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Foreword

The role of after-school programming is in transition. In the past, after-school programs provided mainly
homework help and fulfilled a childcare need for parents. Increasingly, private and public funders and
other stakeholders view the after-school hours as an important time to improve student achievement and
to complement learning within a school setting. This change in what we have come to expect of after-
school programming demands that we learn and share what works — and what doesn’t — as we aim to
improve student achievement. That is the focus of this report.

In support of our mission to expand opportunity for Californians and to advance their educational and
economic prospects, The James Irvine Foundation launched in 1999 the largest program initiative in its
history: Communities Organizing Resources to Advance Learning (CORAL), an eight-year, $58 million
effort to improve the educational performance of low-achieving students in five California cities.

During the school years from 2004 to 2006, the Foundation engaged Public/Private Ventures (P/PV) to
evaluate the CORAL initiative. P/PV 1s a national nonprofit organization whose mission is to improve
the effectiveness of social policies, programs and community initiatives, especially as they affect youth
and young adults. P/PV served as a key independent partner in helping to reorient the focus of CORAL
after a midcourse assessment revealed disappointing student outcomes. The firm also brought a rigor
and discipline in implementing these changes, helping to pave the way for the initiative’s eventual
successes, including achievement of measured gains in reading levels by participants receiving consistent,
quality literacy programming after school. Along the way, P/PV documented CORAL outcomes, lessons
learned and promising strategies for boosting student achievement through after-school programming.

Findings from the CORAL experience offer new insight for those who strive to advance, fund, design
and implement effective after-school programs. We remain committed to identifying ways to share these
findings and lessons broadly to ensure the success and advancement of this important work.

S5t

James E. Canales
President and Chief Executive Officer

The James Irvine Foundation
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Context: After-School Evaluations

There is widespread agreement — among parents,
policymakers and educators — that after-school
programs can and should provide developmentally
appropriate places for youth, offering safety,

structure and supportive adults, and exposure to

new and different experiences that create opportunities
for healthy growth and development.' For more

than a decade, funding has increased for programs
that provide these kinds of developmentally appropriate
supports and opportunities. At the same time, there
has been an increased focus on utilizing these
after-school hours to help improve children’s
academic achievement.”

By the early 2000s, however, several evaluations

of the largest-scale after-school programs began to
report findings suggesting that at least one of their
major goals — supporting academic gains — might be
beyond their reach.’ The evaluations also highlighted
two critical issues that could be impeding more positive
results: First, many of the programs attempted to
achieve academic gains only by providing homework
help or through inconsistent or poorly implemented
academically oriented activities;* and, second, many of
the children who were enrolled were not participating
on a regular or sustained enough basis for the programs
to be expected to influence their achievement.” In
addition, recent research has suggested that children’s
engagement in after-school programs — for example
their sense of belonging to, and interest in, the
programs — may be an important contributor to the
programs’ ability to influence children’s achievement
and behaviors. These three issues — quality,
participation and engagement — have thus increasingly
mterested funders and researchers who are exploring
the effectiveness of after-school programs.’

The current evaluation of the Communities Organizing
Resources to Advance Learning (CORAL) initiative
was designed in late 2003 as the results of these
large-scale after-school program evaluations were just
emerging. Thus, it offered a timely opportunity to
explore the effectiveness of an after-school initiative
that took a targeted approach to delivering high-
quality literacy programming, within a broader array
of activities intended to engage children in the after-
school hours. The data collected and analyzed for this
evaluation of the final two years of the initiative (from
2004 to 2006) allow us to measure and link quality,
participation, engagement and outcomes — advancing
our knowledge of strategies likely to make a difference
for children.

CORAL Evaluation and Evolution

In the 2004-2005 school year, when the current
evaluation began, total CORAL enrollment statewide
was 5,321, ranging from 585 to 2,081 across the cities.
Most youth served were elementary-school aged, and
they came from varied backgrounds and cultures. The
highest percentage were Latino/a (about 68 percent),
followed by African American and Asian American
youth. Over half (563 percent) of CORAL children were
designated English learners, and 89 percent, overall,
were recipients of free or reduced-price lunch.

Their scores on the California Standards Test-English
Language Arts (GST-ELA), from Spring 2004, show
that only a small portion (16 percent) met or exceeded
the grade-level proficiency standards for reading. Of the
sample explored in most depth in this evaluation, 50
percent were reading two or more grades below level,
and an additional 20 percent were reading one grade
below level.

The initial CORAL philosophy reflected best practices
in the fields of youth development programming

and community initiatives, including an emphasis on
consistent staffing to promote positive adult-youth
relationships, and policies and practices designed to
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COMMUNITIES ORGANIZING RESOURCES TO ADVANCE LEARNING (CORAL)

foster regular and ongoing youth participation. While
all the CORAL cities shared the goal of improving
youth’s academic achievement, the initiative, during its
early years, had broad guidelines for implementation.
As a result, there was great variation across the state in
the approach and content of the after-school programs.
While the sites typically provided youth with some
mix of homework help and enrichment activities, the
programming ranged from primarily a science-based
enrichment curriculum, to mostly homework help, to a
focus on art and cultural experiences.

In 2003, at approximately the mid-point of the imitiative,
results from a study of CORAL'’s early outcomes
conducted by SRI International, suggested that the cities
were struggling with serious implementation issues.
Participant numbers fell short of agreed-upon goals,

and the cost per participant was more than double
what was widely considered reasonable. In addition,

the study indicated that, with a few exceptions, the

programming — which, aside from “homework help,”
consisted almost entirely of enrichment activities — was
of relatively low quality.’

In response to these concerns about quality, participation
and cost — and to the accumulating evidence that after-
school programming focused primarily on enrichment
and homework help does not have an impact on
academic achievement — the Foundation determined

to intensify CORAL's educational focus. Public/Private
Ventures (P/PV) was asked to assist in this work and

to evaluate the results.®

To reduce variability among the sites and increase the
likelihood that the mitiative, as a whole, would achieve
its intended goals, CORAL, in Fall 2004, adopted

a much more targeted approach for its academic
component: the implementation of literacy programming
three to four days a week, for 60 to 90 minutes each
day, that focused on concrete strategies for helping
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children far behind in reading skills improve, while also

bringing literature and reading to life for the children.

This programming was based on the core strategies of

balanced literacy, a model that reflects current research

on developing competent readers. These strategies
include:

*  Read alouds — staff read stories (or, occasionally,
nonfiction books) to the children, including short
books that can be read in 10 or 15 minutes and
chapter books that are read over the course of
several days.

*  Book discussions — staff lead the children in
talking about the story that has just been read.

*  Writing activities — the children write about topics
they have just discussed or create their own stories.

*  Vocabulary activities— the children review words
or learn new words.

*  Skill-development activities— the children
practice particular literacy skills, such as letter
sounds or spelling.

*  Independent reading — the children spend time
reading books of their choice at a level where they
can read fluently and with high comprehension.

After the introduction of these balanced literacy
strategies, CORAL programs continued to provide
children with enrichment opportunities and, in
most cities, reserved time for homework help in
the remaining portion of each day’s after-school
programming.

As in previous years, the children were generally
divided into groups based on grade level. Each group
consisted of 12 to 20 children and was led by one or
two staff members, called team leaders, who supervised
the children and were also typically responsible for
planning and leading literacy activities.

An interim report, Launching Literacy in After-School
Programs, based on data collected in the first year after
the shift to literacy programming (the 2004-2005

school year), describes the CORAL cities’ successes and
challenges in implementing the literacy component and
examines the relationship between quality programming
and the children’s gains in reading during that first
year.’ The final report (on which this executive

summary is based) presents research conducted over a
two-year period, focusing on changes in the quality of
the literacy programming during that time, the extent
of the children’s participation and engagement in
CORAL, and the relationship of each factor — quality,
participation and engagement — to positive changes

in children’s reading performance and attitudes. In
addition, the report discusses the costs of CORAL,
including the cost of the investments in quality, in terms
of staffing, training, program monitoring and books.

Summary of Findings from

the Two-Year Evaluation of CORAL

The findings described in this report have been drawn
from data collected from multiple sources between
Fall 2004 and Summer 2006, including enrollment,
attendance, activity and participation data from each
city’s management information system (MIS); scores
from the CST-ELA from Spring 2004, 2005 and 2006;
interviews with program and partner agency staff;

and a cost survey. The evaluation focuses on a subset
of four to five sites in each of the five CORAL cities
and follows a sample of children who were in the
third and fourth grades in Fall 2004 and then in the
fourth and fifth grades in the second year of the study.
For these intensive research sites and grade levels,
extensive observations of on-the-ground programming
were conducted, parents completed surveys, and
children completed surveys and individualized reading
assessments at multiple time points.

This data collection strategy allows us to link

these data together and describe important patterns

of relationships between the quality of programs,
participation, engagement and outcomes. Thus,

the results of the study are informative for program
designers, funders, researchers and policymakers who
are interested in the specific practices that make after-
school programs effective for children. The diversity
of the children involved in CORAL — in their ethnicity
and language proficiency and also, to some degree,

in their performance at school — adds to our ability

to examine the role of after-school programs for
different subgroups of youth, in particular, English
learners, a topic often missing in after-school research.”
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Key Findings

Children’s reading success was strongly related

to the quality of literacy programming. CORAL
participants showed greater gains in grade-level
reading and performed better on standardized tests
when they were exposed to more consistent and
higher-quality literacy activities.

Results from the first year of the evaluation indicated
greater gains over five months on the individualized
reading assessment (.45 grade-levels in reading) for
children exposed to consistent implementation of

the balanced literacy strategies — read alouds, book
discussions, independent reading, writing, vocabulary
development and skill development activities — and
higher-quality implementation of those strategies. In
contrast, those children exposed to inconsistent or low-
quality implementation of the literacy strategies gained
Just .26 grade-levels in reading.

In the second year of the evaluation, when almost all

of the staff leading the literacy activities had improved
and were consistently using the literacy strategies, the
average reading gain for all children in the sample
(based on the individualized reading assessment) was
A4 grade levels — comparable to the average gain of
A5 for children exposed to higher-quality activities
during Year One. Also in Year Two, children in groups
where team leaders used stronger classroom practices
(the structor offered strong adult support, was skilled
at group management, provided high-quality instruction
and made connections between the children’s lives and
the books they were reading) in combination with more
consistent and higher-quality implementation of the
literacy strategies were more likely to have a positive
outcome on the GST-ELA test. (A positive outcome
was defined as moving from “far below basic” or
“below basic” up to a higher level, or remaining “basic,”
“proficient” or “advanced” from one year to the next).

The evaluation design did not include a comparison
group; therefore, we cannot firmly conclude that the
gains made by the CORAL youth are any different
from what might be expected had they not taken part
in the program.

However, the finding that the quality and consistency
with which CORAL instructors delivered the literacy
programming are related to reading-level gains and
improvement on the CST-ELA suggests that the
program has had some bearing on these gains.

Higher levels of engagement in CORAL were related
to positive changes in children’s attitudes toward
reading as well as attitudes and behaviors in school.

Children’s engagement in CORAL, as measured by
their sense of belonging, was an important contributor
to changes in 10 of the 13 outcomes examined in the
areas of reading attitudes, as well as school attitudes
and behaviors. That is, the stronger the children’s sense
of belonging to the program, the more likely they were
to have a positive change in outcomes that included
enjoyment of reading, liking and wanting to go to
school, and time spent reading after school. (Children’s
levels of participation in CORAL were not related to
changes in these outcomes.)

Because children’s sense of belonging emerged as such
a strong predictor of positive changes in outcomes,
additional analyses were conducted to understand
whether the observed program quality ratings (that is,
the literacy strategies and classroom practices) might
be associated with children’s sense of belonging to

the CORAL programs. But no such relationship was
apparent. However, children’s perceptions of CORAL
as a place with positive peer relationships (i.e., they
liked the other children there, got to know them very
well, and had a lot of friends there) and how safe

they felt in CORAL (as measured in Fall 2004) were
positively related to their sense of belonging (measured
n 2006).
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The findings were promising for the diverse group

of children served by CORAL, including the large
number of English learners (53 percent) and children
performing far-behind in reading. Both of these
subgroups showed similar gains when compared to
their CORAL peers.

This study provided important information on the role
of after-school programs for English learners, a rapidly
growing population in California and throughout the
United States. Slightly more than half (53 percent) of
the children in the CORAL study were identified as
English learners, a greater proportion than documented
in other studies of after-school programs." English
learners gained as much as English-proficient children
who had the same level of participation and were
exposed to the same level of quality.

Findings from this evaluation also demonstrate that

an after-school program can benefit children who

are far-behind in reading. Children who were two

or more grade levels behind in reading based on the
individualized reading assessments gained just as much
as their higher-achieving counterparts over the same
period of time.

Without a comparison group, it is difficult to place
these findings in context. However, previous studies
have suggested that children from low-income families
may fall further and further behind in reading between
first and fourth grades. The CORAL experience offers
promise in that the children who were most behind
and those who were English learners kept pace in

their gains.

Beneficial Program Characteristics

In addition to these promising outcomes for the
children mvolved in CORAL, the evaluation

also identified crucial program achievements and
characteristics that laid the groundwork for the positive
benefits participants derived. These mnclude:

CORAL sites were able to increase the quality of
their literacy programming relatively quickly. By the
end of the second year of implementation almost all
(88 percent) of the literacy activities observed had
reached a moderate level of quality. This was a key
achievement, as quality was found to be related to
children’s reading gains.

In Fall 2004, the CORAL programs began the process
of incorporating 60 to 90 minutes of literacy, three to
four afternoons per week, into their existing array of
enrichment and recreational activities. At the end of the
first year of the evaluation, about one-third (36 percent)
of the groups observed were reaching a moderate level
of consistency and quality in their implementation

of the literacy program model. The CORAL city
directors and staff drew on information from the first-
year evaluation, as well as lessons learned from their
own experiences, as they developed approaches for
improving the quality of their programming. Their
efforts included having an effective literacy director in
place, targeting trainings for team leaders, monitoring
and coaching on a regular and ongoing basis, and
focusing on strengthening the independent reading
component of the balanced literacy lessons.” By the end
of the second year of balanced literacy implementation,
88 percent of the observed groups had achieved

at least a moderate level of quality in their literacy
programming.
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The children enrolled in the CORAL programs
had high levels of participation and a strong
sense of engagement.

Children attended CORAL an average of 110.3 days
over the 2005-2006 school year (an overall average
attendance rate of 73 percent of the days the program
was open), or an average of 3.0 days per week. Overall,
69.3 percent attended more than 75 days during

the year. These attendance rates appear particularly
strong when compared to other studies of after-school
programs. A first-year evaluation of the 21st Century
Community Learning Centers, for example, found

that children attended an average of 58.3 days over the
year, and only 16.9 percent attended more than 75 days
of programming.” A review of 73 after-school programs
found 11 programs with youth attendance ranging
from 15 percent to 26 percent, and an additional three
programs with attendance ranging between 26 and

50 percent."* The remaining programs did not have
attendance data available.

Beyond rates of attendance, other findings suggest
that the children were highly engaged in CORAL.
Positive adult-youth relationships and a strong sense
of belonging to CORAL appear to be the strengths of
the program. Almost all children (97 percent) reported
that there was at least one adult at CORAL who
supported them and to whom they could talk, and 73
percent indicated that there were two or more such
adults. More than 85 percent of children agreed that
staff in literacy activities paid attention to and cared
about them. More generally, CORAL seemed to be

a safe space for children, where they felt comfortable
and cared for. About 90 percent of children agreed
that they felt safe at CORAL. Almost three-quarters of
the children (71 percent) agreed that they felt that they
belonged at CORAL.

CORAL demonstrated that after-school programs can
provide dynamic and fun programming that blends
academics and enrichment activities in a way that is
beneficial to children and meets the needs of other
constituents, including parents and schools.

CORAL was designed to meet multiple needs: to help
boost the academic achievement of children who were
struggling in their efforts to learn to read and to provide
them with enriching experiences that they might
otherwise not have access to; the program was also
designed to let the children have fun.

Overwhelmingly, parents indicated that they enrolled
their children in CORAL to help them do better in
school. According to reports from parents, the program
was meeting that goal. Over 90 percent of parents

(98 percent of those with children still enrolled and

91 percent of those with children no longer attending)
indicated that CORAL helped their child do better

in school.

Schools, under pressure to increase the academic
standing of their students, were interested in after-school
literacy programming, but enrichment activities were
also of particular importance to them because many of
the schools lacked time during the school day or money
in their budgets for activities such as art, music or
dance. CORAL provided an array of literacy support,
homework help, enrichment and physical education
activities to meet these interests and needs.

Children responded positively to the CORAL
programming, with almost three-quarters reporting
they liked literacy activities, and close to 90 percent
reporting they liked the enrichment and physical
activities. Interviews with CORAL staff revealed

the importance they placed on making literacy
programming fun for children. They did so by finding
and reading books the children were interested in,
having engaging conversations about the books, and
drawing connections between the stories read and the
children’s lives.
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Costs for providing CORAL's combined academic
and enrichment program (just under an estimated
$20 per day for each child in attendance) were
similar to costs of other after-school programming.

Results from a survey of staff in four of the CORAL
cities” about costs associated with running the CORAL
program suggest an average per diem per child cost of
slightly under $20. This figure takes into account site-
level costs along with the administrative and oversight
costs incurred by the cities’ lead agencies. It also takes
mto account city-level (and, to a lesser extent, the site-
level) costs directly related to providing high-quality
literacy programming — including the expenses
associated with hiring a literacy director, training team
leaders, monitoring quality of instruction, and obtaining
an adequate number of books for independent reading.

The costs of CORAL are in keeping with costs
associated with several other large-scale after-school
programs; however, they are greater than the cost
assumed by public funding, for example 21st Century
funding (which provides approximately $1,000 per
child per year, or $7 or $8 per day) or the California
Proposition 49 funding, which has recently become
available and offers $7.50 per day plus a required
$2.50 match from individual programs.”

Beyond these site- and city-level costs, The James
Irvine Foundation provided additional funding at the
statewide level (for the CORAL initiative as a whole)
that helped lay the groundwork for implementation

of a high-quality program in each city. A significant
portion of the additional funding was used to develop
a computerized management information system to
enable the CORAL programs to track enrollment (e.g.,
demographic data), participation trends and outcomes
data — information that was critical for the programs
to be able to identify whom they were serving, whether
they were reaching goals for attendance, and the degree
to which they were achieving other program goals.
Developing this system in conjunction with city-level
staff and training staff to use the system mitially cost
between $20,000 and $25,000 per city. Initiative-level
funding also included approximately $140,000 for
technical assistance expenses during each of the first

two years of implementing the literacy component, and
$60,000 each year of the evaluation for researchers’
time in conducting observations of the literacy lessons
on a regular basis and providing feedback to the sites.

Implications for Programs, Research and Policy
The results of the CORAL evaluation have important
implications for the after-school field, including
practitioners, researchers, and policymakers interested
in the potential of after-school time to provide children
with enriching experiences and academic support.
Several key lessons emerge:

When considering CORAL's success in promoting
gains in literacy, it is important to keep in mind that
these results are likely the product of a “mixed”
program that combined quality literacy instruction
with enrichment activities and homework help.

While a comprehensive assessment of the quality of
the non-literacy programming and its link to children’s
outcomes was beyond the scope of this report,

key stakeholders — including participating youth,

their parents and school staff — viewed CORAL?’s
enrichment programming as an important factor in
engaging children in the program. And, children’s
engagement in CORAL was related to positive changes
in their attitudes toward reading as well as their
attitudes and behaviors in school.

At the same time, enrichment programming, while
clearly a critical element of CORAL, did not receive
the same level of attention or funding in each city
during the time frame of this evaluation. While some
cities continued to use outside community-based
organizations to plan and lead activities, others had
their team leaders provide enrichment programming.
In either circumstance, non-literacy programming did
not receive the same type of monitoring and support as
literacy programming, and its quality is less certain.

