. One.thousand parents also participate every ‘week by taking classes in lmeracy,
citizenship, English as a Second Language. enuepreneumhxp and other topics, and by serving as voluuteers.
Along with educational opportunities, I.S, 218 offers a full range of medical and iéntal hezlm services.: Thc
program’s education and enrichment classes cost approxxmawly $450 per family per year; "families pay an
annual fee of $35 a year. Total program fiinding is about $1.2 million per year, Attendance at LS. 218 is the
highest in tlm eity for comparable nexghborhoods and smdcm mazh and rez.dmg scom are nmprovmg steadlly

Tutoring and mentoring in basic skills

Drug- and violence-prevention curricula and counseling
Youth-focused activities (¢.g., Boys and Girls Clubs, Junior Achievement, Scouts of
America, academic clubs)

Supervised recreation and athletic programs and events

Day care, preschool, and/or nursery programs

Homework centers

Enrichment in the arts and cultural events

Computer instruction

Language instruction, including English as a second language
Employment preparation or training

Adult education and skill development

Activities linked to law enforcement

12
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ANeaghborhood Leummg Center .
‘What school neem could be satisfied through nnks with community partners" IR

.'|,

a. Staff endorscmem CoaL
‘0’ Program pterreladonshxps andboundarles
1. Arrangements: fof sharing space and b
o eqmpment O

.I] Admnustranve control

0 Mamgemlm-angemmm Bl
0 Legal lmbxhty or ﬁnanmal requxremenm

Would public educatxon programs be helped by.

I Closer relaumsh:ps between educators
and the publlc o .

O Expanded learmng oppommmes o

'] Improved ¢ommunication, with. o:ber

‘ scgmems of lhc communny '

‘[l Use of the. school for communny purposes

U Consen'auon of lxmlted educauon fundmg

—Adaptcd ﬁom R.mgers & Decker (1995) pPp- 27-28' .

Programs that use schools beyond regular hours for academic enrichment and drug and
violence prevention may be initiated and administered by a single public school system, in
partnership with a non-school organization or local business, or as part of a broader
community development initiative.

13
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Ll

.Mor: than 2 xmlhon elemcnm.ry mxddlc. and high; school studenu in 3 300 comm' rifies. parucxpab: mlumor
~Achieveroent, an extendcd learnmg pmgram that. cducates and inspxres chlldren : vglue free: enmrpnse. )
understind. business and ec.onomlcs, and be- world'qrc.e rcady ‘Atall levels. the! progra.m provndes sequc"’ ial
and mmgrawd courscs thax Jink ‘studefits Wlﬂl t.ramed voluntecr rolc modcls from ‘the' 'community. cxpene
'based Ieammg and a netwoxk of staffs and advn '

Elemen:ary sclmol students lcarn the televance

educauon 10 the workplace and the unpomnce of hi;'elong
learning through dxscnsstons and al:nvmeslﬂmt' ; i . .

'dedle school students meet weekly wuh loc: smsvolumcmw(l) lcam
“households; businesses; and the- world mzrkctp(ace' (2) explore carecrs; @), jearn’ Bbout tradc conn;cgo
between people and culmrcs around thc worl' (4) expiore the’ personal and soc;cml unpact of lea
school.  * : e x ' -

Hagh school studems parnctpate ina one-semestet econon-ucs course, taugh: by school staff in parmershxp wnh a
community business leader. Inan aft:r-school componznt studen(s organize a corporanon with guxdancc from
community volumteers. Dunng the school ycar and sumumer, students also create and mianage, a company. ,
develop and sell a product or service, pmelpate in workshops on career planmng and leadershxp dcvclopment,
and work with a business mentor m a local ﬁrm

Laatl'

Whatever the model, experienced practitioners report that non-traditional school efforts, such
as extended learning centers, benefit from a combination of informal management systems
that give staff autonomy and formal oversight systems that ensure accountability and
generate support from top admuustrators According to the National Community Education
Association, responsibility for mamtammg the facilities used by school/community programs
typically lies with a manager or coordinator, who answers to the principal and often to the
school board, the staff of organizations that provide services at the school, or both.
Advisory committees, which often continue past the program planning stage, can help
coordinate programs and mobilize changes in the program or in relationships among
collaborators. Partners also may establish accountability procedures for their own staff who
participate in the school program.