As a result, the CORAL directors acknowledged
that they need to turn their attention to enrichment
activities. Presumably, the same strategies that
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promoted higher-quality literacy programming
(including training, monitoring and coaching) can
be applied to enrichment programming as well.

Thus, other program sites mterested in adopting the
CORAL approach are advised to take similar care to
ensure that the literacy programming is embedded
in a broader context of enrichment programming.

Increasing the quality of a targeted literacy
component is clearly possible, but it requires focused
effort. Program staff’s access to crucial data on
program quality and practices and the ways in which
they were able to use that information for program
improvement were critical components of

their success.

The increase in quality achieved by the CORAL cities
between Year One and Year Two was crucial to the
reading gains achieved by participating youth. Getting
to this level of quality, and doing it so quickly, was

a process driven by data. Program administrators

had access to data from observations and Year One
evaluation findings that revealed a correlation between
quality and outcomes, providing them with crucial
direction for program improvement and the evidence
necessary to convince key stakeholders (including
parents and school administrators) of the importance
of these changes.

By the second year of evaluation, all the cities had
invested in factors that the first-year evaluation findings
suggested led to better quality. Perhaps most crucially,
the evaluation spotlighted the importance of the role
played by the literacy director in providing initial and
ongoing training to site staff on successful literacy
strategies, in regular monitoring of on-the-ground
programming, and in coaching to help support the
team leaders and site coordinators. City directors used
this information to more clearly define and strengthen
the literacy director’s role, to develop improved and
targeted training, and to implement consistent program
monitoring followed up with feedback and coaching.
The evaluation also highlighted the importance of the
independent reading time and of having a large enough

volume and variety of books for children to read. As

a result, CORAL cities invested in more books for the
children. In addition, CORAL city directors built on
this strategy of using data to help identify strengths and
weaknesses of program implementation. By the second
year of evaluation, program staff began to make the
transition to generating their own observation data so
they could continue to identify and address gaps in the
consistency and quality of the literacy activities. All of
these efforts were resource intensive both in terms of
dollars and staff time. However, they all led to stronger
programming during the second year of implementation
of literacy activities.

The fact that English learners achieved academic
gains in equal measure to other children in the
program deserves particular attention. In the
current environment of scarce resources for
academic support, and the evolving demographic
profile of the children in this country, these results
take on added significance.

Since they started further behind in their English
literacy skills, it is particularly noteworthy that English
learners gained just as much as English-proficient
youth through their participation in the CORAL
program. Other after-school programs may want to
consider ways to increase English learner access to their
programs, if they are not already encouraging these
children to participate.

In considering this, however, it is important to note
that the findings from this study do not support the
idea that the CORAL approach be directed exclusively
at English learners. The CORAL classes comprised
children with a mix of language backgrounds and
achievement levels. While outside the scope of this
study, it is likely that participants in the CORAL
program may have benefited from experiencing
programming with other children of diverse abilities
and characteristics. It may, then, also be important

to avoid using the CORAL approach as an overly
targeted intervention, and instead consider its utility

as an approach that benefits a wide variety of children.
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The accumulation of results from this evaluation is
promising but not conclusive. Future experimental
design studies of programs that focus on this
population of children, reach a moderate to high
level of quality in implementing this type of literacy
programming, and garner similarly high rates of
participation and engagement would constitute an
important addition to the body of knowledge on
after-school program effectiveness.

The findings from this study suggest that quality and
engagement are important for promoting positive
outcomes across all subgroups of children. Higher-
quality programming was consistently related to better
reading performance outcomes, and children’s sense of
belonging was related to positive change on 10 of the
13 outcomes measured regarding their attitudes toward
reading and attitudes toward, and behaviors in, school.

Because the study does not have a comparison group, it
1s possible that motivational factors related to children’s
involvement in or sense of belonging to CORAL may
be linked to the positive gains documented. Despite

the lack of a comparison group, however, the findings
point to important associations worth exploring in more
depth via future research.

Conclusion

The CORAL initiative’s transition to a balanced literacy
approach emerged amid a larger transition in the after-
school field, in which practitioners and policymakers
are reevaluating the role of the after-school hours and
becoming more attuned to the importance of quality
programming and engagement among participants.
Consequently, the evaluation of CORAL provides
important guidance not only from a programmatic
standpoint, but also from a public policy perspective.
An understanding of the ways in which CORAL has
engaged children in quality programming, and the
relationship of engagement and quality programming to
academic outcomes, has drawn further attention to the
potential role for after-school programs in the ongoing
drive to improve children’s academic achievement.
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CHAPTER 1:

INTRODUCTION

There is widespread agreement — among parents,
policymakers, advocates and educators — that
after-school programs can and should provide
developmentally appropriate places for youth, offering
safety, structure and supportive adults, and exposure

to new and diverse experiences that create opportunities
for healthy growth and development.' For more than a
decade, funding has increased for after-school programs
that provide these types of developmentally appropriate
supports. At the same time, there has been increased
focus on utilizing after-school hours to improve
children’s academic achievement, prompting important
questions about the role — and potential — of after-
school time.?

The Growth of Academics

in After-School Programs

In the 1990s, many proponents of after-school programs
began to advocate for expanding their goals to include
at least some focus on reducing the achievement

gap between students of different racial, ethnic and
economic backgrounds.’ Public and private funders
increasingly expected programs to have academic
outcomes.* One example was the privately funded
Extended-Service Schools initiative, which, beginning
in 1997, supported the creation of 60 after-school
programs across the country; each was intended to
include academic development among its goals.” The
most prominent example of this shift toward academics,
however, has been the federally funded 21st Century
Community Learning Genters (21st CCLC) program.
Launched in 1998, it offered more than 1,600 grants
that provided an array of out-of-school-time services to
children across the country.® When the No Child Left
Behind Act reauthorized 21st CCLC in 2002, it placed
new emphasis on programs’ inclusion of academic
enrichment activities intended to help students meet
state and local achievement standards.”

The 21st CCLC spurred several efforts to build
sustainable after-school structures, including statewide
efforts in California, Connecticut, Georgia, Illinois,
North Carolina, Pennsylvania and Tennessee.® Efforts
in California, in particular, are being watched with great
interest by funders, practitioners and policymakers
across the country. In 2002, more than 55 percent

of California voters approved Proposition 49, which

increased funding for the After School Education and
Safety Program from $121 million per year to $550
million. The program was to be implemented at an
unspecified future date when the state budget allowed.
In the 20062007 school year, the funds became
available, and the California Department of Education
began to disburse them. To receive the funds under
Prop 49, programs must provide tutoring and/or
homework assistance, as well as additional services that
reinforce and complement local schools’ curricula. The
California Department of Education recertifies after-
school programs every three years based on academic
performance, attendance outcomes and positive
behavioral changes.’

Literacy in After-School Programs

In the last decade, one particular academic area —
literacy — has taken on a greater urgency for
after-school programs, in large part because of national
attention to the goal of having all children reading

at grade level by third grade. Recent results of the
National Assessment of Educational Progress, also
known as the “Nation’s Report Card,” suggest that, in
spite of the No Child Left Behind mandate that schools
show yearly improvement on the test scores of youth
in all categories, minority children continue to fare far
worse on reading and math proficiency.

Despite schools’ efforts to improve the literacy levels
of all students, a significant number of children in low-
income, poor-performing schools are far behind in
reading. Many schools face the additional challenges
of developing language skills and academic proficiency
among children of non-English speaking families. Amid
debate about the best way to help English learners in
school, research indicates that they can take three to
five years to develop oral language proficiency and
four to seven years to develop the academic English
proficiency apparently needed for scoring well on
standardized tests."" In states such as California, where
more than 25 percent of public school students are
English learners and more than 40 percent of all public
school students speak a language other than English in
their homes, there is acute interest in how after-school
programs might work with and improve literacy skills
for children of all language backgrounds."
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Measuring Academic Outcomes

After-school programs with goals of academic
improvement for participants burgeoned in the 1990s.
But by early 2000, findings from studies of several

of the largest after-school efforts revealed that the
academic component was frequently of poor quality or
limited to homework help, and the programs were not
leading to positive academic outcomes for participants.”

In response to these evaluations, a number of after-
school programs began to introduce more specific,
targeted academic curricula into their larger array of
activities."* A recent meta-analysis of the evaluations
of 73 after-school programs designed to promote
personal and social skills and academic gains found
that programs featuring a “SAFE” (sequenced, active,
focused and explicit) approach were most likely to
achieve their outcomes of interest, including increased
test scores and grades.”” Along similar lines, evaluations
of the LA’s BEST and TASC after-school programs
suggest that having a structured academic curriculum
as part of a range of program offerings is related to
positive achievement outcomes for participants.'®

Public/Private Ventures’ evaluation of Communities
Organizing Resources to Advance Learning (CORAL)
— an after-school program aimed at improving
children’s academic achievement — was designed in
late 2003, just as the results of these other studies were
emerging and leading to renewed interest in after-school
programs. In particular, the studies were prompting
interest in the quality of implementation of academic
programming and its relationship to positive outcomes
for children. In this context, CORAL’s evaluation
offered a timely opportunity to explore the effectiveness
of an after-school program that took a targeted
approach to delivering quality literacy programming
within a broader array of enrichment activities.

Researchers interested in after-school programs

have also begun to investigate in depth the concept

of engagement, along with an exploration of the
importance of attendance, drawing on previous findings
that suggest children’s active engagement plays a critical
role in the learning that takes place in school.”” For
example, children’s sense of belonging to after-school
programs (whether they feel comfortable, listened to,

mvolved and successful) has been shown to be an
important factor in whether or not they receive the full
benefit of a program.”® To contribute to this ongoing
mvestigation, the CORAL study was also designed to
examine measures of participation and engagement and
their relationship to outcomes.

Communities Organizing Resources

to Advance Learning

This report presents findings from data collected and
analyzed for the evaluation of the final two years of
CORAL (during the academic years 2004-05 and
2005-06) and addresses key questions of concern for
multiple constituents interested in the potential of after-
school programs to promote academic benefits for
participants. It does so by gathering critical information
on the quality of implementation of the literacy
curriculum and the level of youth’s participation and
engagement in the program, along with measures of
children’s performance and changes in their attitudes
and behaviors over time. The report also examines the
investments that were made to improve quality and
attain the intended goals of the initiative.

The James Irvine Foundation designed CORAL as

a five-city initiative to improve the academic
achievement of academically atrisk children in

some of the lowest performing schools in the state.
The Foundation provided $2 million per city for
approximately the first three years of the initiative and
between $1.6 and $1.2 million per city for each of the
final three years of investment. While CORAL was
funded primarily by the Foundation, several CORAL
cities leveraged additional funding from other public
and private sources.

Each CORAL city used Irvine funding to establish
after-school programs at multiple sites, including both
school-based and community-based locations, which
served primarily elementary-school-age youth. Each
site was overseen by a coordinator who acted for the
after-school program as a principal might during the
school day, providing management for site staff and
daily activities. In some cities, the lead agency directly
administered the programming at all sites, and CORAL
staff — the site coordinators and team leaders leading
the activities — were employees of that lead agency.
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In the other cities, the lead agency contracted with local
community-based organizations to operate some or all
of the sites. Table 1 describes CORAL'’s structure in
each city.

Originally, by design, the initiative had broad
guidelines for program implementation; therefore, the
approach and content of the after-school programs
varied greatly across the state. While the sites typically
provided youth with some mix of homework help

and enrichment activities,"” in the early years of the
initiative, programming ranged from primarily a
science-based enrichment curriculum in one city, to
mostly homework help at another, to a focus on art and
cultural experiences at a third. Despite the variations in
approach, however, all the CORAL leaders strove to
create programs that followed basic parameters of good
youth development, such as an emphasis on providing
adult supports for the children and creating a safe
environment where they would feel a strong sense

of belonging.

The Shift to a Focus on Literacy

In 2003, at approximately the mid-point of the initiative,
results from a study of CORAL’s early outcomes
conducted by SRI International suggested that the cities
were struggling with serious implementation issues.
Participant numbers fell short of agreed-upon goals,
and the cost per participant was more than double
what was widely considered reasonable. In addition,
the study indicated that, with a few exceptions, the
programming — which, aside from “homework help,”
consisted almost entirely of enrichment activities — was
of relatively low quality.”

In response to these concerns about quality,
participation and cost — and to the accumulating
external evidence that after-school programming
focused primarily on enrichment and homework

help does not have an impact on academic
achievement — The James Irvine Foundation decided
to intensify CORAL'’s educational focus. Public/Private
Ventures was asked to assist in this work and

to evaluate its results.”

To reduce the variability among sites and mcrease

the likelihood that the initiative as a whole would
achieve its intended goals, CORAL adopted a much
more targeted approach: three to four days a week

of literacy activities focused on concrete strategies for
helping children far behind in reading skills improve.
This would take place even as programs continued

to offer a variety of enrichment activities to engage
these children in the after-school hours. The specific
approach was “balanced literacy,” a combination of
phonics instruction (focusing on the sounds and spelling
of words) and whole language instruction (focusing on
the meaning and messages of written words through
exposure to literature). During their literacy activities,
the children would listen to books being read aloud,
discuss the books and the vocabulary in books, and
practice phonetics, word attack skills and writing.
Independently, they would read books of their choice
at a level consistent with their skills and comprehension.
With its sequenced literacy activities, active child
involvement, focus on fostering a love of books, and
explicit objectives and strategies for increasing literacy
skills, this approach met the after-school program
quality standard that the recent meta-analysis™
determined to be strongly associated with positive
personal, social and academic outcomes for children.

In Fall 2004, all CORAL programs began integrating
60 to 90 minutes of a structured literacy curriculum
three to four afternoons per week into their larger after-
school activities. Literacy comprised approximately
three to six hours of about 15 hours of after-school
programming per week (or about 30 to 50 percent of
the time). Importantly, the CORAL programs strove
to implement the literacy component within the context
of a youth development philosophy.

For example, to help the children stay interested and
engaged, CORAL used a mixed academic/enrichment
program model that included enrichment activities,
physical activities, homework help and snack. And to
help them develop relationships with staff, children
were organized into groups, with each group having a
team leader who stayed with the children through all
activities and got to know them personally.
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Table 1. The CORAL Cities

CORAL
lead agency

FRESNO

An independent
501(c)3 formed
to run CORAL

LONG BEACH

Large nonprofit
organization

PASADENA

Large nonprofit
organization

SACRAMENTO

A collaboration
between two nonprofit
organizations, each
with a history of
working in different
parts of the city

SAN JOSE

Large nonprofit
organization

Program
administration,
2005-2006

Lead agency
directly oversees
programming at

all sites

Lead agency
directly oversees
programming at

all sites

Lead agency
contracts with local
community-based
organizations to
operate all sites

Lead agencies directly
oversee some sites;
contract with local
community-based

organizations to

Lead agency directly
oversees programming
at all sites

operate other sites

Start of CORAL
programming

October 2002 October 2001 January 2001 January 2003 February 2003

Total number of sites, 11
2005-2006

Grade levels,
2005-2006

Elementary: 9
Middle school: 2

Elementary: 4 Elementary: 4 Elementary: 6
(one site was open to Middle school: 1

youth of all ages) K-8: 1

Elementary: 6

Schools: 11 Schools: 4 Schools: 1
Community-based

organizations: 3

Site location, Schools: 6 Schools: 8

2005-2006

A large-scale effort, the CORAL initiative operated .
programs in 33 sites across the five cities and served

almost 5,000 children during the 2005-2006 school

year. Thirty sites were school-based; three (all in one

city) were community-based.

Do CORAL sites provide their participants with
a resource-rich after-school environment, including
appropriate staffing, a breadth of activities, high-
quality literacy programming, and a fun and
supportive atmosphere?
* Are CORAL children actively involved? Do they

participate with sufficient duration and intensity for
The Evaluation
Public/Private Ventures’ evaluation of CORAL,
which began in Fall 2004, was designed to serve three

the program to have an effect on their lives?

Do they feel a sense of belonging to the program?
Do they establish supportive relationships with
adult staff? Do they like the activities? Why do they
stop participating?

interrelated purposes: document the overall degree

to which CORAL succeeded in achieving its key

goals, provide CORAL leaders with timely feedback .
that would contribute to program improvement,

Do CORAL participants show improvement in
reading achievement and attitudes toward reading?
and address questions of interest to the broader
after-school field.

Do they show improvement in behaviors and
attitudes toward school?
*  How much does it cost to run CORAL and how
The over arching question guiding the research was: is the investment of resources related to quality?
Does CORAL help improve the academic achievement
of children in low-performing schools? To address that
question and meet the other goals of the evaluation, the
study questions were:
* Do CORAL sites serve children who are at risk
of academic failure? Does CORAL meet the needs
of its constituents, including parents, schools
and children?
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Evaluation Methodology

The findings presented in this report are based on

21 months of data collection, from October 2004

to June 2006, using a variety of qualitative and
quantitative research techniques (see Appendix A

for more details on methodology and data collection).

To assess implementation of the balanced literacy
program and understand the structure of CORAL
programming, P/PV researchers conducted extensive
interviews with key informants (approximately 25
CORAL staff, collaborating partners and school staff
per city), focus groups with parents, and surveys of
CORAL site and lead organization staff.

To understand the population of youth served, their
participation and outcomes, P/PV researchers gathered
school records information (on standardized test scores,
English learner status and demographics) and analyzed
data from each CORAL program’s management
information system (MIS), which tracked daily
participation in various types of programming at the
after-school sites.

The study also sought to address important questions
about the quality of literacy activities in the after-school
programs and how quality related to outcomes.

In order to address these questions, the evaluation
focused on a subset of four to five sites in each city and
a sample of children in the third and fourth grades in
Fall 2004 at each of those sites (who were then followed
nto the fourth and fifth grades in the second year of
the study). For these intensive research sites and grade
levels, P/PV conducted extensive observations of on-
the-ground programming. Children completed surveys
and individualized reading assessments at more than
one point in time, allowing researchers to assess change.

In Spring 2006, the children’s parents were also
surveyed to learn more about the demographics of the

children, the reasons parents enrolled their children and
the perceived benefits of CORAL.

The most in-depth investigation of CORAL focused
on third- to fifth-grade children for several reasons.
First, there is a national call for all children to

be reading at grade level by third grade” — while,
at the same time, studies have documented that,
regardless of initial reading skills, low-income
children tend to fall steadily more behind in reading
between first and fourth grades.* Second, because
these grade levels represent a time of cognitive change
among children — when they begin to compare
themselves to others and better understand the
differences between what they want to do well and
what they are doing well — continued poor reading
achievement can begin to deflate their self-confidence
and their willingness to continue to try hard to learn
in this and other subject areas. Third, the transition
from third to fourth grade also represents a period
of fundamental change in classroom practice

around reading. Teachers are no longer spending as
much time on the techniques of learning to read, but
they are expecting children to use their reading skills
to explore and understand diverse texts, including
both literature and texts in other subject areas.”

For children behind or even tenuously at grade level at
this point, getting up to speed or keeping up with grade-
level reading when this type of instruction is not offered
as part of the regular curriculum becomes challenging.
Programs such as CORAL may be particularly valuable
in providing the extra support these children need. The
challenges are potentially exacerbated in California,
where class sizes increase from the mandated maximum
of 20 for kindergarten to third-grade classes to,
typically, more than 30, once children reach the upper
grades. Finally, an examination of enrollment records
prior to the launch of the initiative indicated that a large
proportion of the children served by CORAL were in
third to fifth grade.

The study did not gather data on comparison
children. However, at the final data collection point,
in Spring 2006, researchers administered surveys and
reading assessments to the sample of children from
the intensive research sites, as well as surveys to their
parents, whether or not the children had continued
to participate in CORAL. School records were also
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gathered, regardless of participation status in Spring
2006. Thus, the analyses include participants exposed
to the program for different lengths of time. P/PV used
this approach to understand which children stopped
participating in CORAL and why, and to explore

the relationship of various levels of participation

and engagement to outcomes.

Structure of the Report

This final report draws from two years of
mmplementation and outcomes data to build on and
expand beyond the findings of P/PV’s interim report,
Launching Literacy in Affer-School Programs: Early
Lessons_from the CORAL Initiative.* The following

two chapters of this report provide background:
Chapter 2 describes the population that is targeted
and served by CORAL and discusses the needs and
expectations of the programs’ multiple constituents:
schools, parents and the children themselves. Chapter 3
describes the CORAL programming and environment
developed to address those needs. Chapters 4 to 6
focus on outcomes. Chapter 4 examines the literacy
programming, describing the extent to which the
CORAL leaders increased their ability to provide
quality balanced literacy lessons on a consistent

basis in the second year — as well as the steps they
took to achieve quality and consistency. Chapter

5 then addresses questions related to the children’s
participation and engagement in CORAL, including
the intensity, duration and breadth of their
participation; their sense of belonging; and their
reasons for leaving the program. Chapter 6 assembles
findings about quality, participation and engagement
and examines how those factors worked together to
explain how children benefited from CORAL. Chapter
7 describes the cost to run CORAL, serve participating
children and provide quality literacy programming.

A final chapter highlights the key findings and briefly
discusses their implications for policymakers and
practitioners.
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CHAPTER 2: WHO ARE THE CORAL CONSTITUENTS?

The children who attended CORAL lived in
neighborhoods with high levels of poverty and very
low-performing schools — the communities targeted

by the mitiative since its inception. In developing the
after-school programs, CORAL planners focused on
the needs of these children while also addressing the
interests of two other key constituents: the children’s
parents and the principals and staff at the schools where
CORAL sites were located.

To provide background for understanding the CORAL

programming, this chapter addresses two key questions:

*  What are the characteristics of the children who
enrolled in CORAL?

*  What did the children’s parents and schools hope
the after-school program would accomplish?

With this information as background, Chapter 3 then
describes the approach CORAL developed to meet
these constituents’ needs and expectations.

The CORAL Children

The demographic profiles of the CORAL children
reflect the challenges of the schools they attended

and the neighborhoods in which they lived. Table 2
illustrates characteristics of the children enrolled in the
program over the 2004-05 school year — the first year
of the P/PV evaluation and the period during which
literacy instruction was being integrated into the after-
school day. Total CORAL enrollment statewide was
5,321, ranging from 585 to 2,081 in each of five cities.
Most youth served were elementary-school aged, and
they came from varied backgrounds and cultures. The
highest percentage were Latino/a (about 68 percent),
followed by African American and Asian American
youth. Over half (53 percent) of CORAL children were
designated English learners, and 89 percent, overall,
were recipients of free or reduced-price lunch.

Table 2 also displays the proportion of CORAL youth
who scored at each of five levels on the GST-ELA.
Reflecting the struggles with reading characteristic

of students in those schools and school districts,

the students’ scores from Spring 2004 (prior to the
implementation of literacy in the CORAL program)
indicate that a significant percentage were far behind

where they should have been. Fifty percent of the
children were below or far below basic proficiency

in reading — the two lowest categories on the test’s
scale — while only a small portion (16 percent) met or
exceeded the grade-level proficiency standards.

Beyond these data on the characteristics of all children
enrolled in CORAL, researchers gathered more in-
depth information — based on teacher ratings,” reading
assessments and surveys of the children and their
parents — for a sample of CORAL children who were
third and fourth graders in Fall 2004.

Table 3 displays reading-level profiles for these
children, who were administered individualized reading
assessments to track one measure of reading gains for
the evaluation. The results indicate that more than
two-thirds were not reading at grade level in Fall 2004
(approximately 70 percent scored below grade level,
with 50 percent reading two or more grade levels below
where they should have been). While this is a sample of
the CORAL participants, it reflects the larger CORAL
population served by the initiative: Half of the children
in the sample were designated English learners, and
one-fifth of the sample scored proficient or better on the
GST-ELA.

Although the children in this sample were far behind
where they should have been in reading, their attitudes
and behaviors in the classroom were, on average,
positive. Teachers’ assessments of these same CORAL
youth indicate that, in the classroom, the children were
not overly aggressive (94 percent were rated as never
or rarely being so); they tended to engage in positive
social relationships (41 percent sometimes/often and

58 percent very often/almost always); and they also
tended to concentrate on their school work (47 percent
sometimes/often and 43 percent very often/

almost always).

In addition, on a survey administered when the study
began in Fall 2004, these children reported that they
have positive adults in their lives who care about them
and are available to them for support (98 percent) and
that they like school (90 percent). On a scale of one

to five, they tended to report that they enjoy reading
(a mean of 4.4 on a scale of 1 to 5). At the same time,
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Table 2. Profiles of CORAL Youth”’

FRESNO LONG BEACH

Total number 2,081 930
of enrolled youth

PASADENA

585

SACRAMENTO

729

SAN JOSE

996

Average number 173

186
of youth per site

98

104

124

Gender

Girls

Boys

Age groups

Younger than 6

6-7

8-9

10-11

12 or older

Race/ethnicity?®

African American

Caucasian

Latino/a

Asian

Other

Multiracial

Designated as
English Learners

Receive free or
reduced-price lunch

CST-ELA Scores

Far below basic

Below basic

Basic

Proficient

Advanced

*Totals do not equal 100 percent because of rounding.
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Table 3. Reading Achievement Profiles of the Third- and Fourth-Grade Sample

TOTAL NUMBER OF YOUTH ASSESSED

Youth reading at or above grade level

Youth reading below grade level

Youth reading one grade below level

Youth reading two or more grades below level

however, they were less comfortable with their ability
to do well in reading: The average for reading efficacy
was 3.7 on a scale of 1 to 5. These children were just
reaching an age where they were beginning to compare
themselves to others, make “realistic” selfjudgments
about their ability, and link interest and liking to things
that they are good at, making them prime candidates
for an after-school program geared toward building
literacy interest and skills — before efficacy and liking
drop too far.

What the Stakeholders Wanted

CORAL to Accomplish

The parents of youth who attended CORAL were
concerned about their children’s academic struggles. In
fact, most parents signed their children up for CORAL
because they saw it as an opportunity for them to do
better in school and get help with their homework.
Approximately half of the parents also said they looked
to CORAL to help improve their children’s English
language skills and to help expose their children to
books (see Table 4).

In many cases, these parents felt that, on their own,
they were not able to provide the kind of help their
children needed to succeed academically. A majority
of the parents had very limited formal schooling. As
Table 5 indicates, more than half (55 percent) had less
than a high school education, and more than a third
(37 percent) had never attended high school. For a
little more than two-thirds of the sample, the primary
language spoken at home was a language other

than English.

The fact that the potential academic benefits of
CORAL were so important to parents is consistent
with other findings that parents who belong to racial
and ethnic minority groups — and to a slightly lesser
extent, low-income parents — are most interested in
out-of-school-time programs that have at least some
focus on homework help and academics.”® At the same
time, however, more than half (52 percent) of the
CORAL parents also enrolled their children because
of the opportunities for them to engage in activities
that included art, music and recreation — in other
words, they were interested in a variety of enrichment
opportunities rather than a strictly academic program.

Like the parents, school principals and staff looked to
CORAL to help children who needed to improve their
academic performance. Even without targeting specific
groups of students within these schools, the programs
would have been likely to reach those children.
However, from the beginning of the mitiative, CORAL
staff in all of the cities worked closely with school
guidance counselors, teachers and principals to identify
students who could most benefit from the program,
including children who were struggling academically or
socially, or who were English learners. With the new
focus on literacy in 2004, two of the CORAL cities
began to work with the schools to intentionally target
children who were far behind in reading based on their
standardized test scores. While the other three cities did
not specifically target children who were below grade
level in reading, they nevertheless served these children
because of the overall low performance of students in
the schools.
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Table 4. Why Parents Enrolled Their Children in CORAL

REASON

To help child do better in school

NUMBER PERCENT

So that child could get help with homework

To improve child’s English language skills

To expose child to art, music and recreation

To expose child to books

To help child get along better with other children

Totals add up to more than 100 percent because respondents could mark all that apply. Results are based on a Spring 2006 survey of parents of children

in the intensive study cohort: N=501.

For schools, the growing need for after-school
programming that can contribute to academic benefits
is due, at least in part, to pressures emanating from
local school districts and state and federal education
agencies to have all students meet required performance
standards. Schools’ intense focus on achieving
measurable academic gains, coupled with cutbacks in
their budgets, has afforded little or no opportunity or
funding for children to participate in sports, art, music
or other “fun” and enriching experiences during in-
school time. Thus, like many of the parents, principals
and teachers also wanted CORAL to provide the
recreational and creative experiences that have been
evaporating from the school day.

As one principal explained, activities that reinforced
literacy learning were important, but so was
“enrichment... like computers, music, art and science...
Fine arts has really gone by the wayside in the
everyday life of a child.”

CORAL was designed to meet these multiple needs: to
help boost the academic achievement of children who
were struggling to learn to read, to provide them with
enriching experiences that they might not otherwise
have access to, and to let them have fun. The next
chapter describes the CORAL program and what the
children experienced during a typical day.

Table 5. Education and Language Backgrounds of CORAL Parents

FRESNO LONG BEACH

Number of parent
surveys completed

PASADENA  SACRAMENTO SAN JOSE

Highest grade completed by
mother/female guardian

Less than some high school

Some high school

High school graduate

One to 4 years of college

More than 4 years of college

Primary language
spoken in the home

English

Spanish

Other

The information is drawn from the Spring 2006 survey of parents.
*Totals do not equal 100 percent because of rounding.

PAGE 13 |




CHAPTER 2: WHO ARE THE CORAL CONSTITUENTS?

[page intentionally blank]

PAGE 14 |




PAGE 15 | INSIGHT: ADVANCING ACHIEVEMENT




CHAPTER 3: WHAT DID THE CHILDREN EXPERIENCE DURING THE CORAL DAY?

Beginning in the 2004-2005 school year, the CORAL
schedules consisted primarily of literacy instruction
and diverse enrichment activities, along with shorter
periods of time spent on homework help, snack and
recess. The programs took place for about three hours
per day. In one city, the programs were open four days
a week, while in the four other cities, the programs
were open five days a week. These were not drop-in
programs — children were expected to attend every
day the CORAL programs were open.

This chapter describes the activities the children took
part in when they attended CORAL, and the strategies
the programs used to support and engage participating
youth. The chapter begins with a description of the
CORAL team leaders, the staff who worked most
closely with the children and were central to their
experiences.
It then addresses the following questions:
*  What combination of activities was included
in the CORAL programming?
*  What approaches did the sites use to establish
a fun, supportive environment for the children
during the CORAL afternoon as a whole
and, particularly, during the balanced literacy
programming?

The chapter also describes specific site efforts to support
and engage the large number of English learners
who participated in CORAL.

The Team Leaders

The children who attended each CORAL site were
divided into groups based on grade level. Each group
had between 12 and 20 children who moved together
from one activity to another throughout the after-school
time. Each group was led by a staff member, called

a team leader, who typically remained with the same
group for the entire program year.

The team leaders in the CORAL initiative were young
and ethnically diverse, and they frequently shared

a common background, experiences and language
with the CORAL children. More than three quarters
(82 percent) of the team leaders were 25 years old or
younger (see Table 6). Most (84 percent) reported

prior experience working with children, but fewer

than half (43 percent) had previously provided literacy
mnstruction. Many were college students. For example,
of the 67 team leaders observed by researchers in
2005-2006, just under half had completed some college
courses but did not have a degree. An additional 3
percent had earned a bachelor’s degree or higher;

26 percent had earned an associate’s degree; and 21
percent had completed high school but had not taken
any college courses.

The team leaders’ diverse ethnic backgrounds reflected
the diversity of the children, with the largest proportion
of team leaders (53 percent) identifying themselves

as Latino, similar to the proportion (68 percent) of
children in CORAL. Moreover, to support children’s
learning, more than two-thirds of the team leaders
reported that they used a language other than English
sometimes (49 percent) or always (19 percent) when
they were with the CORAL children.

Team leaders had multiple responsibilities that directly
affected the children’s experiences during the CORAL
day. They planned and led literacy and enrichment
activities, provided homework help and oversaw snack
time, staying with their designated groups of children
all afternoon as they moved from activity to activity.
Beyond these responsibilities, team leaders played the
central role in creating a fun, supportive and engaging
environment for the children.

Providing a Combination of Activities
While CORAL was implemented in each city with
slightly different activities and schedules, literacy

and enrichment were fundamental at all the sites.
CORAL children participated in structured literacy
activities offered for three to six hours spread across
three or four days each week. Cultural and academic
enrichment activities — such as art, science, dance and
cooking — generally lasted between 60 and 90 minutes
and took place two to five days a week. Sites also
offered physical education activities, occasional field
trips and homework help that varied in duration from
as little as five minutes a day in a few sites to up to an
hour a day.
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Table 6. Demographics of CORAL Team Leaders

Less than 21 years

22-25 years

26-29 years

9%

30+ years

9%

RACE/ETHNICITY*

15%

African American

Asian

17%

Caucasian

6%

Latino/a

53%

Other

10%

These data are drawn from a Spring 2005 survey of staff. Results are based on responses of 179 team leaders.

* Numbers add up to more than 100 percent because of rounding.

Balanced Literacy

The CORAL cities had two major goals for their
literacy component. One was to improve participants’
reading levels as measured by grades and standardized
tests. A second — and to some providers, even more
important — goal was to help participants develop a
love of reading. The programs, in other words, wanted
to develop not just “good readers” but a “culture of
readers,” where children read stories for pleasure and
enjoyed discussing their latest books. The two goals
are not mutually exclusive — skill development and
enjoyment are “mutually reinforcing.”* However,

for a variety of reasons, including funding cuts and

a focus on test results, school-day literacy instruction
often focuses on building basic reading skills, leaving
little time for children to discuss or think deeply about
the books they read.” The CORAL programs hoped
to fill this gap, while at the same time contributing to
participants’ literacy skills and achievement.

To advance these dual goals, the CORAL programs
incorporated a balanced literacy model that combined
phonics (focusing on the sounds and spelling of words)
and whole language instruction (focusing on the
meaning and messages of written words in the context
of stories and other literature). The directors of all five
cities’ CORAL programs were given the choice

to implement one of two models (Youth Education
for Tomorrow or Kidzlit) that provide activities and
a structure for balanced literacy instruction.”

Although CORAL cities had the choice of two different
models, several common elements spanned all of the
programs. The CORAL literacy sessions were generally
scheduled for 60 to 90 minutes,** and within this time
children participated in four or five distinct activities.
The majority of lessons included, at a minimum, a read
aloud (where staff members read books to the children,
pausing for brief conversations about the book as they
read) and independent reading (in which children
individually read books at their personal reading levels
while the instructor supervised the room and spent a
few minutes talking separately with each child about
what she or he was reading). Beyond these fundamental
activities, the CORAL instructors also provided a

mix of in-depth book discussions, writing activities

and vocabulary exercises. Some lessons also included
skill development activities, such as games that drilled
children in particular skills like sentence construction.

In many cases, particularly early in the implementation
process, team leaders deviated from this prescribed
model of balanced literacy. Adding literacy activities

to their programming was a challenge for many
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CORAL staff who, as noted above, mostly did not
have experience with literacy instruction. As a resul,
the exact offerings and types of activities varied from
classroom to classroom as team leaders implemented
those components with which they were most
comfortable. Chapter 4 describes in greater detail the
quality of the literacy activities and the changes in
quality over the first two years of implementation.

Enrichment Activities

Unlike the literacy activities, which were based on

a similar set of strategies in all CORAL sites, the
enrichment offerings varied widely across the cities.
Enrichment alternated between afternoons when it
was provided by outside specialists (and, in one city,
part-time staff hired by CORAL specifically to teach
enrichment activities) and afternoons when it was

led by the team leaders. The outside providers who
worked with CORAL generally taught in six- to eight-
week cycles, switching to a different CORAL site after
each cycle. One enrichment provider, for example,
taught drumming to a group of fourth-graders at one
site at the beginning of the year and, after eight weeks,
moved on to lead the activity at a different site within

the city.

The outside providers who contracted with CORAL
offered a breadth of activities, ranging from non-literacy
academic enrichment, such as Young Engineers (hands-
on science activities), to flamenco dancing, yoga and
lacrosse. These providers generally developed lesson
plans before the start of their cycle, creating curricula
that allowed children to develop particular skills over
the course of six or eight weeks. On the days when
team leaders led enrichment, they sometimes worked
from a longer curriculum focused on one theme, such
as learning about and making quilts. More often,
however, they provided independent activities that
differed from day to day, such as leading a basketball
class one day and charades the next.

Each city also offered at least some activities that
offered the opportunity to further integrate literacy
into the afternoon, advancing the “culture of readers”
and building skills by including short stories, writing
opportunities and other literacy activities in the

enrichment offerings. One team leader, for example,
designed an obstacle course where some of the stations
were physical obstacles and some involved solving
vocabulary clues.

In all of the CORAL cities, enrichment activities were
mtended to serve multiple purposes. The activities
satisfied the desire of many parents and principals, as
well as the children themselves, for enrichment offerings
that could replace the activities that have increasingly
been cut from school-day instruction. And while these
activities gave the children an opportunity to relax and
have fun, they also often offered the opportunity for
general youth development, where children could learn
new skills, practice teamwork and build their
self-esteem.

Creating a Fun and

Supportive Environment

While including academics in after-school programming
is a relatively recent development, these programs

have long been regarded as opportunities for children
to try out new activities, find adult role models,

build confidence and have fun. The CORAL staff
attempted to maintain these general principles, even

as the initiative moved to an emphasis on literacy
programming, by trying to infuse each activity with
opportunities for fun and relationship-building. This
challenge — offering academically sound activities while
also supporting youth development — was one that the
staff continued to struggle with, and learn new strategies
for, as implementation progressed.

Having Fun in Literacy and Enrichment

One of the more obvious ways that the CORAL
programs added fun to their afternoons was through
enrichment activities, which often provided youth a
chance to run around, get messy and be silly. Staff
repeatedly noted a few activities as the children’s
favorites, especially field trips to places like museums,
aquariums and zoos. In some cases, creating fun
activities was as simple as providing opportunities that
children would not otherwise have. Staff reported that
children were excited to hold drums and guitars and
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work with papier-miché and clay at a time when many
schools have eliminated music and art classes. And
while literacy programming was focused on academic

improvement, it also offered opportunities for youth to
have fun at CORAL. In fact, for most CORAL staff,

the children’s active participation — when they were

eagerly raising their hands, taking part in discussions
and excited about a topic — was the most important
measure of a literacy activity’s success.
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Staff did not always feel this way about literacy
activities. One site coordinator described staff’s
reaction after learning that the program needed
to include literacy:

“We were rolling our eyes and hating it. [We thought],
“This isn’t the fun stuff,” but we pumped it up and
made it more fun. Just... embracing the reading and
realizing this can be fun. Finally thinking it really

can be fun.”
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Early on, it was not uncommon for staff, particularly
those new to literacy instruction, to equate literacy
with their own memories of taking reading classes
and language arts in elementary school. Some staff
maintained these attitudes, leading to routine delivery
of the literacy strategies and only adding fun elements
during other parts of the CORAL afternoon. For the
most part, however, staff came to think of literacy
learning as something that could actively involve and
mterest children, and they developed specific strategies
for creating fun within literacy activities.

One of their first steps was to choose activities and
strategies that they, as instructors, found interesting.
One team leader expressed a common sentiment: “First
of all, I try to pick a book that I'm going to be excited
about. It’s going to reflect [to the children] if I think it’s
boring.” They also learned to choose books that the
children would like (for example, scary stories were
particularly successful) and to use strategies like using
funny voices to read a story. Once in a while, they used
more elaborate strategies, such as taking the children on
a field trip related to a story or coming in dressed up as
Medusa when reading a book about her.