Anticipating Legal Concerns. Extended school programs that involve recreation, field trips,
and similar activities may raise liability issues. Administrators from each partner agency Or
institution should examine the potentdal for liability problems, make sure that the program’s
insurance coverage is adequate, and establish a process for addressing liability concerns.

14
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The National Community Education Association advises planners to recognize that some

local laws encourage joint ventures, such as neighborhood learning centers that provide an
array of services, while others may appear to prevent interagency programs. Additional laws
simply regulate services. Planners should understand the differences among these laws. In
some cases, laws can be changed to make school-community collaboration easier. For
example, a Virginia law cited in an NCEA handbook by Ringers and Decker (1996; pp. 53-
54) provides for joint exercise of powers across state lines, which "appears to enable and
encourage joint ventures such as interagency programs and school community centers. "

Negotiating Institutional Policies. Institutional policies protect personal and professional
privacy, define roles, and establish guidelines for practice. Policies usually are designed to
make things run smoothly, but if they aren’t flexible enough to accommodate the changes
required by an after-school and summer education program, they can create turf jssues and
bureaucratic red tape.

B . Involve teachets m plannlng and needs assessment fmm the bcgmmng )

. Estabhsh expectatxons for whaz and how m.atenals wnl be shared S ,
. Wbm possxble, mtegrate regular staff wnh extended Ieammg staff .i_ R .f;- '
. Coordmawmthteacherssothmtheprogl’amﬁllslhcunbedsandfreesthmtodomcrcwnh

thexrownclasstxme '

. l?stabhsh a syszem for on—gomg dxalogue between regular and extmded 1earmng staff, to-
facilitate assessment, innovation, and the qmck aifing of grievances '

15
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" fiatamal Fées Sllpport o Cid Gare
) ngram Belorerand After School 3

When a survey revealed that 1,600 parents in'a Ph,lladclphia suburb Wam:ed a chlld ca:e prog'mm for '
their school-age cliildren, the! Notth. Penn’ School. District estabhshed a fee-‘based pmgram usmg_ c
district facilities and a private. child-care proyider: “Today, the: before- and after-school program NN
(BASE) serves 800 clnldren—12 petcentﬂ bf -studeptsiq lth;c:'distr;;:tr , o

Parenu pay approxxmately SS for mormng seeswns, $6 70 for: a.ftemoon care or’ '58 80’ for both
sessions. The. fees cover thc cost of staffl habtl ' msuranoe, snacks school 'mamtenance and .

BASE uses 'the gymnasmms and cafctems of 13 elemenmry schools, often sharmg

comnmnny youth groups. Activities mclude homework help, supervxsed sc:ence and cookmg expc'n-' '
menis, games artacnnues,maspons o ' co

The staff comlsts s of cemﬁed teacters, teacher assmams from local eolleges, ;xpd adults wu.h : s 'Y
expenenoe in youth orgamzauons mety percent have training in first aid.".

To avoid barriers caused by institutional policies, programs can:

. Encourage partners to discuss boundary issues and resolve them in ways that satisfy
all collaborators

. Define decision-making roles clearly

. Identify and address core policy issues during the early stages of program planning

16
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H_lgh School Stndents Become 'l'utors N

At a "Saturdsy School“

A tulonng pmgram for 130 studcms in-

grades - 1-12 i in- ‘Silver. Sprmg, aryland

" operates: evcry Saturday mormng during’ Ihc

school year. Volunteer tulors -offer

;mstrucuon in malh science,, and: Englxsh o

increase the number of Hlspamcs S
graduaung from high school prepared to.

pursue careers, in:these fields. . Tumrs also o
 build students® leadérship - through Total .
Quality Managcmcut ('I'QM) Although
_this program fomses on hclpmg H1spamc a
students, tutoring] ‘benefits: all studems with
 limited Engllsh pmﬁcnency o

The tutors mcludc hlgh school stu.de.nts
college students,. and local proftssnonals
Seventy percent. are Hispanic, and half are -
bilingual. Tutors must maintain a B
average in the. subjects they teach. A
certified teacher joias the. tutors. ‘each