A key strategy used by team leaders to make reading
fun and interesting — and an approach that was
implemented more consistently over the course of

the two years — was to draw connections between

the books and the children’s lives. Team leaders did
this by asking questions, as they read a book aloud,
that encouraged the children to think about their own
families and experiences, or by making these kinds of
connections for later discussions about the book. Other
team leaders developed more hands-on “connection
activities.” One instructor, for example, served the
children chow mein after reading a book about a
Chinese immigrant. While they ate, she led a discussion
about how the Chinese food compared to the food they
were used to, and how the story’s protagonist might
have felt trying new food for the first time.

Developing a Supportive Environment

An important practice for helping the children

enjoy and engage in the literacy activities was the
development of positive relationships between children
and CORAL staff — the team leaders in particular.
This was often considered the foundation of the
CORAL program, regardless of what specific activity
was being offered. As one site coordinator said, “To
me, [relationships] are the bread and butter of the
program. If you don’t know your kids, you're not
doing your job.”

Staff noted that creating strong relationships was
important in order to ensure that the children knew
they were cared for, to help build their confidence,

and to make sure they felt safe at CORAL. But good
relationships were also important to the success of some
activities. Team leaders explained that when they had a
relationship with the children, they were able to choose
activities (for example, read aloud stories) that would
be interesting to them; they could connect lessons and
discussions to issues in the children’s lives; and they
were faced with fewer behavior problems and could
handle them more quickly when they occurred.

Though staff at all CORAL sites indicated that adult-
youth relationships were important to them, they varied
in the extent to which they integrated specific strategies
for relationship-building into their programs. A strategy
common to all sites was to group one team leader with
the same children for the entire afternoon, every day, as
often as possible for the whole year. The team leaders
worked with the same children day after day, quickly
developing knowledge about them and a routine. All
team leaders indicated that they took time each day to
get to know their children, even if it was just casually
asking how their day was or finding out their birthdays.

Some sites took this process even further, finding
more ways to integrate relationship-building into the
infrastructure of their programs. In one city, team
leaders noted that they worked with the same youth
not just for one year, but over two consecutive years,
building on the relationships developed in the first
year. One city implemented an activity called “on the
job” or “OT]J,” in which children and team leaders
had a specific time to talk about any concerns they
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had — problems either with the CORAL program,

mn school or in their lives more generally — and, as

a group, discuss how they could resolve these issues.
At another site, a newly hired team leader’s primary
responsibility for the first month was to simply get to
know the children in her or his group, and only later
turn to teaching literacy. At the end of the month, the
site coordinator explained, “Our expectation is ‘T want
you to tell me something special about every kid.””
This strategy was possible at this site because two team
leaders were assigned to each group of youth —in part,
as the site coordinator noted, so “at least there is one
familiar face” for the children through staff turnover.

Four cities occasionally moved team leaders from one
site to another to create an even distribution of skills
and experience levels. On the one hand, this strategy
disrupted the relationships that individuals had formed
with children at the first site. On the other, by moving
more experienced staff to new sites, CORAL programs
helped newer staff learn the literacy-instruction and
relationship-building skills that proved so critical to
high-quality programming.

Supporting English Learners

Another part of creating a fun and supportive
environment and helping all children develop a sense
of belonging was understanding the needs of the
English learners who made up 53 percent of CORAL
participants. While the percentages varied from site to
site, almost all team leaders reported working with at
least some English learners, ranging from just a few
children to groups where English learners were the vast
majority of the children.

Many staff indicated that their primary approach to
working with English learners was to help them feel
comfortable and supported at CORAL, so that they
would feel confident enough to participate, voice their
opinions during book discussions and at other times,
and build their language skills. This approach included
strategies that staff used with all children, regardless

of English proficiency, such as getting to know the
needs and interests of individual children. Beyond that,
however, staff worked to help English learners feel that
their voices were valued by allowing them to speak

i their native languages and encouraging bilingual

children to translate for their peers. Some sites also
specifically tried to match English learners with team
leaders who spoke their native languages. Indeed, as
noted earlier, 68 percent of the team leaders reported
using a non-English language in interactions with youth.

Team leaders used a few literacy-building approaches
specifically targeted to supporting English learners, such
as providing independent reading books in their native
languages or finding time to work with them one-on-
one in their native languages. But more often, literacy
support was not targeted in this way since many of

the strategies that were potentially effective for English
learners reflected best practices for the academic success
of all children, including asking questions and leading
discussions during read alouds, using visuals or acting
out the meanings of words to reinforce new vocabulary,
and frequently repeating important ideas.

Strategies aimed specifically at English learners tended
to be inconsistently implemented, and many team
leaders indicated that they could use more ideas and
training in how to work with these students. Given
the many areas in which CORAL staff needed
training — including each piece of literacy instruction,
enrichment activities and administrative duties such
as attendance procedures — specific trainings for
supporting English learners often became a lower
priority. Overall, however, English learners who
participated in CORAL appeared to have similar
outcomes as English-proficient participants, and most
parents reported that GORAL helped their children
improve their English skills — issues explored further
in Chapter 6.

The CORAL team leaders were a diverse group
reflective of the backgrounds and cultures of the
children in CORAL. They brought these experiences
to bear in their approaches to implementing the breadth
of literacy and enrichment programming designed

to engage children and provide supports for them.
What was the quality of programming the children
experienced at CORAL? Did CORAL’s combination
of activities and team leader structure contribute to
the children’s feeling of engagement in the after-school
program? And, how did the children benefit? These
questions are explored in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER 4: WHAT WAS THE QUALITY OF THE LITERACY PROGRAMMING?

Previous studies of after-school programs have
suggested that disappointing outcomes (in terms of
academic achievement or attitudes) may be a result of
poorly implemented or limited academic programming.
Understanding that quality programming was likely
critical to supporting positive outcomes for children,
P/PV researchers assessed quality during each year of
the evaluation by systematically observing the literacy
programming at intensive research sites in each of the
five CORAL cities. These structured observations
allowed researchers to analyze the quality and
consistency of the literacy activities in which children
were participating — which, in turn, enabled them

to provide feedback to the CORAL leadership and,
ultimately, to link quality to children’s outcomes.

Findings from the first year of this evaluation (the
2004-2005 school year) revealed that higher-quality,
consistent implementation of literacy strategies was
related to improved outcomes in reading for CORAL
participants and, further, that a set of key program
elements and strategies had contributed to sites’
achievement of higher-quality literacy programming.
During the second year, the CORAL directors were
in a position to apply this information and draw

on the lessons of their first year experiences as they

developed approaches for improving the quality of their

programming. This chapter examines these efforts by
exploring two central questions:

*  What was the quality of the literacy programming
children participated in during the second year of
the evaluation?

*  What steps had the CORAL city directors taken
to strengthen the quality of their literacy activities
during this second year of implementation?

Later, Chapter 6 describes the links between the levels
of quality observed over the course of the two-year
evaluation and gains in children’s reading performance.

Measuring Quality

During Year One of the evaluation, researchers had
conducted observations of the literacy programming for
56 groups of third- and fourth-graders at 23 CORAL
sites. In Year Two, the observations took place at

21 sites, with 43 groups of fourth- and fifth-graders.”
Researchers observed most groups at three points
between October and May of each year.

During these observations, researchers rated how
successfully the instructor incorporated each of the six
balanced literacy strategies (read alouds, independent
reading, book discussions, writing, vocabulary and skill
development) mnto her or his lessons.

Researchers also rated the extent to which instructors
implemented four key classroom practices: offering
positive adult support, for example, acting in a
responsive way, helping and guiding children’s learning;
providing high-quality instruction, for example, offering
clearly presented and organized lessons and motivating
and challenging youth; incorporating strong group
management strategies; using successful connection-
building activities, for example, relating texts to youth’s

experiences.

The researchers noted whether or not each of the six
balanced literacy strategies was implemented during a
lesson and, if so, rated the level of its implementation
on a scale from 1 to 5. Each of the four classroom
practices was also rated on this scale. (See Appendix
A for fuller discussion of the observations and the
strategies assessed.)

These systematic observations allow us to analyze the
extent to which CORAL programming successfully
incorporated the central elements of balanced literacy,
included high-quality instruction, and provided
opportunities for youth to connect to literature and
form positive relationships with adults. Importantly,
these observations also allow us to measure changes in
quality from Year One to Year Two.
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Table 7. Average Score on Quality Dimensions for Literacy Activities

Number of groups observed

OCT 2004 TO MAY 2005

YEAR ONE YEAR TWO

OCT 2005 TO MAY 2006

Balanced literacy strategies (scale of 1 to 5, with 5 the highest)

Read alouds
Book discussions
Writing
Skill-development activities
Vocabulary?
Independent reading

Average number of minutes children spent reading

implemented rating

Percent Average Percent Average

implemented rating!
77% 2.84 99% 3.59%**
56% . 94% 2.88***
60% . 97% 3.15%**
25% . 49% 1.76+
NA . NA 2.62**
88% 2.81 99% 3.35%**

14.72 minutes 23.44 minutes***

Classroom practices (scale of 1 to 5, with 5 the highest)
Adult support
Instructional quality
Group management

Connection between youth and activities

! Significance levels noted in the Year Two column indicate where change from one year to the next was significantly different, based on t-test
comparing Year One average rating to Year Two average rating (+ p<.10, * p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001).

2 Because vocabulary development strategies could be observed during any of the other literacy strategies, it was not marked as absent or present but

was only rated on the scale of 1 to 5; thus, only average ratings exist for this strategy.

Overall, the CORAL programs greatly increased
the consistency and quality of their literacy activities
in Year Two.

As Table 7 shows, Year Two saw marked
improvements along each type of balanced literacy
strategy: read alouds, book discussions, writing, skill
development activities, vocabulary and independent
reading. While there was improvement over the course
of Year One, overall programming was inconsistent.
A few skilled instructors offered all types of strategies
during each lesson, but many others offered some
strategies one day and different strategies another.

By Year Two, however, instructors offered the four
primary strategies (read alouds, book discussions,
writing and independent reading) during almost all

of the lessons observed. For example, read alouds
were observed 77 percent of the time in Year One and
99 percent of the time in Year Two. This increased
consistency was one of the most notable aspects of
programming in the second year. At the same time,
the quality of delivery of each strategy also improved.

Read alouds, for example, were rated 2.84 on average
m Year One and 3.59 in Year Two. In other words,
not only were instructors offering more strategies, they
were offering higher-quality strategies.

Although consistency and quality improved significantly
on the six literacy strategies, some variations remained
in the other dimensions observed. One of the four
classroom practices — instructional quality — was rated
significantly lower in Year Two than in the previous
year.” The observers rated similar levels of clarity

and organization in both years, but tended to give
slightly lower ratings in Year Two on how successfully
the mstructors challenged and motivated youth. The
decline perhaps reflects instructors’ attention to specific
literacy activities rather than to general strategies

to motivate and challenge youth. At the same time,
instructors significantly increased their skill at creating
connections between youth and the books they were
reading, a measure of how well instructors engaged

the participants by incorporating information about

the children’s interests, experiences or cultures into
their lessons.
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In order to measure overall quality of implementation
of the literacy strategies for a particular group,
researchers developed a literacy profile allowing the
assignment of a composite score, from 1 to 5, to the
literacy activities experienced by each of the 56 groups
of youth observed in Year One and the 43 groups
observed in Year Two. As discussed in Chapter 6,

we created an “Overall Lesson Rating” in Year

Two that included both literacy strategies and
classroom practices.

The literacy profile considers the quality of the six
balanced literacy strategies on our scale from 1 to 5,
with a rating of 3 indicating “moderate quality.” It
also considers frequency by taking into account whether
each strategy was observed during at least half of

the observations of a given group over the course

of the year. A group that did not implement

read alouds and independent reading — the two
foundational strategies — at moderate quality at least
half the time would be considered Profile 1; a group
that implemented all six strategies at moderate to high
quality at least half of the time would be in Profile

4 orb.

During the first year of implementation, the majority
of the groups (33 of 56, or 59 percent) were assigned
to Literacy Profile 1 based on these criteria. These 33
groups did not implement moderate-quality read alouds

and independent reading during at least half of the
observations. Of the remaining groups, almost all (20 of
23) fell into Profile 3, indicating that they implemented
read alouds, independent reading, and one or two other
strategies at least half of the time. No groups fell into
Profile 4 or 5. By Year Two, the picture had changed
considerably, as Table 8 illustrates. While in Year

One only 36 percent of the groups were categorized as
Profile 3 and no groups had been in Profile 4 or 5, by
Year Two 88 percent of groups were in one of these
profiles — reflecting the increase in both consistency
and quality of implementation.

The literacy profile criteria represent high standards
for balanced literacy programming. It is not at all
surprising that, in its first year of implementing
balanced literacy strategies, an after-school program
would fall into Profile 1. But while the literacy
programming improved significantly during the
second year of its implementation, the majority of the
observed groups still fell in the middle or just above
the middle of the ratings scale for quality, at what is
considered a moderate level. While very few groups
were categorized in the lowest profile levels (suggesting
that most children received at least moderate quality
lessons), only a few were categorized as Profile 4 and
none as Profile 5. This overall moderate quality may
not be surprising, since the sites had only offered
balanced literacy programming for two years.
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And as described in Chapter 6, the rapid improvement
to even this level of quality seems to have had
implications for the benefits children gained from

the program.

Improving Programming

The improvements in CORAL'’s literacy programming
did not happen all by themselves. During the
2005-2006 school year, CORAL staff focused very
deliberately on strengthening the quality of the

literacy activities. The staff had a year of their own
implementation experiences to learn from and build on.
In addition, the evaluation findings from the previous
year had shown not only that children in the moderate-
quality groups had better reading gains than those

in low-quality groups; they also pointed to specific
practices that seemed to contribute to higher-quality
activities. CORAL staff were able to use these findings
to bolster the quality of their programming.

The CORAL cities that were most successful in
improving the quality of their literacy programming
shared several common features.

From the information gathered during interviews
with program staff and partner agencies, researchers
were able to identify several specific strategies that
helped explain how CORAL staff were able to
improve the quality of their literacy programming in
Year Two. Described in the following pages, these

strategies included: having an effective literacy director;
developing an integrated approach for providing
monitoring, coaching and training; and investing
resources in strengthening the independent reading
component of the balanced literacy lessons.”

A Strong Role for the Literacy Director: By the end
of the 2004-2005 school year, it was clear from the
experiences within CORAL cities and the first-year
evaluation results that the role of a literacy director
was a key determinant in implementing the literacy
programming quickly and at a moderate level of
quality. This role included providing initial and ongoing
staff training on successful strategies for delivering the
literacy activities, regular monitoring of on-the-ground
programming, as well as coaching to help support the
team leaders and site coordinators.

While only two of the five cities began Year One with
a literacy director in place, all cities had them in place
by the end of that year (in one large site, a team of four
people filled this role). At the start of Year Two, the
literacy director in each city was ready to guide and
oversee successful implementation. Literacy directors
were able to do their jobs more effectively in this
second year because their roles had been more clearly
defined, and they had developed relationships with the
team leaders and established a degree of credibility in
each city.

Table 8. Literacy Profiles for Observed Groups Year One and Year Two

Number of Groups Observed

OCT 2004 TO MAY 2005

YEAR ONE YEAR TWO

OCT 2005 TO MAY 2006

Literacy Profiles

Profile 1
Profile 2
Profile 3
Profile 4

Profile 5

Percent of
groups

Number of
groups

Number of
groups

Percent of
groups

33 59% B 12%
3 5% 0 0%
20 36% 72%
0 0% 16%

0 0% 0%
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An Ongoing, Integrated Approach to Strengthening
Quality: With literacy directors in place before the
2005-2006 school year began, a coordinated process
of providing professional development for team leaders
and site coordinators could be implemented — and
was, to a degree, in all cities. The process at its most
successful involved initial targeted trainings in the
literacy strategies, ongoing monitoring of the quality

of those strategies as they were implemented, coupled
with one-on-one coaching of the team leaders to address
areas needing improvement and utilization of data to
identify topics for training sessions scheduled regularly
throughout the program year.

One of the major differences going into Year Two was
that the literacy directors and CORAL city directors
(and, in many cases, site coordinators) had a much
clearer idea of what quality literacy programming
looked like on the ground. This directly enhanced their
ability to provide more targeted and structured training
for the team leaders prior to Year Two startup. Because
many team leaders had experienced the previous year’s
literacy programming, their insights and help with
developing trainings were also a valuable addition in
Year Two.

In order to reduce redundancies and encourage
professional development, one city reformulated its
entire method of offering training. Team leaders

were grouped according to their experience, skill and
previous trainings attended, and each group received
targeted trainings that built on team leaders’ previous
knowledge and exposed them to new skills. Staff in this
city were among the most satisfied with their training
and support and were responsible for some of the
highest-quality activities observed.

Monitoring and coaching were also strengthened
during Year Two, with both literacy directors and site
coordinators engaged in observing the team leaders on
an ongoing and regular basis and providing feedback
on their strengths and areas in need of improvement
(both short- and long-term).

Prior to the start of the second year of programming
studied, literacy directors were encouraged to create
their own forms for observing program quality.

These observation forms became an important

tool for collecting consistent data across the sites in
each city, helping literacy directors identify areas of
strength and places where more targeted or specialized
training might be needed to improve the quality of the
literacy activities.

Books and Time for Independent Reading: The first-
year evaluation had highlighted the positive relationship
between independent reading time — time during

each day’s literacy programming for children to select
and read books of interest to them — and children’s
reading gains. In light of this finding, all CORAL

city directors became more careful about allocating
sufficient time for independent reading (typically 20 to
30 minutes of each day’s literacy programming) and
providing better-targeted training for team leaders so
they could implement this activity more effectively.
The new trainings typically offered suggestions that
helped team leaders guide children in the selection of
books at appropriate reading levels, manage the group
during the period that children were selecting books

(so as not to spend too much time on this task), design
focus questions for children to think about (for potential
discussion later) as they read their books, and develop
strategies for providing one-on-one support to the
children during independent reading time.

The CORAL directors also increasingly recognized

the importance of having large numbers of books that
would interest the children and improve their literacy
skills. In every city, staff noted the increased numbers of
books available in Year Two and additional strategies
for keeping the books “fresh” for children. The cities
increased the numbers of books in three primary ways:
purchasing more books, generating book donations and
utilizing books from the public and school libraries. To
stretch the available variety of books, three cities rotated
their baskets of books among sites, either monthly or
once mid-way through the school year.
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With the great variety of reading levels, there was an
increased emphasis in Year Two on making sure that
the sites had enough pre-K books as well as chapter
books of high interest to the children. While cities
increased the numbers of books for lower-level readings
from Year One to Year Two, staff voiced a need for
continued attention to the challenge of having a great
enough variety of books at the lowest reading levels to
prevent children from becoming bored.

This chapter has described the significant improvement
in the quality of the literacy programming over the
course of a two-year evaluation of CORAL and the
factors that contributed to the increased level of quality.
The next chapter provides an examination of the
extent to which the children participated over time

and were actively engaged in CORAL — factors that
prior research has identified as important for program
effectiveness.
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CHAPTER 5: TO WHAT EXTENT WERE CHILDREN PARTICIPATING?

Research on after-school programs has begun to explore
multiple facets of participation (e.g., intensity, duration
and breadth of exposure to a program) and engagement
(e.g., the extent to which children are involved in the
program and how they feel about being there) as factors
critical for understanding whether and how children
benefit.”* Previous research suggests, for example,

that where programs have had measurable impact on
students’ academic achievement, children have attended
these programs on a regular basis over time, sometimes
even over a number of years.”” More recent research
exploring both participation and engagement draws
directly from studies of in-school learning, and posits
that while attendance is important, it is not, in itself,
enough for children simply to attend — they must also
be actively engaged in the after-school program.” Both
factors were explored in this study.

In order to provide a picture of children’s participation
and engagement, this chapter addresses the following
questions:
*  How frequently did the children attend CORAL?
* To what extent did they participate in the entire
range of literacy and enrichment activities offered
by CORAL programs?
* For how many semesters did they remain
in CORAL?
* Did the children like the CORAL activities?

Table 9. CORAL Attendance in 2005-2006

FRESNO

LONG BEACH

Average Number of Days Open

PASADENA

* Did the programs’ staff establish supportive
relationships with the children?

* Did the children feel safe and have a sense
of belonging in CORAL?

*  What were the major reasons children dropped
out of the after-school program?

The chapter describes high rates of participation and
engagement for all CORAL participants.

Attendance at CORAL

The CORAL initiative consisted of structured
programs that participants were expected to attend for
the full afternoon every day the programs were open.
Staff in all five cities developed attendance policies

that reflected these expectations. When parents signed
their children up for CORAL, the staff made clear that
children who were frequently absent would be asked to
leave the program. It was staff policy to call parents if a
child was absent — both to reiterate the importance of
consistent attendance and to let families know that staff
cared about the children. CORAL staff were generally
understanding if parents explained that a child was
absent for a specific reason, such as illness or a family
obligation, but occasionally asked parents to pull their
children from the program after repeated absences.

SACRAMENTO  SAN JOSE

ge Days Youth Attt

Average Attendance Rate
(days attended out of
days programs were open)

Average Days per Week Attended

Average Hours per Day Attended

Percent of Youth Who Attended
fewer than two Days per Week

Percent of Youth Who Attended
three or More Days per Week

Average Days of Literacy
Attended per Week

Data are drawn from August 15, 2005 through June 30, 2006. These numbers represent the sample of children (N=378) at the 21 sites followed

most closely in the study.
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Children attended CORAL on a regular basis, and
at rates that appear particularly strong compared
to findings from some other after-school programs.

During the 2005-2006 school year, the CORAL
programs were open an average of 151 days. Out of
these total possible days, the children in the research
sample attended CORAL an average of 110.3 days
during the year (an overall average attendance rate
of 73 percent), or an average of 3.0 days per week
(see Table 9). More than half of the enrolled children
(58.2 percent) attended CORAL three or more days
per week, and 69.3 percent attended more than 75
days during the year. These rates appear particularly
strong compared to some other studies of after-school
programs. A first-year evaluation of the 21st Century
Community Learning Centers, for example, found
that children attended an average of 58.3 days over
the year, and only 16.9 percent attended more than
75 days of programming.* A meta-analysis of 73 after-
school programs® found 11 programs with youth
attendance ranging from 15 percent to 26 percent of the
days the programs were open and an additional three
programs with attendance ranging between 26 and 50
percent.” Attendance data were not available for the
remaining programs.

While children across the five CORAL cities
attended literacy activities most frequently, they also
participated in homework help and non-academic
enrichment activities on a regular basis.

The CORAL after-school programs provided a
range of activities during the course of any individual
week and across the entire school year. As Table 10
illustrates, overall, children attended literacy the most
frequently of any activity (an average of 85.7 days)
during the 2005-2006 school year. On average, they
participated in homework help nearly as often (81.4
days); but in three of the cities, they participated in
this activity even more frequently than in the literacy
programming.* Children also regularly attended non-
academic enrichment activities (for example, arts,
dance, music, drama) and physical education, but did
so with greater variation across the state, reflecting
cities’ varying schedules in these areas. These data
reveal that the programs were relatively successful at
exposing youth to a variety of activities, striking the
balance they had hoped to achieve between academics
and enrichment and meeting the interests of parents,
school staff and the children in such a balance.

Table 10. Attendance by Type of Activity: Average Number of Days

FRESNO

LONG BEACH

Average Number of Days Open

PASADENA  SACRAMENTO  SAN JOSE

Average Number of Days Literacy
Programming Offered

Average Number of Days Attended
Literacy

Other academic

Non-academic enrichment

Field trips

Homework help I

Physical education I

Data are drawn from August 15, 2005 through June 30, 2006. These numbers represent 21 sites and a sample of 378 fourth- and fifth-grade

children followed most closely in the study.

PAGE 33 |




CHAPTER 5: TO WHAT EXTENT WERE CHILDREN PARTICIPATING?

Retention Over Two Years

While the frequency of attendance over the course

of an academic year is important, some studies have
suggested that youth may need to attend a program
over multiple years to reap measurable gains.” This
section, therefore, examines retention rates in terms

of the number of semesters children stayed in CORAL
over the two-year evaluation period. It also provides
parents’ perspectives on reasons their children

stopped attending.

More than two-thirds of the children participated
in CORAL during both years of the evaluation.

Of the children in the sample who attended CORAL
in 2004-2005, 69 percent of those eligible* continued
to attend in 2005-2006. In addition, 63 percent
attended all four semesters of the period during which
data were being collected, while only 2 percent of

the children attended CORAL for just one semester.
These retention rates were similar for all youth in the
sample, regardless of their demographic characteristics

(gender or ethnicity), their Fall 2004 grade-level reading

performance, their English learner status, or their Fall
2004 ratings of their attitudes toward school
and reading.”

Figure 1. Reasons Children Left CORAL

To learn more about why children stopped going to
CORAL, researchers asked parents (in a late Spring
2006 survey) to identify the primary reasons their
children had stopped attending. As Figure 1 illustrates,
parents’ most frequent response (25 percent) was that
their children were no longer interested in the program.
Other reasons they cited, however, were external to
whether the children liked or were interested in the
program: For example, parents said their children had
left CORAL because the family moved (21 percent)
or the children changed schools (9 percent). The other
most frequently noted reason for leaving the program
was that the children had too much homework

(16 percent).

While 25 percent of parents whose child no longer
attended CORAL reported that their children had left
the program because they were no longer interested in
it, a large proportion of children (including those who
no longer participated) reported liking the CORAL
activities and finding CORAL a safe and supportive
environment. The following section describes these
and other aspects of children’s engagement in the
after-school program.

Child no longer Child’s family
interested in the moved
CORAL program

Child has too
much homework

Child changed Child is enrolled
schools in a different
program now

It was too hard for
child to get home
from the program

Of the 501 parents who completed the survey in late Spring 2006, 207 indicated that their children no longer participated in CORAL. These responses

are based on surveys from those 207 parents.*®
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Active Engagement

Chapter 3 described the strategies that the CORAL
programs and staff — and the team leaders, in
particular — used to build strong adult-youth
relationships and create an environment that was both
supportive and fun for the children. Following is more
specific data, from the participants’ perspectives, on the
extent to which the CORAL programs were able to
successfully accomplish these objectives. Data for this
section are drawn from a Spring 2006 survey completed
by 378 children (all fourth- and fifth-graders when the
survey was administered). Children were asked to
complete the survey whether or not they continued

to participate in CORAL.

Most children reported liking the range
of CORAL activities and found them interesting
and challenging.

While the CORAL sites emphasized literacy, they all
provided a range of activities intended to engage youth
in the after-school programming. According to the
Spring 2006 survey, 72 percent of children reported
that they liked the CORAL literacy activities (see
Figure 2), which is particularly noteworthy considering
that the program included large numbers of children

who struggled with reading and academics. At the same
time, a higher proportion of children reported liking
the other activities offered. The highest percentage of
children reported enjoying the sports (94 percent) and
arts activities (92 percent). When asked about CORAL
overall, 73 percent agreed that all of the program’s
activities were interesting and challenging.

The CORAL programs established positive
adult-youth relationships.

Judging by the survey of fourth- and fifth-graders,
positive adult-youth relationships appear to be one

of the strengths of the CORAL program. Almost all
children (97 percent) reported that there was at least
one supportive adult at CORAL (someone whom they
felt they could talk to or go to if they needed help),
and 73 percent indicated that there were two or more
such supportive adults (see Table 11). When asked
specifically about the staff who led the literacy activities
(a key role of the team leaders, as described in Chapter
3), more than 85 percent of children agreed that the
staff paid attention to and cared about them.

Table 11. Participants’ Feelings of Support, Safety and Belonging at CORAL

There is at least one supportive adult at CORAL

There are two or more supportive adults at CORAL

They feel safe at CORAL

They feel a sense of belonging to CORAL

They have positive relationships with their CORAL peers

CORAL staff pay attention to and care about them

CORAL staff explain things clearly

Each of the topics in this table is derived from sets of individual questions combined to form a scale. Examples of specific items that comprise each
scale are presented in Appendix A.
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The programs created an environment where
children felt safe and had a strong sense
of belonging.

As Table 11 also describes, CORAL seemed to provide
a safe space where children felt comfortable and cared
for. Overall, 90 percent of children indicated that they
felt safe at CORAL, and 80 percent reported that their
relationships with their peers at CORAL were positive
(in other words, they liked the other children and
knew them well, and their friends were also involved
in CORAL). Almost three-quarters of the children

(71 percent) agreed that they felt a sense of belonging to
CORAL (in other words, they felt that they mattered
while at CORAL, that CORAL was a comfortable
place to spend time, and that they were involved and
successful while at CORAL).

For all of these measures — the children’s ratings of
the CORAL activities (illustrated in Figure 2) and their
feelings of support, safety and belonging at CORAL
(llustrated in Table 11) — the responses of English
learners and English-proficient children differed in only
one area: English learners were significantly more likely
to agree that the CORAL activities were interesting

(77 percent of English learners agreed compared to

66 percent of English-proficient children). These
findings suggest that the strategies (described in
Chapter 3) the cities used to create supportive and
engaging environments for all children — along

with some strategies particularly focused on English
learners — were successful.

The following chapter explores the outcomes for
children who participated in CORAL.

Figure 2: Children’s Rating of How Much They Liked Various CORAL Activities

Sports and
recreation

Homework help

Science and math Dance, music

and drama

Literacy

Responses are based on the Spring 2006 survey of 378 fourth- and fifth-grade children, including current participants and children who no longer attended.

PAGE 36 |




PAGE 37 | INSIGHT: ADVANCING ACHIEVEMENT
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As the preceding chapters have described, the CORAL
program is on its way to achieving key programmatic
benchmarks associated with positive outcomes for
participants. By Year Two of the evaluation almost

all of the instructors of the groups observed were
consistently utilizing the balanced literacy strategies
and doing so with at least a moderate degree of
quality — a factor that Year One findings suggested
was related to better grade-level reading gains. And

the vast majority of CORAL children reported being
engaged in the program — that is, they liked the
activities at CORAL, including the literacy activities,
and felt a strong sense of belonging. The children also
reported receiving positive developmental supports
from the program, in the form of a safe place to be and
the availability of supportive adults. CORAL programs
involved children at relatively high levels of intensity
and duration, as documented by the rates

of participation and retention over the two-year

study period.

That CORAL participants stayed in the program over
time, felt a strong sense of belonging to the program
and liked it, and were exposed to literacy activities that
meet criteria for high-quality implementation leads

one to anticipate that these children gained some

benefits from the program. This chapter explores

the role of quality, participation and belonging in

promoting positive outcomes for the children involved

in CORAL. It first describes the outcomes measured
and then addresses the following questions:

*  How do children’s reading performance, attitudes
toward reading, as well as attitudes and behaviors
in school change over time?

* Do certain program factors — such as the quality
of implementation — help explain how well children
do over time?

*  Are children’s levels of attendance and engagement
in the program related to their outcomes?

* Do some children benefit more than others, based
on factors such as English learner status or how far
behind they were in reading when enrolled
in CORAL?

The chapter also briefly discusses parents’ and school
staff’s perceptions of how the children benefited from
CORAL.

The study does not include a comparison group;
therefore, it is not possible to determine the degree to
which unknown, unmeasured factors may have also
contributed to the children’s outcomes. For example,
where positive outcomes relate to children’s sense of
engagement in CORAL, it is impossible to determine
conclusively that the program made the difference
because the same characteristics that contributed to
children’s feeling of engagement in the after-school
program also may have contributed to their positive
outcomes. Also, in some instances, an outcome may
decline over time — which could be interpreted as a
negative finding, but may, in fact, be positive if children
who never enrolled in CORAL experience a more
precipitous decline.

Despite these limitations, the accumulation of
information in this chapter suggests that higher quality
programming and children’s positive engagement

in CORAL helped to support positive outcomes for
children. (See Appendix A for details on the data
collection strategies and measures and Appendix G for
details on the analyses described in this chapter.)

Outcomes Assessed

The CORAL initiative was created with the goal

of helping to improve academic achievement for
children in low-performing schools. Thus, the outcomes
examined for the evaluation were focused on these
areas and included reading performance, attitudes
toward reading, as well as attitudes and behaviors

in school.

Reading Performance

Both individual reading assessments and standardized
test scores were used to assess gains in reading. As part
of the evaluation, P/PV researchers administered the
Jerry L. Johns Basic Reading Inventory and assigned

a grade-level equivalent score based on this individual
assessment. The grade-level equivalent score takes into
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account how well children perform in reading a series
of graded word lists and graded paragraphs, as well as
their responses to comprehension questions after each
paragraph. Reading levels were assessed in the Fall and
Spring of each school year included in the evaluation
(Fall 2004, Spring 2005, Fall 2005 and Spring 2006).

P/PV also gathered the CORAL children’s test scores
on the GST-ELA from school district records. Based on
how well they perform on the test, children receive

a proficiency-level score indicating whether they are

@

“far below basic,” “below basic,” “basic,” “proficient”
or “advanced” for their grade level in reading.* Tests
are administered in groups within the school-day
classroom, typically toward the end of each school
year. Spring 2004 (before the launch of the literacy
component of the iitiative), Spring 2005 and Spring
2006 test scores were gathered from the school districts
for children enrolled in the study over the course

of the two-year evaluation.”

The individual reading assessments provide an estimate
of the grade level at which children are reading with
fluency and comprehension. Thus, gains in scores on
the Informal Reading Inventory indicate grade-level
gains in reading (for example, moving from a first-grade
reading level to a second-grade reading level would
show a gain of one grade-level in reading). Because the
CST-ELA is a proficiency test, it cannot be used to look
at absolute gains from one year to the next in the same
way possible using the Informal Reading Inventory

(see Appendix A). On the GST-ELA staying in the
same category from one year to the next (for example,
being proficient at third-grade standards in third grade
and then proficient at fourth-grade standards in fourth
grade) can be interpreted as positive, even though the
student’s “score” remains the same. In contrast, staying
far below basic would not be a positive outcome.

To capture whether the children had positive outcomes
from one year to the next and to test the links between
program quality, participation and engagement to
positive outcomes, we needed to define what that
positive outcome would look like. We used a definition
that was constructed to mirror the California

Department of Education proposed guidelines for
Proposition 49 grantees that were considering test
scores as one of their outcome areas.” Children
were identified as having a positive outcome on the
CST-ELA if, from one year to the next, they:
*  Moved from “far below” or “below basic”
up a level, or
+ Stayed in the range of “basic” or above
(“proficient” or “advanced”)

This result was constructed as a “yes” or “no” variable
to describe a positive outcome from the 2004 to 2005
CST, from the 2005 to 2006 CST and from the 2004 to
2006 CST.

Attitudes and Behaviors

In Fall 2004 and Spring 2006, children completed
surveys assessing their attitudes toward reading as
well as their attitudes and behaviors in school. More
specifically, the study focused on a set of 13 outcomes
from the survey. Those specific to reading included
children’s sense of comfort with their ability to read
(their reading efficacy), liking reading, time spent
reading after school and in the past four weeks, and
talking with an adult about something they had read.
Outcomes related to school more generally included
liking school, coming to school without homework
done, wanting to go to school, studying hard for a test,
missing a day of school and getting in trouble at school.

Other Benefits

During visits to the CORAL program sites, researchers
conducted focus groups with parents and interviews
with principals, teachers and initiative stakeholders on
the ways in which they witnessed CORAL participants
benefiting. In addition, parents completed Spring 2006
surveys asking about the extent to which the CORAL
program benefited their children across multiple
domains. As was true for the other Spring 2006
measures — including CST scores, individual reading
assessments and youth surveys — this parent survey
was obtained whether or not the children were still
attending the after-school program.
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Overall Changes on Outcome Measures
The first step in the analysis was to examine whether
children’s reading performance or attitudes toward
reading and school changed between Fall 2004 and
Spring 2006. While not providing evidence of program
effectiveness, these findings provide an indication of
the pattern of change for CORAL children overall,
regardless of the duration of their participation, their
sense of belonging or the quality of the programming
to which they were exposed. They provide a context
for other findings discussed in the later sections of
this chapter.

Children participating in CORAL showed
improvement in their grade-level reading
performance and positive outcomes on
CST-ELA test scores over the course

of the evaluation period.

Small but significant gains, based on the individual
reading assessments, were found in children’s grade-
level reading scores over the course of each school
year (with an average of about five months between
assessments). Children gained an average of .31 grade
levels in reading from Fall 2004 to Spring 2005 and an
average of .44 grade levels from Fall 2005 to Spring
2006. The proportion of children deemed to have a
positive outcome on their GST-ELA (as defined in this
chapter) was 68 percent from Spring 2004 to Spring
2005 and 72 percent from Spring 2005 to Spring 2006.

Children’s attitudes toward reading and school
remained relatively stable between Fall 2004
and Spring 2006.

Table 12 displays the averages for each of the 13 school
and reading attitudes measured in Fall 2004 and again
in Spring 2006. Analyses comparing children’s reports
at these two points in time revealed that children’s
attitudes and behaviors stayed relatively steady,
although four of the 13 survey outcomes measured
showed significant declines. By Spring 2006, children’s
ratings of how much they liked reading and liked
school and of how often they missed or cut school were
lower, on average. And their ratings of how often they
had gotten in trouble at school were higher.”

The analyses also tested for whether the change was
different for children who moved from third grade in
Year One of the evaluation to fourth grade in Year
Two compared to those who went from fourth to fifth
grade during the same years. The patterns were similar
for both groups on all but two measures — “studied
hard for a test” and “wanted to go to school” — where
children moving from third to fourth grades showed a
decline and children moving from fourth to fifth grades
showed an increase.

Although these analyses indicate little change over time
for CORAL participants, it is difficult to characterize
the findings without a comparison group. In general,
youth’s attitudes toward school and reading tend to
decline over this phase of elementary school,” so the
fact that they report little change may be a relatively
positive finding.

It is important to note that these overall analyses do
not consider characteristics that might contribute to
explaining program effectiveness, such as a child’s
English learner status or how far behind in reading
she or he was at the time of the first assessment. The
analyses also do not take into account the quality of
the program to which individual children were exposed
or the level of their participation or engagement in the
program. The following three sections explore how
these factors might help explain the changes

In outcomes.
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Table 12. Children’s Ratings of School and Reading, Fall 2004 and Spring 2006
(all outcomes rated from 1 = low to 5 = high unless another range is specified)

Attitudes and Behaviors in School
Pay attention and concentrate in class
Like school
Come to class without finishing homework
Felt unsafe at school in the last 30 days
Studied hard for a test in the last 30 days
Got in trouble at school in the last 30 days
Missed/cut whole day of school in the last 30 days

Wanted to go to school in the last 30 days

AVERAGE FALL AVERAGE SPRING

2004 2006 MEAN CHANGE

Attitudes Toward Reading
Like reading
Talked with someone about something read in the last four weeks

Amount typically read for pleasure after school
(1 = no time to 4 = more than an hour)

Amount read books for pleasure in the last four weeks

Comfort with ability to read (reading efficacy)

Change is assessed for approximately 305 children for whom Fall 2004 and Spring 2006 surveys, enrollment and attendance data, and English learner

status were available. +p<.10, *p<.05,** p<.01,***p<.001

Quality and Reading Performance

Prior studies of after-school programs that have found
little or no effects on academic achievement have also
found that implementation of the program components
designed to help improve academic performance

was poor or uneven. For this reason, the CORAL
evaluation was designed to test whether the literacy
programming achieved quality and if, in turn, that
quality was related to stronger outcomes for children.