Sarurday to facahtzte activities: Tutom are
“ trained in ESL. strategwa ‘math’ mstmcuon a
the objectives of the state math test, and
issues affecting. Hxspamcacadmlc
“achievement. " -

Seven conege students and 20 lngh _school

students with good academic records serve

as program leaders. They complete 40

17

.“Thc' Bcwon Program has. mcreasediyh ths’ acoess"to

P.4-18

The Beacon ngxam at Cotmxee Culle'n Commumty
“Center/P.S 194 in Ncw Ypﬂc City operms from 8

smlfes 150 youth and al Tocn ‘Youth !

A

¥ aunchnd a oomnmmty mmﬁcanonfeﬁon,

A g;ram from the Chlldren I Welfare. dmmutrauon
" funids the ceritér's Family Development ‘Program, a
.prevention program that. helps troubled families stay
togcther Case managers work wnhparams and’

vocanonal arenas - thaapeuuﬁ counse md

(- ‘Studeént perfi Shance on
‘stapdatdized readmg tests have 1mproved,’ and: police
report fewer Juvem.lc felomm in t.he commumty
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Measuring Success;: How to Assess a Program’s Accomplishments

Neighborhood learning center programs are by nature complex, and no matter how well
designed, must learn from experience. Continuous monitoring of the progress of a
program—in addition to a shared understanding of the program s goals—can help leaders and
staff maintain their focus, improve effectiveness and accountabnhty, ensur¢ patent and
participant satisfaction, and identify necessary changes. Continuous monitoring allows a
program’s director to assess whether its key features are working as intended, and sets the
standard to do better than before.

Good eva.luauOns o
) Arc donc by and with famlhes and pann:rs—mt to them
. Gathar mformauon conunuously 10 assess progress memte how su'atcgles are workmg and '

deccxmme whether effons arc achlcvmg dcmrcd rcsults

. Ensage the school commumty, and ot.hcr Stakcholdcrs -

« R:ﬂcct an undcrstnn'diilg of vschool and commumty'comcn

. Use vancd perspecuves 0 examme progmns and actm es .

y.

.. Gaxher scveral types of mformauon

. Stay ﬂexible ,

Evaluation involves five basic stages (See Appendix H for more details):

L. Focusing on goals and objectives for program strategies and using them as a guide for
continuous assessment

Clarifying assumptions about the processes by which the program should work
Selecting indicators of success

Collecting information

Analyzing and using information for continuous program improvement

18
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Has there been zmprovement in "

] Attendanee
U . Graduauon rates :
L : Teacher evaluanons ot‘

Has the foﬂoymg.'accuned L

. Allprogram oomponemsaremp "

. Thm isa free ﬂow ot' mformanon

. T.h“e-. is a clear sysmn of awountablmy

. ""p;mmpm s saisfod withprocsss o seview and revison 15 taking Blace

TE, e

There isa proper outlet for new 1deas and orl cntmsm |
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Resource Organizations

The organizations listed below are involved in extended learning time programs and can serve as

a resource in your efforts.

National Community Education Association
3929 Old Lee Highway

Suite 91-A

Fairfax, VA 22030

(703) 359-8973

ASPIRA Association, Inc.
1112 16th Street, NW
Suite 340

Washington, DC 20036
(202) 835-3600

Association of Junior Leagues International
660 First Avenue

New York, NY 10016

(212) 683-1515

Big Brothers/Big Sisters of America
230 North 13th Street

Philadelphia, PA 19107

(215) 567-7000

Boys and Girls Clubs of America
1230 West Peachtree Street, NW
Atlanta, GA 30309

(404) 815-5765

20

Boy Scouts of America
1325 West Walnut Hill Lane
Box 152079

Irving, TX 75015-2079
(972) 580-2000

Campfire Girls and Boys
4601 Madison Avenue
Kansas City, Missouri 64112
(800) 668-6884

Girl Scouts of America

420 Fifth Avenue

New York, NY 10018-2702
(800) 247-8319

Junior Achievement

One Education Way

Colorado Springs, CO 80906
(719) 540-8000
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Resource Activities at the U. S. Department of Education

2% 4 Partnership for Family Involvement in Education
600 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20202-8173

4 Extending Learning in the Basics ~ Title I
Contact your State Department of Education or the
U.S. Department of Education at 202-260-0826

w Making Schools Safe and Drug Free.

The Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act provides funding through the
U.S. Department of Education to help schools build local partnerships to reduce violence
and drug use, install metal detectors and hire security guards, and train teachers to
prevent problems. The act offers school districts the flexibility to design their own
comprehensive school safety programs and coordinate them with community agencies.
For information, call 202-260-3954.

Publications From the U.S. Department of Education

The following publications can be ordered free of charge from the U.S. Department of Education by
calling 1-800-USA-LEARN.

® Strong Families, Strong Schools: Building Community Partnerships for Learning

® America Goes Back to School Partners’ Activity Guide

® Employers, Families and Education: Promoting Family Involvement in Learning

® Reaching All Families

® Team up for Kids! How Schools Can Suppon Family Involvement in Education

® Be Family-Friendly: It's Good Business!

® Join Together for Kids! How Communities Can Support Family Involvement in Educarion
® Summer Home Learning Recipes

® Learning Partners Series (Reading, Math, Homework, and others)

The following are available free of charge from the U.S. Department of Education by calling 1-800-624-
0100:

School Administrators’ Violence Prevention Resource Anthology
Success Stories ‘94: A Guide to Safe, Disciplined, & Drug-Free Schools

4 Creating Safe Schools: A Resource Collection for Planning and Action
4 Manual on School Uniforms

. Growing Up Drug Free: A Parent’s Guide to Prevention

4 READY SET GO

[

¢

21



OCT 29 ’9& ©04:@8PM DOE/OFC OF SECRETARY P.S-18

Conclusion

Creating neighborhood learning centers gets us “back to basics,” back to active community
involvement in raising and educating all of our children. The positive social impact on children of re-
establishing the tie between home, school, and community has been widely recognized. As the
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching points out, collaboration between home and
the school is essential both to the family function and to school success. Drugs, violence, lack of
supervision—these are the realities of many children today. A neighborhood learning center housed in
the neighborhood school can be a safe haven for children, a place of caring and friendship removed
from the violence outside.

22
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Appendix A
What Are Typical Costs?

The major costs most programs incur are for utilities and rent, maintenance and custodial
services, administration and planning, staff, and materials.

Utilities and rent: Most school-based programs are not charged for use of the building. To
allow for custodial work, most schools typically stay open, lighted, and heated or air
conditioned during the hours immediately after school.

Maintenance and custodial service: Most programs pay custodians for.extra hours of
work. Depending on local rates and the need to pay overtime, a program might pay between
$15 and $20 per hour for each custodian. On a yearly basis, these costs could range up to
$25,000 for a large program.

Adminjstration and planning: Depending on the extent of the program, a full- or part-time
coordinator may be needed, Existing staff members may receive $20 per hour for their extra
time, while the salary for a new full-time staff member may be between $30,000 and
$60,000 per year.

Support and instructional staff: The cost of instructional staff varies greatly according to
experience. On average, a college student might earn $6.50 per hour while a regular teacher
might earn between $12 and $20 per hour, depending on experience. Principals and
administrative staff may require salary supplements to become full-year staff.

Materials: These costs are the most variable because of the range of possible offerings.
Participants typically pay for materials at cost for art and recreation programs. Tutoring
programs are very inexpensive and may not require any additional materials. A modern
computer lab could create a one-time cost of more than $40,000.