As described in Chapter 4, researchers observed the
literacy activities and noted the quality of the literacy
strategies utilized (read alouds, independent reading,
book discussions, writing, vocabulary and skill
development activities), along with other more general
classroom practices (such as adult support, instructional
quality, group management and connection making).
Having these observation data from each program
year permits analyses linking the quality of literacy
programming to changes in children’s reading
performance over the same timeframe.

In examining the relationship between quality and
reading performance over Year One, the literacy quality
ratings (the literacy profile defined in Chapter 4) and
the classroom practices ratings are used separately.
During the first year of balanced literacy programming
implementation, there was little interrelationship
between these two sets of ratings. Instructors in some
groups may have been skilled at group management
practices and offering strong adult support, but
inconsistent in their inclusion of key literacy strategies
in the lessons (for example, only occasionally having
the children read independently). Other instructors may
have consistently included the key literacy strategies

in their lessons but presented the lessons at a relatively
weak level of instructional quality or omitted the kinds
of connection-making activities that could engage the
children in books and learning.
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In Year Two, program practices had improved
significantly across the CORAL cities (as discussed

in Chapter 4). The groups varied little on the literacy
profile, and the ratings of classroom practices were
highly interrelated with those of the literacy strategies.
In order to make distinctions among levels of quality
in the observed groups and analyze the link between
quality and reading performance, we constructed an
Overall Lesson Rating. This rating comprises the
average ratings of the four main literacy strategies
(read alouds, book discussions, writing and independent
reading) and the average ratings of the four
classroom practices.

The next sections examine how quality was related
to gains on the Informal Reading Inventory and
to a positive outcome on the CST-ELA.*

More consistent and higher-quality implementation
of the literacy strategies was related to reading-
level gains.

In Year One of the evaluation, children in groups
that received more consistent and higher-quality
implementation of the literacy strategies (those in
Profile 3 — the highest profile any groups achieved in
Year One) exhibited greater reading-level gains over
the school year compared to children participating

in groups where the literacy strategies were not
consistently implemented (those in Profile 1).” As
displayed in Table 13, average reading gains were .26
grade levels for children in the lowest-quality group
(Profile 1), but they were .45 for children in groups

where the literacy activities were implemented at a
moderate level of quality (Profile 3). Additional Year
One analyses found no relationship between observed
quality of the general classroom practices — adult
support, instructional quality, group management, and
connection making — and children’s reading-level gains.

In Year Two, almost all groups (88 percent) displayed
consistent and higher-quality implementation of the
literacy strategies (achieving Profile 3 or 4, as described
in Chapter 4), making comparisons inappropriate due
to the very small number of children in the lower-
quality (Profile 1 and 2) groups. The average reading
gain of .44 grade level over the second school year was
comparable to the Year One average gain of .45 for
children exposed to higher-quality literacy activities.
While not conclusive, these findings support the theory
that youth’s exposure to more consistent and higher-
quality implementation of the literacy components leads

to greater gains.

The combination of more consistent and higher-
quality implementation of the literacy strategies and
stronger classroom practices was associated with a
greater likelihood of having a positive outcome on
the CST-ELA test.

In Year One, ratings of the quality of the literacy
strategies and of the classroom practices were not
associated with outcomes on the CST-ELA. In Year
Two, however, when the quality of the literacy
strategies had improved markedly, a significant positive
relationship was found to exist between the Overall

Table 13. Literacy Profiles and Average Change in Reading Level Across Two Years of Evaluation

LITERACY PROFILE*

All Groups 2005-2006

NUMBER OF GROUPS

AVERAGE CHANGE
IN READING LEVEL

368 0.44

NUMBER OF YOUTH

All Groups 2004-2005
Profile 1
Profile 2

Profile 3

381 0.31
246 0.26
28 0.28

107 0.45

* During Year Two of the evaluation, too few youth were involved in Profiles 1, 2 or 4 to make meaningful comparisons, so they are grouped together
in the table. During Year One of the evaluation, no groups were at the level of Profile 4 or 5.

PAGE 42 |




CHAPTER 6: HOW DID CORAL PARTICIPANTS BENEFIT?

Lesson Rating — a composite rating that included the
literacy strategies and the classroom practices — and the
likelihood of children having a positive outcome from
2005 to 2006 on the CGST-ELA. Based on a rating scale
of 1 to 5, the scores across all observed groups ranged
from a low of 2 to a high of 4.29, with half of the
groups scoring 3.48 or better. This positive association
indicates that children in groups with higher Overall
Lesson Ratings were more likely to have a positive

outcome on the CST than those in groups with lower
Overall Lesson Ratings.

To provide an example of this relationship between
Overall Lesson Rating and the likelihood of a
positive outcome on the GST-ELA, the percentages
of children in groups scoring above the median (3.48)
on the Overall Lesson Rating who showed positive
outcomes on their GST-ELA from 2005 to 2006 were
calculated and compared to those in groups scoring
below the midpoint. As Table 14 shows, 67 percent of
the children in the lower-rated groups had a positive
outcome on their CST-ELA from 2005 to 2006,
compared to 75 percent of the children in the higher-
rated groups.

While more successful implementation of the literacy
strategies appears to support gains in grade-level
reading, this successful implementation is not enough,
in and of itself, to support positive outcomes on the
CST. It was only in the second year of the initiative’s
literacy programming implementation, when the
consistency and quality of literacy strategies were
stronger and much less variable, that the literacy
strategies — when coupled with strong classroom
practices — were related to positive GST-ELA
outcomes for children in those groups.

It is important to note that collection of the evaluation
data concluded after only the second year of
implementation of the literacy strategies. Programs
continued to strengthen practices — such as training
and coaching the instructors — that contribute

to higher-quality lessons. Although the literacy
programming grew and matured over the two years of
the evaluation, there was still room for improvement.
Only 16 percent (or 7 out of 43) of the groups
observed in Year Two achieved a Profile 4 in spite of
the training, monitoring and coaching the instructors
received. As a result, this number of groups was not
enough to test whether an increase in quality of this
level might contribute to greater gains in reading
performance by the children in those groups.

Participation, Engagement and Outcomes
A recent publication on youth engagement in after-
school programs describes research suggesting that all
of the following factors affect outcomes: the reason(s)
children enroll in a program, the length of their
attendance, their sense of belonging and attachment,
and their effort and focus while participating.” The
CORAL program’s evaluation measured two of these
factors — the number of semesters of participation
between Fall 2004 and Spring 2006 and children’s sense
of belonging to CORAL (measured in Spring 2006).

As discussed in Chapter 5, the children in the studied
sample attended one (2 percent), two (29 percent), three
(6 percent) or four (63 percent) semesters between Fall
2004 and Spring 2006.

Table 14. Positive Outcomes on the CST-ELA from 2005 to 2006 by Groups’ Overall Lesson Ratings

OVERALL LESSON

RATING NUMBER OF GROUPS

Lower-rated groups

Higher-rated groups

TOTAL NUMBER OF YOUTH

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN
WITH POSITIVE OUTCOMES
FROM 2005 TO 2006

HAVING CST SCORES

All groups

Groups were designated lower or higher based on a median split of their scores on the Overall Lesson Rating. The scale of the rating was from 1 to 5.
Groups in the lower half had Overall Lesson Ratings of between 2 and 3.43; groups in the higher half had Overall Lesson Ratings of 3.48 to 4.29.
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When surveyed in Spring 2006, almost three-quarters
of the children in this sample” also reported feeling

a sense of belonging to the program (having agreed

or strongly agreed to feeling that they were listened

to, that their opinions mattered, that CORAL was a
comfortable place to spend time and that they belonged
at CORAL).

A stronger sense of belonging to CORAL was related
to positive changes in children’s attitudes toward
reading as well as attitudes and behaviors in school.

Our analyses to assess whether the duration of
participation and sense of belonging were related to
better outcomes between Fall 2004 and Spring 2006™
reveal that children’s sense of belonging, but not the
number of semesters of attendance, is consistently
related to positive changes in youth’s attitudes toward
reading and attitudes toward, and behaviors in, school.
The stronger children’s sense of belonging to the
program, the more likely they were to have a positive
change in 10 of the 13 outcomes. Neither duration

of participation nor sense of belonging was related to
changes in reading performance.

Table 15 displays the associations between sense of
belonging and outcomes. It shows the average change
on each of the outcomes for children whose ratings of
sense of belonging to CORAL corresponded to “low or
neutral” (a neutral rating of 3.9 or lower on a scale of

1 to 5), “strong” (a rating of 4 to less than 5), or “very
strong” (a rating of 5). The pattern of findings displayed
in the table suggests that children who felt a stronger
sense of belonging to CORAL were maintaining
relatively steady attitudes, whereas those with less of a
sense of belonging tended to have less positive attitudes
over time. For example, earlier in this chapter Table

12 displays declines in “liking school” and “liking
reading” among children in the overall sample; Table
15 indicates that children with a very strong sense of
belonging do not show the same decline.

The downward shift in attitudes toward reading and
school has been documented in developmental research
that explores what some describe as the “fourth

7 59

grade slump.

It is important to note the possibility of characteristics
of children or their families (for example, factors that
motivated them to sign up for the program in the first
place, or a greater propensity for actively engaging in
activities) that were not measured but might explain
why some children are more likely to develop a sense
of belonging to the program and also explain why they
fare better over time. Absent a control group, this study
cannot account for that possibility.

Because children’s sense of belonging emerged as such
a strong predictor of positive changes in outcomes,
additional analyses were conducted to understand
whether any of the quality ratings (the literacy
strategies and classroom practices) might be associated
with children developing a sense of belonging to the
CORAL programs. No such relationship was apparent.
However, children’s perceptions of CORAL as a place
with positive peer relationships (in other words, they
liked the other children at CORAL, got to know them
really well, and had a lot of friends there) and the safety
they felt in CORAL (measured in Fall 2004) were
related to their sense of belonging.”
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Table 15. The Relationship of Sense of Belonging to Change in Children’s Ratings of School and Reading from
Fall 2004 to Spring 2006 (all outcomes rated from 1 = low to 5 = high unless another range is specified)

SENSE OF BELONGING TO CORAL

Low or
neutral
N = 86

Reading Performance

Very
Strong strong
N = 108 N = 126

Grade-level reading gains (Grade-level score)

not significant

Proportion of children with positive CST-ELA
outcome 2004 to 2006 (yes or no)

not significant

Attitudes Toward, and Behaviors In, School

Pay attention and concentrate in class

Like school

Come to class without finishing homework

not significant

Felt unsafe at school in the last 30 days

*kk

Studied hard for a test in the last 30 days

Got in trouble at school in the last 30 days

Missed/cut whole day of school in the last 30 days

not significant

Wanted to go to school in the last 30 days

Attitudes Toward Reading

Like reading

Talked with someone about something
read in the last four weeks

Amount typically read for pleasure after school
(1 = no time to 4 = more than an hour)

Amount read books for pleasure
in the last four weeks

Comfort with ability to read (reading efficacy)

not significant

Results presented in the table are from a series of Ordinary Least Squares regression analyses with sense of belonging and duration of participation as predictors,
controlling for demographics, English learner status, Fall 2004 reading level, Fall 2004 rating of the outcome of interest, stress, and three variables that were predictors
of participation and belonging. Detailed analyses are presented in Appendix C. The three levels for sense of belonging capture children with low or neutral ratings

(a rating of 3.9 or lower on the composite scale), strong ratings (4 to less than 5), or very strong ratings (5) on a scale from 1 to 5, from disagree a lot to agree a lot.
The changes presented for each level of sense of belonging are averages after adjustments for the other variables in the regression. N = 320. +p<.10, *p = <.05,

**p = <.01, ***p=<.001

Benefits to Specific Subgroups of Children
CORAL programs targeted low-performing schools
serving low-income populations. Within that targeted
population, the children served by CORAL reflect
some diversity: About two thirds identified themselves
as Latino/a; about 70 percent were assessed below
grade level in reading in Fall 2004; and just over half of
the children served were designated English learners.

The previous sections of this chapter described the
overall outcomes for CORAL youth and then the
effects of quality, participation and engagement on
outcomes for the entire group of children in the studied
sample. This section examines the outcomes for two
subgroups of children: English learners compared to
English-proficient children, and children starting

far below grade level in reading compared to those

at or above.
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Table 16. Reading-Level Gains for English Learners Versus English-Proficient CORAL Children

FALL 2004 AVERAGE
GRADE-LEVEL READING
SCORE

English Learners

AVERAGE GRADE-LEVEL
READING GAINS BETWEEN

NUMBER OF CHILDREN  FALL 2004 AND SPRING 2006

English Proficient

All

The average number of months between assessments was 17.

Table 17. Reading-Level Gains for CORAL Children At or Above Grade Level, One Grade-Level Behind

and Two or More Grade Levels Behind in Reading in Fall 2004

READING LEVEL IN FALL 2004

2+ grades below

NUMBER OF CHILDREN

AVERAGE GRADE-LEVEL
READING GAINS BETWEEN
FALL 2004 AND SPRING 2006

1 below

At or above

All

The average number of months between assessments was 17.

This section first describes the subgroups’ overall
outcomes, without taking into account levels of
participation, engagement or the quality of the literacy
programming to which they are exposed. It then
explores whether program quality, participation or
engagement in the CORAL program related in the
same ways to the outcomes for children who differed
on these achievement and demographic characteristics.”

English learners and children farthest behind in
reading in Fall 2004 showed significantly greater
reading-level gains compared to their counterparts
who were English proficient or reading at grade level
when they entered CORAL.

Table 16 shows the grade-level gains for English
learners versus English-proficient children, and Table
17 shows the gains for children who began the study at
different grade levels of reading. The pattern revealed
in both tables shows greater gains for children who
started further behind and for those who have been
designated English learners. It is apparent that the

children remain behind in their reading levels; however,
given the findings from studies of low-income children
in poor performing schools that children tend to fall
further and further behind, the fact that the CORAL
subgroup children continue to show gains on their
reading levels is worth noting and exploring further.

Although the reading-level gains reported in Tables
16 and 17 suggest that the program may be beneficial
for subgroups of CORAL children, such as English
learners or children far behind grade level in reading,
these analyses concern the overall sample and do not
take into account the role of quality, participation or
engagement and whether these factors matter to the
same degree for all children. To address this question,
researchers conducted analyses to find whether quality
ratings, number of semesters of participation, or sense
of belonging were more positively (or negatively)
related to outcomes for English learners or children
who started further behind in reading.
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Quality of the literacy programming had the same
positive association with children’s reading gains,
regardless of English learner status, or how far
behind in reading children were in Fall 2004.

Our analyses revealed an overall similar pattern

of positive relationships between the quality of
programming and the achievement outcomes explored
in this evaluation, regardless of English learner status
or reading level starting in Fall 2004. Like the other
children studied, the English learners benefited from
higher-quality programming. Given the findings that
the children furthest behind in reading and English
learners gained more than did their counterparts,
after-school program staff should continue to consider
ways to target and enroll these children in the type of
literacy-enriched programming utilized by CORAL. It
is important, however, to keep in mind that the mix of
English learners and English-proficient youth, as well
as the mix of children of different reading levels in
these programs, may be an important ingredient for a
program’s success.

A stronger sense of belonging to CORAL had the
same positive association with changes in children’s
reading attitudes as well as school attitudes and
behaviors, regardless of English learner status,

or how far behind in reading children were in

Fall 2004.

Similar to the pattern for program quality and
outcomes, regardless of English learner status or how
far behind in reading children were in Fall 2004, their
sense of belonging to CORAL — and not their level
of participation — was related to positive change on
the reading attitudes, school attitudes and behavior
outcomes measured in the evaluation.

The findings from this evaluation, while not conclusive,
suggest that English learners benefited from their
participation in CORAL. It is important to note,
however, as Chapter 3 describes, that staff felt they
could be supported and trained to help English learners
even more. Although English learners show similar
increases in grade-level reading gains over the course

of the evaluation period, they tend to remain further
behind in reading, on average, compared to their
English-proficient peers. Thus, improving program
practices to benefit English learners even more 1s
worth consideration.

Additional benefits not captured by reading-level
assessments, test scores or surveys, but observed by
school staff and parents of CORAL children, are
reported in the next section.

Other Benefits

While the founding idea of the CORAL initiative was
to help improve children’s academic achievement, the
children’s parents and staff at the schools they attended
also identified additional areas that they hoped CORAL
would address. Among these were exposure to books
and to the English language and increased confidence in
reading and school performance. This section presents
information from surveys of parents and interviews
with school staff describing how these constituents felt
the program had benefited CORAL children.

Parents’ Views of CORAL

As discussed in Chapter 2, a survey of parents in
Spring 2006 indicated that they enrolled their children
in CORAL for a variety of reasons, including to
improve their grades in school, improve their social
skills and have them gain more exposure to English.
As shown in Figure 3, parents who responded to the
survey (both those whose children still participated in
CORAL and those whose children no longer attended)
overwhelmingly felt that CORAL fulfilled these goals
for enrollment. Over 90 percent of parents reported
they “agree” or “strongly agree” when asked whether
CORAL had helped their children’s academics,
behavior, social skills and English abilities.

‘While almost all parents reported satisfaction in these
areas, those parents whose children had stopped
attending CORAL were slightly less satisfied than those
whose children were still enrolled. For example, 98
percent of parents whose children still attended — as
compared with 91 percent whose children no longer
attended — reported that CORAL helped their children
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Figure 3: Parents’ Views of How CORAL Helped Their Children

Like school
better

Do better
in school

M still attending B No longer attending

Better
behaved

Stay out
of trouble

Based on 501 parent surveys gathered in Spring 2006.

do better in school. Even with these lower levels of
satisfaction, however, 88 percent of parents whose
children stopped attending CORAL agreed with each

of the statements.

In focus groups conducted in Spring 2005, parents

were able to share their thoughts on CORAL and its
work with their children. In these focus groups, as in
the survey, most parents agreed that CORAL helped
their children succeed in school. In discussion, however,
they were able to provide more detail, with many
parents explaining that their children had developed
more responsible study habits, taken greater interest in
schoolwork and become more confident in their abilities
at school.”

Impressions of School Staff

School staff spoke about a number of different areas in
which they believed the CORAL program had helped
the children. Because specific questions were asked
about the role of the literacy portion of the program,
teachers and principals talked most explicitly about
the difference they saw in literacy-related outcomes
among the children who attended CORAL. Overall,

Get along
better with
other children

Feel better

about them-

selves as a
student

Improve
his or her
English
language skills

Learn new
skills or
develop new
interests

Read better
in English

when CORAL was working well, school staff felt that
children got to talk and practice oral language skills,
hear stories and build confidence for the school day.
Staff noted that the children were reading more and
enjoying reading. Staff also felt that CORAL played an
important role in providing increased opportunities for
the children to be exposed to vocabulary and ways of
talking about stories that made them more self-assured
when those topics were part of their school-day lessons.
In addition to the benefits school staff observed related
to oral language and reading, they also mentioned
social benefits of participating in CORAL. For example,
staff described that children were able to learn how to
get along better with one another.

Children who participated in CORAL benefited —
particularly those who were exposed to higher-quality
literacy programming and who felt more strongly
engaged. The following chapter discusses the costs
associated with providing CORAL after-school
programming, including the investments in developing
the kind of program quality that was associated with
positive outcomes for the children who attended.
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Across the country, public investments in after-school
programs have never been greater, but a review
of the recent literature reveals a lack of up-to-date
mformation about the programs’ typical costs and even
less information about the costs of creating a high-
quality program.” While this evaluation did not include
an exhaustive cost study, research on the CORAL
Initiative can contribute to this important discussion.
Cost information was gathered from basic budgets of
four of the CORAL cities and through mterviews of
staff about fundraising, budgeting and sustainability.*
This chapter uses those data to present an overview of
CORAL’s funding sources and expenditures during the
initiative’s first two years of providing balanced literacy
programming. In particular, the chapter addresses
these questions:
*  What were CORAL'’s major sources of funding?
*  What were the average costs of operating CORAL?
*  What was the average cost per day for each youth
who attended?
*  What were the major expenses at the site and
city levels?
*  Which expenses directly contributed to the quality
of the programming?