23
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Appendix B
A Neighborhood Learning Center Budget Worksheet

The budget worksheet on. the following page can provide a useful guide to financing a
program. The top half of the worksheet provides an iternized list of common expenses
associated with establishing and operating a program. Space is provided for listing potental
resources; some items and services can be donated, while others may have no cost. For
example, a local company may donate printing services, and focus groups may not generat¢
any cost if they are run by parents and the school. The bottom section of the worksheet
allows for source-by-source accounting of funding.
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':Plamlmg andDevclopment

: Commumty

'Pnnnng/Pubhcuy ¥
‘Recruiung and dcvclogmg staff i
:Sub-Total: szarg-u T

.Computer stems
mputer syst
, Sub-’l'otal. Operatlng Costs

~ Parent/teacher orgMnom

NI nud{;"etwo:ksheet
Mzu'_or itemstoconsxder Estimntedcost.” T

ool g assessments R
ocus; i S
Pubhc o?:.‘gon polls i

Building/

Operaion

Office Supplles
Salanw—lnstrucuoml saff . T TR T
Salarjes—Adminitrative staff T N e UL IR LT AU S
Custodial services , o - .

Tmnspomuo ; S :

Utilities " T
Telephones and, Fax machmcs R T

TOTAL COST

Local cmc and service clubs
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Appendix C
Build Consensus and Partnerships

Leaders of successful programs offer the following tips:

Seek reactions from diverse members of the school and community. Ask how an
extended school program might help their children and families. What mutual goals
could be addressed? Would the program affect their responsibilities? What role
could they play? Who has concerns about the program, and how can they be
resolved? For each partner, consider how the agency would interact with school staff
and children; how staff would coordinate efforts between and among the school and
collaborating agencies; and what hours or days each service could be offered.

Use existing data to communicate the need for an after-school or summer
program. Focus on statistics from unbiased sources: school absence, dropout, and
graduation rates; student scores on standardized tests; numbers of students with
limited English proficiency or poor literacy skills who could use extra learning
opportunities; tobacco, alcohol, and drug use by students; rates of suicide and
violence among students; and the availability of community resources.

Bridge the communication gap between stakeholders from different communities.
The terms people use for activities and program participants often reveal their goals
and programmatic emphasis, Make sure that educators, service providers, volunteers,
and other partners understand these terms. For example, to many private service
providers the term “client” refers to an individual child; to many members of the
school staff, the word includes parents, other family members, and community
residents as well as students.

Form partnerships with other groups and organizations, Make your stakeholders
your partners. Businesses, church and community groups, and non-profit
organizations have much to offer, and in many cases are already serving some of the
same populations. Both partners benefit: the school adds to its resources and
services, and the partner can use its resources more cost-effectively.
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Appendix D
Conduct a Commupity Assessment to Inform the
Selection of Education Programs

A community assessment helps a partpership turn a shared vision for continuous learning and
safety into strategies that use resources efficiently to address local conditions. A community
assessment will help reveal the context in which children live and learn, identify resources to
‘use or develop, and indicate effective prograrms and strategies.

Assessment information can corme from interviews, surveys, focus groups, and community
forums. Try to include all stakeholders in the assessment process so that your resulting
strategies address real concerans, and consider all possible resources. For example, is there a
local college nearby which could provide work-study students or volunteers, or low-cost
teaching assistants? Do parents feel that their children do not receive enough exposure to the
arts?

It may also prove useful to find out what other community groups or partnerships have
learned about how to improve the learning and safety of local children through their
assessments. Compare information from several sources. Take inventory of which
individuals, informal community associations, and formal institutions could help extend
Jearning opportunities by providing funding, skills, or other assets.

“Sairces fo Taformation on Communités

Education data: Sute and tocal education sgencies . , s
Economic data: Burean of the Census (301457-4608); Buscan of Labor Statistics (202/606-7828); U.S.

" Department of Housing and Urban Development (202-708-1422); annual reports prepared by cities, counties,
and states OV T T T T e e e

Health data and vital statistics: State and Jocal departments of health and buman services

Child weltare aad juvenile justice data: U.S. Department of Justice (202-307-0763), local-police anid tuman
. service deparimenits, state juvenile and criminal justice agenciés S e e

[nformation on children and y'o:_tlr.th: The Anpie E. Casey Foundation (410-547-6600), the Cﬁiiqren’s Defense
Fund (202—6%8-87 87), the National Center fqi::@tﬁldren in Poverty (212-927-8793), -cq’u'nty and local ‘agencies
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Appendix E
Design an Effective Program

Successful partnerships have concluded that every school and community must choose its
own combibation of opportunities to address Jocal conditions and concerns. Nevertheless, to
be effective, every program needs to address the following issues:

1. Establish vision and focus

Set clear goals and objectives goal statements provide an overall framework for a
program; objectives for long-term results enable partmers and participants to measure
progress toward goals. Goal setting involves: (1) identifying the population that the
program will serve, (2) setting the scope of program strategies, (3) writing goal
statements that express consensus among partners, and (4) aligning program goals
with the goals of other local efforts.

Objectives should build on the information collected by your community
assessment. For each goal, consider the following types of questions:

*Where are we now in relation to where we want to be?
e*What are our priority concerns?
*What are the consequences of being where we are?

*What assets can we use to move toward our goals?

2. Address needs in an appropriate manner

Help children and families learn in many ways as part of a comprehensive strategy to
enhance learning—at school, within the community, through formal schooling,
through experience, and with an understanding that learning never ends. As the
Carnegie Corporation has noted, programs should never consider themselves as
“holding tanks.” Programs can address neighborhood needs, such as providing
tutoring in reading and access to computers; creating safe, drug-free havens;
providing enrichment in the arts and languages; providing mentoring that helps
students get into college or obtain a job; and aggressively teaching anti-drug and anti-
violence approaches.

Focus on the needs of individual children. Given appropriate training, staffs should

be able to give individual children help with homework and to guide them in
practicing important skills.
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3. Coordinate efforts

Connect with the regular school program by complementing the curriculum, making
students ready and able to learn, and making the school a safe environment.
Programs should proactively use the resources available in the school, including
computer labs and recreational equipment.

Collaborate with partpers and provide education programs and services that meet real
needs. By involving parents, neighbors, businesses, community members, law
enforcement officials, and cultural instirutions in the planning and operation of after-
school programs, children can be guaranteed a much richer learning program.

4. Establish a system of accountability from the beginning

Include a system for accountability and continuous evaluation to support program
improvement. Continuous monitoring can provide ratonales for program cffects on

children’s learning and the need for collaboration, as well as provide guidance for
management and ensure parent and participant satisfaction with the center.

Use a governance structure that combines hands-on, site-based management with
regular oversight and accountability to all partners. A system must be in place that
allows school personnel and learning center administrators to have an easy back-and-
forth relationship with accountability for actions and results.
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Appendix F
Consider Logistical Issues: How to Go from Design to Implementation

Although the excitement of collaboration and the immediacy of children’s nceds naturally
draw attention to curricula, services, and programmatic concerns, don’t forget to address the
logistical issues involved in building a partnership and implementing new approaches,
including governance and management and the sharing of facilities.

Governance and Management Features

These include:

. Strong leadership—on-site and within the collaboration, to keep activities connected
to goals, motivate staff, and generate continuing resources

o Collaborative decision making—through committees, hearings, task forces,
workshops, and public forums, to ensure that activities match local needs and to build
the investment of all stakeholders

. Clear understanding of management and organization procedures— including
agreement on which partners hold legal responsibility and which partners are
accountable for each element of the program

o Well-managed, mutually accepted arrangements for sharing space and costs-
carefully plan and discuss responsibilities and payment structures, making sure that all
parties are beard; everyone must accept, and have the same understanding of the final

arrangements

. A system for communication and problem resolution among partners-from the
start, establish a system of accountability and handling grievances about all of issues
above

Sharing Facilities

All programs need easy access for disabled students, adequate space for activities and staff, a
safe and drug-free environment, and an inviting atmosphere that attracts program
participants. Since extending schools hours means using the school at night, ensure that
there are adequate, safely lighted parking areas. Programs that offer recreation need access
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to indoor and outdoor play areas; prograins that provide day care Ot preschool need areas
where young children can be protected and supervised.

After-school and summer enrichment programs often must share space that serves other
purposes during regular school hours. Licensing requirements also can influence the type of
school space that a program needs. These factors create possibilities for conflicts among
school and after-school program staff about the size, management, and scheduling of
program facilities.

Formal agreements among partners can reduce or eliminate conflicts, especially regarding
classrooms, parking areas, €ntrances, administration and reception areas, lounges and
restrooms, and storage and staff work areas. Remember that priorities, needs, and patterns
of use change daily and over the life of a program. Keep the agreements flexible enough to
adapt to these changes.