Before turning to findings, it is important to note that
the costs presented in this chapter, like many cost
analyses of after-school programs, are estimates. The
findings are based primarily on a one-time cost survey
in which the cities described their budgets, staff salaries
and funding sources. This approach gathered basic cost
information, but also had limitations. First, it required
comparing costs across four cities, even though the
cities sometimes organized their budgets in different
ways and accounted for costs differently. Second, some
cost estimates, such as the value of volunteer time

or the use of school space, are beyond the scope
of this study.

Finally, all of the after-school programs included m this
analysis were school-based, preventing any conclusions
about the comparable costs of community-based after-
school programs. Even given these limitations, the
available information provides a useful estimate of the
costs of operating CORAL over two years as well as an
indicator of how these funds were distributed among
various programmatic needs.

CORAL’S Funding Sources

CORAL programming was supported using various
strategies. All sites used grants as well as in-kind
donations.

Monetary Funding

The CORAL initiative was founded and, at least
through the period of this evaluation, primarily
funded by The James Irvine Foundation. The
Foundation began by funding a planning stage, in
which community organizations in each city worked
together to develop partnerships, create curricula and
program structures, and determine program sites.

It then provided each city with a six-year grant for
operations, initially for $2 million per year. The grant
amount was gradually reduced over the years so that
by 2005-2006, each city was receiving approximately
$1.2 to $1.4 million, reflecting the intention to create a
sustainable funding model with the target of supporting
600 children at $2,000 per child — a cost more in line
with other available funding sources.

Irvine’s significant investment allowed the CORAL
cities, especially in their initial years, to focus on
providing high-quality programming rather than on
issues of fundraising or sustainability. In 2005-2006,
Irvine funding accounted for approximately 80 percent
of CORAL’s support across the four cities.

Though one city raised a small amount in private
donations, almost all other funding came from

public sources, generally through grants awarded

to school districts and then distributed to CORAL

for programming in the district. Two cities received
funding through the federal 21st Century Community
Learning Center grants for after-school programs,
ranging from about $300,000 to $600,000. Both of
these cities also received funding from state sources:
one for $200,000 from CalWorks (a state program
that reimburses after-school programs for providing
services to eligible low-income youth) and the other
for $90,000 from California’s After School Education
and Safety program (ASES).” A third city required
two of its schools that joined the initiative after startup
to contribute $50,000 each (monies the schools had
received as part of their after-school program dollars) to
the costs of running CORAL.
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Three of the CORAL cities also hoped that the
federal Supplemental Educational Services (SES)
program — which provides funding for tutoring
services for children in eligible schools (a provision
of No Child Left Behind) — would be an additional
source of funds,” but as of 2005-2006 it proved to
be only a minor source of these cities’ overall funding.”
In-Kind Donations

In-kind donations represented another important
CORAL resource. All of the cities were successful

in obtaining some relatively small in-kind donations,
such as tickets to amusement parks or books to be
distributed as gifts, that allowed them to offer “extras”
at their programs that would not have fit in their
budgets. Two cities were successful at obtaining larger-
scale donations, such as regular donations of snacks,
in one case worth $200,000. One city partnered with
other organizations (the YMCA and AmeriCorps) to
provide site staff, enabling some team leader positions
to be funded through these partnerships. Another city
also partnered with a local organization to provide
enrichment activities — a service that all of the other
CORAL sites paid for — free of charge at one site.

By far the most significant in-kind donation for all of
the cities was the use of school facilities. In 2005-2006,
all four CORAL cities detailed in this chapter operated
their programs solely in schools, thus freeing them
from buying or renting program space (beyond their
central offices). All of the schools allowed CORAL

to use classrooms and cafeterias free of charge; most
also provided janitorial services to clean the spaces

at the end of each afternoon, and some schools even
provided transportation for GORAL participants

at the end of the afternoon. These arrangements

were accompanied by frequent negotiations and
compromises — for example, over exactly which
classrooms were available — but saved the CORAL
programs a significant amount of money. This was a
key advantage of operating programs within a school
rather than a community-based setting.

What Did It Cost to Run CORAL?

Between the Irvine grant and funding from

secondary sources, the CORAL cities each spent
between $1,447,613 and $1,776,890 during the 2005-
2006 program year, with an average of $1,612,055

per city (see Table 18). Since in-kind donations
represented a significant portion of some cities’
budgets, it is useful to include the monetary equivalent
of major donations — including donations of books,
snacks and staff — in the overall spending calculations.
When these items are included, the budgets increase
to an average of $1,708,932 per city, ranging from
$1,456,045 to $1,808,592.%

Multiple factors contributed to the range in spending
across cities, including, for example, variations in
number of children served, number of days open per
year, number of staff, size of staff salaries, types of
enrichment activities offered and the local cost of living.
To account for two of these factors — differences in
number of children served and number of days the
program was open during the year — and develop a
more consistent way to compare costs across programs,
we calculated a unit cost, which represents the price of
serving each child who attended each afternoon.

In 2005-2006, the CORAL cities had an average unit
cost of $19.92 (including both cash funding and in-
kind donations).” In other words, the programs spent
about $20 on each child who attended any afternoon,
or about $6.25 per hour. Across the cities, this unit cost
ranged from a low of $11.39 to a high of $33.10, with
the range likely reflecting differences in the number

of hours per day the programs were open, salaries,

the staff-to-youth ratios and the number of outside
enrichment providers hired.

How do these costs compare to spending on other
after-school programs, or the funding typically available
to after-school programs? Such comparisons are
extremely difficult to make and necessarily require
caution. Beyond the difficulty of comparing programs
that potentially offer different activities, are of varying
quality and have different goals, there is no standard
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methodology for calculating program cost.” For
example, in a study of another social service field
(mental health care), researchers found that calculated
unit cost could range from $108 to $538 per hour

for the same program, depending on what analysis
methods were used.”

Given these cautions, a rough comparison of after-
school costs reveals that the CORAL unit cost
(approximately $20) is in line with those found in
evaluations of other after-school programs. Three
evaluations of other after-school programs conducted
between 2000 and 2002, for example, calculated
average unit costs at $15, $16 and $27 per day.” Most
public sources of after-school funding would need to be
supplemented to meet these levels. In California,

the After School Education and Safety program —
the largest source of public after-school funding in the
state — offers $7.50 per child per day plus a required
$2.50 match from programs. The 21st Century
Community Learning Genters, for which each state
awards grants at its discretion, the average annual
funding per child is $1,000 — or $7 to $8 per day,

per child for a typical school year.”

Components of CORAL Costs

The CORAL initiative operated at multiple levels: Each
program site was located within a citywide organization,
which itself was part of a statewide network. Operations
at the site and city levels involved particular staff

and activities, accompanied by specific costs. Despite
occasional overlap — a site staff member, for example,

may have participated in fundraising for the whole
city — most costs can be distinguished by level and
are examined below in this way. Statewide costs are
discussed in the final section of this chapter.

Site-Level Costs

On average, 56 percent of each CORAL city’s
expenditures (including those covered through both
cash and in-kind donations) was directed to site-level
costs.” These expenditures maintained day-to-day
operations at the sites, including salaries for site

staff, program materials, snacks and, in some cases,
transportation for participants (see Table 19). Staff
salaries and benefits were by far the largest component
of site-level expenses, constituting between 76 percent
and 96 percent of all site-level costs.

These site staff salaries went primarily to team leaders
and site coordinators and, in smaller amounts, to
contracts with enrichment providers. There was relative
consistency in the responsibilities of team leaders across
CORAL sites — including preparing for and leading
literacy lessons, planning and leading enrichment
lessons at least a few times a week and generally
supervising a group of youth. Cities varied slightly in
the hourly wages they paid team leaders, with wages
near $9 or $10 per hour in three cities and $14 per hour
in the fourth.

In contrast to the consistency among team leader roles,
the responsibilities of site coordinators varied widely
across the state. All site coordinators acted as “after

Table 18. Overall and Per-Child Expenses for Four CORAL Cities, 2005-2006

Total CORAL Budget

AVERAGE

$1,708,932 $1,456,045-$1,808,592

Cash funding

$1,612,055 $1,447,613-$1,776,890

In-kind donations
(staff, book, and snack donations only)

$96,877 $8,432-$327,000

Per Diem Spending per Child

$19.92 $11.39-$33.10

Number of weeks program is open

37.4 33-45.8 weeks

Number of days per week program is open

4.7 4-5 days

Number of children served each day program is open

260-871 children
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school principals” for their sites, supervising team
leaders, handling any behavior or emergency issues
that arose with the CORAL children, communicating
with parents and generally taking responsibility for
the success of each day. But site coordinator positions
varied significantly in the amount of training they
were expected to prepare and lead, their responsibility
for data collection and entry, their involvement in
scheduling and supervising outside providers, and
their responsibility in managing site budgets. In some
cities, these duties were assigned to site coordinators
while, in others, they were assigned to staff at city-level
management positions. Accordingly, site coordinator
salaries ranged from hourly wages of $15 paid only
during the months of program operation (42 weeks a
year, or an equivalent of about $19,000 a year) to full-
time, year-round salaries of $35,000 to $50,000.

City-Level Costs

The remainder of the CORAL cities’ budgets—
approximately 44 percent — was spent for city-level
operations. These costs included executive and
administrative staff salaries, as well as materials and
activities that contributed to the quality, consistency and
sustainability of the program across the city (excluding
funding limited to any one site). The biggest component

Table 19. CORAL Costs at the Site and City Levels

of city-level costs was salaries, in this case for positions
such as executive directors, literacy directors and
operations directors. Other significant expenditures at
this level included facilities (for the central CORAL
office space in each city), insurance, and upkeep on
technology and other office-related equipment.

Investing in Quality

Initially, spending 44 percent on city-level costs

may seem high, especially given the desire of many
funders to see as large a percentage of their grants as
possible go directly to programs.” California’s After
School Education and Safety mitiative, for example,
allows only 15 percent of its funding to support such
costs (though grantees may use additional funding
accessed through other sources). The CORAL
programs, however, found that many of these city-
level expenditures were essential for supporting staff
positions and other costs directly related to improving
the quality of programming at each site. For example,
an average of 16 percent of these city-level costs
supported the work of the literacy director or director
of curriculum, and another 2 percent went directly to
training supplies or fees. These expenditures put the
CORAL programs in a stronger position to provide
participants with quality activities.”” In fact, executive

AVERAGE RANGE

Total Site-Level Costs

$965,274 $674,836-$1,190,040

Salaries and benefits

86% 76%-96%

Snacks

9% 0%-19%

Books and other supplies

4% 3%~7%

Transportation

1% 0%-2%

Total City-Level Costs

$743,658 $618,553-$851,689

Salaries and benefits

71% 62%-78%

Facilities

9% 6%-14%

Supplies and communications

5% 4%—-6%

Accounting and insurance

5% 19%-12%

Conferences and workshops

2% 1%-4%

Other

8% 1%-14%
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staff noted that their ability to devote resources to these
kinds of expenses was an important benefit of the
Irvine grant. Staff were concerned that, as they
transitioned to other sources of funding that might

not provide this type of support, the quality of
programming could suffer.

In fact, as noted in Chapter 4, improvement in the
quality of the literacy programming seen between Year
One and Year Two appeared to be directly related

to the investments cities made in key staff positions,

training and monitoring, and books for independent

reading. The approximate cost associated with each of
these investments in quality is estimated as follows:

* Hiring a literacy director. Essential to program
quality, especially early in implementation, was the
hiring of a literacy director at an average salary of
$42.300. Literacy directors were selected for their
experience in literacy instruction and were primarily
responsible for staff training and monitoring.

«  Time for training and monitoring. Beyond
the literacy director’s salary, program quality
improvement required an investment in staff
time and materials for training and monitoring.
This generally consisted of one or two weeks of
initial training for all staff, followed by ongoing
monthly trainings that lasted from two to five hours
each. Considering the range in staff salaries and
the number of staff at each city, training added
approximately $20,000 to $93,000 to cities’
budgets —in order to pay for site coordinators
and team leaders to attend. In other words, an
average of 3 percent of all salary costs was devoted
to training time. In addition, the cities reported
spending an average of about $12,000 on additional
related costs, such as training materials.

Trainings were most successful when paired with
on-site monitoring and coaching. In all cities,

the literacy director (or literacy direction team,

in one city) was ultimately responsible for these
observations. Most spent between two and four
afternoons a week conducting observations at

the sites. In two cases, the cities hired educational
liaisons, usually teachers from the school, to
conduct observations and coaching on site. Salaries
for these staff ranged from $14,000 to $20,000; costs

ranged based on the number of educational liaisons
hired and the hours per week they worked. All
cities also required site coordinators to observe and
coach team leaders as a supplement to observations
made by literacy directors and educational liaisons.
Though site coordinators were constantly moving
m and out of classrooms to informally supervise
staff, they were generally responsible for one full
observation per week of an entire 90-minute lesson.
This observation time, plus time spent documenting
the observation and debriefing with the team leader,
corresponded to an average of approximately
$1,400 of the site coordinator’s salary per site, per
program year.

Books for independent reading. A sufficient supply
of books was critical for engaging children during
20 to 30 minutes of independent reading time,

three to four afternoons a week. In 2004-2005, the
first year that all the programs provided balanced
literacy activities, the cities spent an average of
$41,680 on books (see Table 20). In order to
supplement their libraries in the following year, they
spent an average of $6,856 on books and received,
on average, an additional $5,858 in donated books.

The cost of books in 2004-2005 represented

3 percent of the programs’ overall budgets.
Although in retrospect it seems apparent that

a literacy program would require substantial
numbers of books, many CORAL staff were
surprised by just how expensive this component
was. The cities took different approaches to
meeting the need for independent reading books.
Some invested in pre-packaged bins of books
organized by reading level. In other cases, city
leaders bought less expensive, non-packaged
books, or received book donations — in either
case, dedicating significant staff time to leveling
and sorting them. Regardless of method, book
costs and related staff time were substantial. Even
so, at the end of 20052006, several team leaders
continued to express a need for more books for
program participants.
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Table 20. Expenditures on Books for Independent Reading Across the Four Cities

AVERAGE RANGE

2004-2005
Bought by cities

Donated to cities*

$41,680 $15,274-$66,446

n/a n/a

2005-2006

Bought by cities

Donated to cities

* Data are not available for 2004-2005 book donations.

More challenging to quantify are the costs associated
with creating an environment in CORAL where youth
experienced meaningful relationships with adults,

felt supported and valued, and had a strong sense

of belonging. The CORAL staffing structure, which
provided one team leader who stayed with children

for the entire afternoon, was likely a key component of
this environment. Maintaining youth-to-staff ratios of
12 to 20 children to one team leader was another key
component. Additionally, continued investment in the
variety of activities that CORAL offered — including
enrichment, literacy, physical recreation and homework
help — was likely an important contributor to the

high rates of attendance and retention that CORAL
achieved. While assigning a “cost value” to these factors
is beyond the scope of this study, they are important
factors to consider for programs that aim to successfully
engage large numbers of children.

Initiative-Wide Investments

Beyond site- and city-level costs, Irvine provided
additional funding for the CORAL initiative as a whole
at the statewide level, helping to lay the groundwork
for quality program implementation in each city. These
funds supported three critical areas, including the
development of a management information system,
provision of initiative-wide technical assistance, and
rigorous observations of program quality with feedback
given to the sites.

$1,680-$15,000

$0-$15,000

A major portion of the additional funding was used to
develop the computerized management information
system that enabled the CORAL cities to track
enrollment demographics, participation trends and
outcomes data — information that was critical to the
programs’ ability to identify whom they were serving,
where they were reaching goals for attendance, and the
degree to which they were achieving other program
goals. Developing this system in conjunction with city
staff and training staff on using the system initially cost
between $20,000 and $25,000 per city.

In addition, approximately $140,000 supported
technical assistance each year. One key investment for
improving and monitoring program quality was the
funding for a full-time senior P/PV program officer who
regularly traveled to all five CORAL cities to conduct
trainings, observe activities, provide feedback and
generally support the literacy directors in improving
program quality. This individual also hosted a yearly
Literacy Summit convening all of the literacy directors
for training and to share lessons from their cities.

Finally, approximately $60,000 was invested in
researchers’ time each year of the evaluation to

conduct activity observations on a regular basis.
Though conducted primarily for evaluation purposes,
the observation process included the provision of
feedback to the cities about the quality of programming
observed. This proved especially useful early on in
implementation when programs were not yet structured
to regularly perform their own observations of their
Istructors.
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Although these funds were provided to an organization
external to CORAL, similar programs may consider
mvestments in the internal capacity or external support
needed to develop, for example, a management
information system, and to undertake other tasks that
contribute to quality implementation, as demonstrated

by CORAL.

This chapter has described the CORAL initiative’s
funding sources and expenses, unit (per youth) cost,
and steps that Irvine and the CORAL cities took to
invest in quality programming after school. The next
chapter brings together the lessons from this and the
preceding chapters and offers some implications for
policymakers and practitioners.
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The story that emerges from the evaluation of CORAL
is that a well-structured academically oriented
component — in this case, literacy — can be integrated
mto an existing after-school program relatively quickly,
and that by focusing on consistent, high-quality
implementation of literacy strategies, such a program
can benefit the children who participate. The preceding
chapters in this report document the size and scope

of CORAL and the diversity of its participants, the
quality of its programming and the factors that helped
to enhance quality, the level of interest and engagement
of children in the CORAL activities, and the links
between quality, engagement and positive outcomes

for children. This concluding chapter presents the main
findings from the evaluation of the CORAL after-
school iitiative during the two years of implementing
its literacy component. The chapter also summarizes
implications for policy, programs and research.

Summary of Findings from the

Two-Year Evaluation of CORAL

The findings described in this report have been
drawn from two years of data collection on literacy
implementation and outcomes using a wide range of
instruments that permit linking these data together
and describing important patterns of relationships
between the quality of programs, engagement and
outcomes. The results of the study are informative
for program designers, funders, researchers and
policymakers — people who share an interest in
making after-school programs as effective as possible
for children. The children involved in CORAL
represented great diversity in their ethnicity and
language proficiency and also, to some degree, in
their performance at school. This diversity adds
dimension to an examination of the role of the after-
school program for different subgroups of youth, in
particular English learners — a topic often missing
in after-school research.”

Key findings include:

Children’s reading success was strongly related to
programming quality; CORAL participants showed
greater gains in grade-level reading and performed
better on standardized tests when they were exposed
to more consistent and higher-quality literacy
activities.

Results from the evaluation’s first year indicated greater
gains over five months on the individualized reading
assessment (.45 grade-levels in reading) for children
exposed to consistent implementation of the balanced
literacy strategies — read alouds, book discussions,
independent reading, writing, vocabulary development
and skill development activities — and higher-quality
implementation of those strategies. In contrast, those
children exposed to inconsistent or low-quality
implementation of the literacy strategies gained just .26
grade-levels in reading.