Continual, deliberate efforts to coordinate activities, communicate about small problems, and
negotiate solutions can avert major disagreements over shared space. A building manager or
coordinator, responsible for maintaining and scheduling space, can serve as a liaison among
partoers and ensure that the spaces ar¢ maintained and shared without disrupting any

programs.
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Appendix G
Obtain Qualified Staff

Staffing arrangements vary according to a program’s size, management structure, and goals.

But all programs need staff who are qualified and committed, have appropriate experience
and realistic expectations, and can interact productively with regular school staff.

Staff for after-school or summer learning, drug prevention, and safety programs can come
from the school, a partmer agency, or the community. Paid profeésionals and student
teachers can be supplemented with voluateers, parents, AmeriCorps participants, work-study -
students and volunteers from local colleges or universities, commupity members, and
business representatives.

To help staff coordinate their efforts, experienced program leaders:

(1) invite key stakeholders to participate in interviewing and hiring;

(2) select staff carefully, based on their motivation and commitment, experience, knowledge
of the community, ability to adapt to change, and sense of accountability;

(3) define staff roles ahd responsibilities clearly;

(4) provide orientation t0 new goals, practices, and systems; and

(5) foster a team Sspirit.
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Appendix H
The Assessment Process

Focus on Program Goals and Objectives as a Guide for Assessment

Indicators of success should be built around the original goals and specific objectives that the
program was designed to achieve. Based on the purposes of this guide, goals define the
desired results from extending learning time and undertaking drug prevention practices.
Performance assessment should focus on the following questions:

o Is the program adhering to its mission and design, and taking steps to reach its
objectives?

* Is the program fulfilling the role it was intended to play in the community?
Clarify Assumptions about Program Processes

Think about the assumptions your program is making about what management structuges and
processes will work in your community. Does information flow clearly? Is there a clear
understanding of responsibilities and a system of accountability? These assumptions should
drive program activities—and an evaluation will test the accuracy of the assumptions. If
results do not improve, either the assumptions were wrong or an anticipated event did not
take place.

Select Indicators of Success

Indicators of success must be established for all aspects of a program. Programs will need to
assess whether they are achieving the goals they have set for meeting their students’ needs by
examining student performance, parental satisfaction, and impact on the coramunity.
Programmatic and management issues will need to be assessed by an appropriate set of
indicators measuring the smoothness of operation, whether services are provided at the level
of quality intended, the flow of information, and the system of accountability.
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Effective evaluations use several types of information to measure results. It is essential to
establish short-term indicators of success to introduce the practice of contiouous improvement
in a program. Information on rates of attendance, disruptive incidents, or teacher

evaluations, may provide a short-term means of assessing a program’s progress towards its
goals. Shott-term indicators of program processes could include surveys of all levels of staff
about their understanding of their responsibilities and their satisfaction with the system of
accountability.

Chicago Pnbhc Schools collaborat: wuh the mmonal ASPIRA program to offer afn:moun cnnchment ' ‘
' opportunities‘1o. 100 Hispanic. smdénts at three fiddle-schools. - Thie activities coincide, with/stadents’ classroom 1
curricula, emphasizing hands-on participation'in'science and math.. In addition, 600 mlddle- and high-school '
students participate in 17 ASPIRA clubs in Chlcago, whcrc they buxld leadcrs!up shlls and a commmnem 1o

t.heucoxnmumues oL S N W .
Students can obuu.n individual tutormg on weckday afiernoons and: Samrday mornmgs aI the ASPIRA central
ofﬁce. which also houses a resource. center wlth mformauon on prepanng fo‘i". college emlrance exams i’orty

)

-weelr"smumr s_phoal and rccexve ‘

Volumeers and succcssful ASPIRA graduatcs work vmh paxd machers lO ma.nage p:ogramx and prov;de :_' l‘
A.SPIRA Cﬁxcago in.!

An ASPIRA programm Chxcago erving 30 mdents com 5‘25 000 Fundmg comﬂ ¢ m federal grmm and
the narional- ASPIRA Assocmuon Nonhwestem Umvemty is devcloplng a Ionguudmal ‘study 'of the Chmgo
after-school and summer programs that will monitor student grades, academic progress. ‘dfopout rates, and
enrollment in postsecondary edncanon

Collect Information on Results

Evaluations collect information on children and families, activities and services, staff and
other resources, collaborative partners, and community perceptions. Sources of information

include:
. Focus groups and community forums
. Surveys
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. Registration or intake forms
o Staff ac'tivity logs
. Comparison groups that match similar groups, one with a program and one without

. Demographic databases that reveal trends in the general population

. Self-comparisons over time

Analyze and Use Information for Continuous Improvement

Evaluation creates tools for improving strategies or services and refining goals and
objectives. An evaluation can show whether a program has reached its objectives and
whether the failure to meet an objective was caused by inadequate implementation or flawed
assumptions. This knowledge helps programs fine-tune approaches and set goals, creating a
continuous loop of useful feedback.
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DReport questions drug-education efforts

WASHINGTON (AP) Many schoolchildren still turn to drugs
between the fifth and eighth grades despite billions of federal
dollars that have been spent on drug education since 1987, the
Education Department said Monday.

A report commissioned by the department said * “effects were
small'' even in the programs that appeared to curb drug use.
Despite the negative results, the department wants more money in
1988, with tighter standards for who gets it.

The report suggested that schools will need to spend more time
and money on drug prevention than the $10 in federal, state and
local funds now being spent per pupil. The department also said
that schools don't carefully choose their programs.

For instance, the report found better results at schools where
students took part in programs other than D.A.R.E., which operates
in about 70 percent of school districts.

D.A.R.E., which stands for drug abuse resistance education,
relies on police officers and other law enforcement officials who
visit fifth-grade classrooms for 17 hours each year. The program
receives federal money through school districts.

* "What we really want to do is to begin to get school districts
to examine what they're doing,"’ said Bill Modzeleski, director of
the Education Department's Safe and Drug-Free Schools program.

The department wants $620 million next year for the program, up
from $558 million this year and $438 million in 1996.

The study tracked 10,000 students in 19 school districts yearly
for four years, starting with a group of fifth- and sixth-graders
in 1991-1992.

The sample doesn't give a statistically reliable picture of the
whole country. Nor does the study give any measure of what drug use
would be without any programs. But department officials said this
study and others make clear that too many children are turning to
drugs.

Eighteen percent of eighth-graders and 24 percent of
ninth-graders reported being heavy users of alcohol, meaning they
drank more than 10 times or were drunk at least once in the past 30
days. Eighteen percent of eighth- and ninth-graders had used
marijuana in the month before the survey, and 5 percent reported
being heavy users. Twenty-six percent of the older students smoked
cigarettes.



Bill Alden, a national executive with D.A.R.E. America, said
it's foolhardy to think that program can " “inoculate children for
life."" He said few districts follow up with the group’s * “booster
programs'' in junior high and high school, largely because drug
education is expensive.

* *There's a natural erosion that takes place,'' he said, adding
that the * “just say no'' message of the last decade has given way
to a more permissive attitude.

Although statistics have shown a rise in drug use, the increase
has occurred in eighth- to 12th-graders, he said. * " Drug use at
earlier ages has stayed pretty still,’" he said.

The report said teachers and drug counselors often find
themselves strained to the limits. One counselor may be responsible
for 500 students.

Some high school students who have been through D.A.R.E. and
other programs say drug and alcohol use have become common.

Heather Hart, 18, from Lawrence, Kan., said pupils need to start
learning when they're " “really, really little'' that drugs are bad.
Maybe then, youngsters would be less likely to turn to drugs when
troubled emotionally, she said.

' *Something happens in their life and they want to get away,"
she said.

But the self-described * “goody two-shoes’' admits being
irritated when she has to interrupt school to hear a drug
presentation that has already sunk in.

Katie Krebsbach, 18, of St. Paul, Minn., said too many
youngsters see older kids using drugs.

**1 had D.A.R.E. in the sixth grade and that was it,"" she said.

' It needs to be a continuous thing. People need to see first hand
what it does to people."’
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