In the second year of the evaluation, when almost all
of the staff leading the activities had improved and
were consistently using the literacy strategies, the
average reading gain for all children in the sample
(based on the individualized reading assessment) was
44 grade levels — comparable to the average gain of
45 for children exposed to higher-quality activities
during Year One. Also in Year Two, children in
groups where team leaders used stronger classroom
practices (providing strong adult support, skilled group
management, high-quality instruction, and help in
making connections between the children’s lives and
the books they were reading) in combination with
more consistent and higher-quality implementation

of the literacy strategies were more likely to have a
positive outcome on the GST-ELA test. (A positive
outcome was defined as moving from “far below basic”
or “below basic” up to a higher level, or remaining
“basic,” “
the next.)

proficient” or “advanced” from one year to
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The evaluation design did not include a comparison
group; therefore, it cannot be firmly concluded that the
gains made by the CORAL youth are any different
from what might be expected had they not taken part in
the program. However, the finding that the quality and
consistency with which CORAL instructors delivered
the literacy programming are related to reading-level
gains and improvement on the CST-ELA suggests

that the program had some bearing on these gains.
This finding is in keeping with a recent meta-analysis
of the impact of after-school programs on social and
personal outcomes (including academic performance),
which found that programs that had an impact on
children’s feeling and attitudes, indicators of behavioral
adjustment and school performance shared a key
characteristic: They were sequenced, active, focused
and explicit (SAFE).” CORAL?s literacy programming

adhered to each of those practices.

Higher levels of engagement were related
to positive changes in children’s attitudes
toward reading as well as attitudes and
behaviors in school.

Children’s engagement in CORAL, as measured by
their sense of belonging, was an important contributor
to changes in 10 of the 13 outcomes examined in the
areas of reading attitudes, as well as school attitudes
and behaviors. That is, the stronger the children’s sense
of belonging to the program, the more likely they were
to have a positive change in outcomes that included
enjoyment of reading, liking and wanting to go to
school, and time spent reading after school. (Children’s
levels of participation in CORAL were not related to
changes in these outcomes.)

Because children’s sense of belonging emerged as such
a strong predictor of positive changes in outcomes,
additional analyses were conducted to understand
whether any of the observed program quality ratings
(for example, the literacy strategies and classroom
practices) might be associated with children developing
a sense of belonging to the CORAL programs. But no
such relationship was apparent. However, children’s
perceptions of CORAL as a place with positive peer

relationships (in other words, they liked the other
children there, got to know them very well, and had a
lot of friends there) and how safe they felt in CORAL
(as measured in Fall 2004) were positively related to
their sense of belonging (measured in 2006).

English learners and children far behind in
reading showed similar gains when compared
to their peers.

This study provided important information on the role
of after-school programs for English learners, a rapidly
growing population in California and throughout the
United States. Slightly more than half (53 percent) of
the children in the CORAL study were identified as
English learners, a greater proportion than documented
in other studies of after-school programs.” English
learners gained as much as English-proficient children
who had the same level of participation and were
exposed to the same level of quality.

Findings from this evaluation also demonstrate that

an after-school program can benefit children who

are far behind in reading. Children who were two

or more grade levels behind in reading based on the
individualized reading assessments gained just as much
as their higher-achieving counterparts, over the same
period of time.

Without a comparison group, it is difficult to place
these findings in context. However, previous studies
have suggested that children from low-income families
may fall further and further behind in reading between
first and fourth grades.” The CORAL experience offers
promise in that the children who were most behind

and those who were English learners kept pace in

their gains.

Although English learners gained just as much as
English-proficient youth did over the course of the
evaluation, they started further behind — so programs
can and should do more to decrease the gap. Interviews
with school and program staff suggest that these
professionals would welcome more training specific to
working with English learners, including strategies for
helping them during literacy activities.
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In addition to these promising outcomes for the
children involved in CORAL, the evaluation

also identified crucial program achievements and
characteristics that laid the groundwork for the positive
benefits participants derived. These include:

The quality of literacy programming was increased
relatively quickly. By the end of the second year

of implementation almost all (88 percent) of the
literacy activities observed had reached a moderate
level of quality. This was a key achievement, as
quality was found to be related to children’s
reading gains.

In Fall 2004, the CORAL programs began the process
of incorporating 60 to 90 minutes of literacy, three to
four afternoons per week, into their existing array of
enrichment and recreational activities. At the end of the
first year of the evaluation, about one-third (36 percent)
of the classrooms observed were reaching a moderate
level of consistency and quality in implementation

of the literacy program model. The CORAL city
directors and staff drew on information from the first-
year evaluation, as well as lessons learned from their
own experiences, as they developed approaches for
improving the quality of their programming. Their
efforts included having an effective literacy director in
place, targeting trainings for team leaders, monitoring
and coaching on a regular and ongoing basis, and
focusing on strengthening the independent reading
component of the balanced literacy lessons.” By

the end of the second year of balanced literacy
mmplementation, 88 percent of the observed groups
had achieved at least a moderate level of quality in
their literacy programming.

The CORAL program successfully served a
diverse group of children (in terms of age, English
proficiency and academic need) in large numbers
and attained high levels of participation and
engagement.

Total GORAL enrollment statewide in the 2004-2005
school year, when the evaluation began, was 5,321,
ranging from 585 to 2,081 across the cities. Most
youth served were elementary aged, and they came
from varied backgrounds and cultures. The highest
percentage were Latino/a (about 68 percent), followed
by African American and Asian American children.
Over half (53 percent) of CORAL children were
designated English learners, and 89 percent of all
participants were recipients of free or reduced-price
lunch. According to their CST-ELA scores from Spring
2004, only a small portion (16 percent) of the children
met or exceeded the grade-level proficiency standards
for reading. Of the sample explored in most depth in
this evaluation, 50 percent were reading two or more
grades below level, and an additional 20 percent were
reading one grade below level.

Children attended CORAL an average of 110.3 days
over the 2005-2006 school year or an average of 3.0
days per week (for an over arching average attendance
rate of 73 percent of the days the program was open).
Overall, 69.3 percent attended more than 75 days
during the year.

These attendance rates appear particularly strong when
compared to other studies of after-school programs. A
first-year evaluation of the 21st Century Community
Learning Centers, for example, found that children
attended an average of 58.3 days over the year, and
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only 16.9 percent attended more than 75 days of
programming.” A review of 73 after-school programs
found 11 programs with youth attendance ranging
from 15 percent to 26 percent, and an additional three
programs with attendance ranging between 26 and

50 percent.” The remaining programs did not have
available attendance data.

Beyond rates of attendance, the findings suggest that
children were highly engaged in CORAL. Positive
adult-youth relationships and a strong sense of
belonging to CORAL appear to be strengths of the
program. Almost all children (97 percent) reported that
there was at least one adult at CORAL who supported
them and whom they could talk to, and 73 percent
indicated that there were two or more such adults.
More than 85 percent of children agreed that staff in
literacy activities paid attention to and cared about
them. More generally, CORAL seemed to be a safe
space for children where, in addition to feeling cared
for, they felt comfortable, successful and involved.
About 90 percent of children indicated that they felt
safe at CORAL. Almost three-quarters (71 percent)
reported that they felt a sense of belonging to CORAL.

CORAL demonstrated that after-school programs can
provide dynamic and fun programming that blends
academics and enrichment activities in a way that

is beneficial to children and meets the needs of its
other constituents, including parents and schools.

CORAL was designed to meet multiple needs: to help
boost the academic achievement of children who were
struggling in their efforts to learn to read, to provide
them with enriching experiences that they might not
otherwise have access to and to let them have fun.

Overwhelmingly, parents indicated that they enrolled
their children in CORAL to help them do better in
school; and, according to reports from parents, the
program was meeting that goal. Over 90 percent of
parents (98 percent of those with children still enrolled
and 91 percent of those with children no longer
attending) indicated that CORAL helped their children
do better in school.

Schools, under pressure to increase the academic
standing of their students, were interested in after-school
literacy programming, but the enrichment activities
were also of particular importance to them because
many of the schools lacked time during the school day
or money in their budgets for activities such as art,
music or dance. CORAL provided an array of literacy,
homework help, enrichment and physical education
activities to meet these interests and needs.

Overall, the children responded relatively positively to
the CORAL programming, with almost three-quarters
saying they liked literacy activities, and close to 90
percent rating enrichment and physical activities that
high. In interviews, staff identified the importance

they placed on making literacy programming fun for
children. They did so by finding and reading books that
the children were interested in, having conversations
about the books and drawing connections between the
stories read and the children’s lives.

Although this study gathered the most in-depth
information on the quality of balanced literacy
programming, the discussion of CORAL can be taken
as a case study illustrating that academic content can
be delivered in a way that motivates participation and
retention and that helps support positive outcomes for
program participants.

Costs for providing CORAL's combined academic and
enrichment program (just under an estimated $20
per day for each child in attendance) were similar to
those of other after-school programs.

Results from a survey of staff in four of the CORAL
cities* about costs associated with running the CORAL
program suggest an average per diem per child cost

of slightly under $20. This figure takes into account
site-level costs along with administrative and oversight
costs incurred by the cities’ lead agencies. It also takes
into account city-level (and, to a lesser extent, site-
level) costs directly related to investments in providing
quality literacy programming — including the expenses
associated with hiring a literacy director, training

team leaders, monitoring the quality of instruction,

and obtaining an adequate number of books for
independent reading.
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The costs of CORAL are in keeping with costs
associated with several other large-scale after-school
programs; however, they are greater than the cost
per diem provided by public funding. For example,
21st Century funding provides approximately $1,000
per child per year, or $7 or $8 per day. California
Proposition 49 funding, which has recently become
available, offers $7.50 per day plus a required $2.50
match from individual programs.®

Beyond these site- and city-level costs, The James
Irvine Foundation provided additional funding at the
statewide level (for the CORAL initiative as a whole)
that helped lay the groundwork for implementing

a high-quality program in each city. A significant
portion of the additional funding was used to develop
a computerized management information system to
enable the CORAL cities’ staff to track enrollment
(for example, demographic data), participation trends
and outcomes data — information that was critical for
the programs to be able to identify whom they were
serving, where they were reaching goals for attendance,
and the degree to which they were achieving other
program goals. Developing this system in conjunction
with city-level staff, and training staff on use of the
system initially cost between $20,000 and $25,000 per
city. Initiative-level funding also included approximately
$140,000 for technical assistance-related expenses
during each of the first two years of implementing

the literacy component, and $60,000 per year for
researchers’ time in conducting observations of the
literacy lessons on a regular basis and providing
feedback to the sites.

Implications for Programs,

Research and Policy

The information learned from the CORAL evaluation
also has important implications for the after-school field,
including practitioners, those who research after-school
programs with the goal of improving their quality and
outcomes, and the policy community interested in the
potential of after-school programs to provide children
with enriching experiences and academic support. A
number of key lessons emerge:

When considering CORAL's success in promoting
gains in literacy, it is important to keep in mind that
these results are likely the product of a “mixed”
program that combined quality literacy instruction
with enrichment activities and homework help.

While a comprehensive assessment of the quality of
the non-literacy programming and its link to children’s
outcomes was beyond the scope of this report,

key stakeholders — including participating youth,

their parents and school staff — viewed CORAL?’s
enrichment programming as an important factor in
engaging children in the program. And, children’s
engagement in CORAL was related to positive changes
in their attitudes toward reading as well as their
attitudes and behaviors in school.

At the same time, enrichment programming, while
clearly a critical element of CORAL, did not receive
the same level of attention or funding in each city
during the time frame of this evaluation. While some
cities continued to use outside community-based
organizations to plan and lead activities, others had
their team leaders provide enrichment programming.
In either circumstance, non-literacy programming did
not receive the same type of monitoring and support as
literacy programming, and its quality is less certain. As
a result, the CORAL directors acknowledged that they
need to turn their attention to enrichment activities.
Presumably, the same strategies that promoted higher-
quality literacy programming (including training,
monitoring and coaching) can be applied to enrichment
programming as well.

Thus, other program sites interested in adopting the
CORAL approach are advised to take similar care to
ensure that the literacy programming is embedded in a
broader context of enrichment programming.
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Increasing the quality of a targeted literacy
component is clearly possible, but requires focused
effort. Program staff’s access to crucial data on
program quality and practices, and the ways in
which they were able to use that information for
program improvement, were critical components
of their success.

The increase in quality achieved by the CORAL cities
between Year One and Year Two was crucial to the
reading gains achieved by participating youth. Getting
to this level of quality, and doing it so quickly, was

a process driven by data. Program administrators

had access to data from observations and Year One
evaluation findings that revealed a correlation between
quality and outcomes, providing them with crucial
direction for program improvement and the evidence
necessary to convince key stakeholders (including
parents and school administrators) of the importance
of these changes.

By the second year of evaluation, all the cities had
invested in factors that the first-year evaluation findings
suggested led to better quality. Perhaps most crucially,
the evaluation spotlighted the importance of the role
played by the literacy director in providing initial and
ongoing training to site staff about successful literacy
strategies, in regular monitoring of on-the-ground
programming, and in coaching to help support the
team leaders and site coordinators. City directors used
this information to more clearly define and strengthen
the literacy director’s role, to develop improved and
targeted training, and to implement consistent program
monitoring followed up with feedback and coaching.

The evaluation also highlighted the importance of the
independent reading time and of having a large enough
volume and variety of books for children to read. As a
result, CORAL programs invested in more books for
the children. In addition, CORAL city directors built
on this strategy of using data to help identify strengths
and weaknesses of program implementation. By the
second year of evaluation, program staff began to make
the transition to generating their own observation data
so they could continue to identify and address gaps in

the consistency and quality of the literacy activities. All
of these things were resource intensive both in terms of
dollars and staff time. However, they all led to stronger
programming during the second year of implementation
of literacy activities.

The after-school field is in a state of expansion. In
California alone, due to the influx of Proposition 49
dollars, an estimated 10,000 new after-school positions
exist. Given the level of funding, these positions are
likely to be filled by staff similar in background and
experience to CORAL team leaders. The training and
support of such staff is a critical issue. Lessons from
the CORAL experience are particularly timely. They
offer insight into promising approaches for professional
development and support. Further, the CORAL
strategies that served to elevate the quality of literacy
programming may be likely to produce positive results
when applied to other youth-serving programs.®

The fact that English learners achieved academic
gains in equal measure to other children in the
program deserves particular attention. In the current
environment of scarce resources for academic
support, and the evolving demographic profile

of the children in this country, these results take

on added significance.

Since they started further behind in their English
literacy skills, it is particularly noteworthy that English
learners gained just as much as English-proficient youth
through their participation in the CORAL program.
Other after-school programs may consider ways to
increase English learner access to their programs, if
they are not already encouraging these children to
participate.

In considering this, however, it is important to note that
the findings from this study do not support the idea
that the CORAL approach be directed exclusively at
English learners. The CORAL classes were comprised
of children with a mix of language backgrounds and
achievement levels. While outside the scope of this
study, it is likely that participants in the CORAL
program may have benefited from experiencing
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programming with other children of diverse abilities
and characteristics. It may, then, also be important

to avoid using the CORAL approach as an overly
targeted intervention, and instead consider its utility as
an approach that benefits a wide variety of children.

The accumulation of results from this evaluation

is promising but not conclusive. Future experimental
design studies of programs that focus on this
population of children, reach a moderate to high
level of quality in implementing this type of literacy
programming, and garner similarly high rates of
participation and engagement would constitute an
important addition to the body of knowledge on
after-school program effectiveness.

The findings from this study suggest that quality and
engagement are important for promoting positive
outcomes across all subgroups of children. Higher-
quality programming was consistently related to better
reading performance outcomes, and children’s sense of
belonging was related to positive change on 10 of the
13 outcomes measured regarding their attitudes toward
reading and attitudes toward and behavior in school.

Because the study does not have a comparison group, it
1s possible that motivational factors related to children’s
involvement in or sense of belonging to CORAL may
be linked to the positive gains documented. Despite

the lack of a comparison group, however, the findings
point to important associations worth exploring in more
depth via future research.

Final Thoughts

The CORAL initiative was launched in 1999 with
the aim of increasing the odds of academic success for
youth in low-income, poor-performing school districts
in five cities in California. The demographics reflect
many communities in California and in other states
across the country: ethnically diverse children, over
half designated English learners, with parents who
wanted their children to succeed in school but reported
that they themselves did not have the educational
background to feel comfortable helping their children
with academics.

The mitiative’s transition to a balanced literacy
approach emerged amid a larger transition in the after-
school field, in which practitioners and policymakers
are reevaluating the role of the after-school hours

and becoming more attuned to the importance of
high-quality programming and engagement among
participants. Consequently, the evaluation of CORAL
provides important guidance from a programmatic
standpoint and from a public policy perspective. An
understanding of the ways in which CORAL has
engaged children in quality programming, and the
relationship of those factors to academic outcomes,
has drawn further attention to the potential role for
after-school programs in the ongoing drive to improve
children’s academic achievement. And, increasingly, as
researchers identify and examine effective practices for
after-school programs, studies such as this one will be
needed to determine if programs can equally benefit
children, regardless of their differences in cultural,
language and educational backgrounds.
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APPENDIX A: METHODOLOGY
AND DATA COLLECTION

P/PV’s evaluation of CORAL over the 2004-2005 and
2005-2006 school years involved several components:
1) a baseline youth survey administered in Fall 2004

to a sample of third- and fourth-grade CORAL
participants, with a follow-up survey administered in
Spring 2006 when the children were in fourth- and fifth-
grades; 2) an Informal Reading Inventory administered
one-on-one in the Fall and Spring of each evaluation
year to the same sample of surveyed children, and

also to an additional group of fourth- and fifth-grade
children in the second year of the study; 3) systematic
observations of CORAL programming for those
children in the intensive study sample over the course
of each school year; 4) a survey of the parents of those
children in Year Two of the evaluation; 5) a survey
administered to all CORAL staff; 6) a management
information system for tracking enrollment and
attendance completed by all CORAL sites; 7)
standardized test scores gathered from the school
districts for all CORAL participants with permission

to be in the study; and 8) site visit interviews with staff
and focus groups with parents. This appendix describes
each research element in detail.

The staff survey and management information system
data collection were implemented at all CORAL sites
across the state. In order to collect sufficient data to
gain an in-depth understanding of activity quality and
outcomes questions, however, much of the research
focused on a sample of four or five intensive research
sites in each CORAL city (each of the CORAL cities
hosted four to twelve sites each year) for a total of

23 mtensive research sites in Year One and 21 in
Year Two. Within these intensive research sites, the

evaluation focused on third- and fourth-graders in Year
One and fourth- and fifth-graders in Year Two.

Youth Survey

P/PV contracted with the firm Population Research
Systems (PRS) to administer the Youth Survey as well
as the Independent Reading Inventory (see below).
PRS researchers were trained to administer the survey
consistently across the state. For the third-graders,
researchers read the survey questions out loud to
individual youth and recorded their answers. For the
fourth- and fifth-graders, researchers read the questions
out loud to small groups of four or five youth, and
youth recorded their own answers. The survey lasted
approximately 20 minutes, and youth received small
gifts for their participation.

At the time the survey was administered, October

to December 2004, P/PV had received completed
permission forms from parents of 762 CORAL

third- and fourth-graders. Of those, 738 parents

(97 percent) agreed to allow their child to participate
in the evaluation. Of those children with permission,
635 were randomly selected to be included in the youth
survey and reading assessment cohort (approximately
125 per city). The final cohort of children surveyed
in Year One included 515 youth: 280 third-graders
and 235 fourth-graders.

The survey was administered to the same group of
children in Spring 2006, and children were contacted
and asked to complete the survey whether or not

they remained in the CORAL program, with the
following exception: Of the 515 children in the initial
survey cohort, 67 were not followed because three
sites no longer ran CORAL programs in Year Two

of the evaluation, bringing the total we attempted to
follow to 448. Of those 448 children, 379 (85 percent)
completed follow-up surveys in Spring 2006. Data
reported in Chapter 5 are from this sample of children.
For a smaller sample of children who have both Time
1 and Time 2 surveys, (the number ranges from just
over 300 to just over 350, depending on the analysis),
reliable enrollment and attendance information is also
available. This group is the focus of the analysis linking
engagement and participation to outcomes.
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The survey questions covered key aspects of program

experience and developmental outcomes of interest

in this study, including sense of safety, social support

from adults and peers, and interesting activities.

Additionally, several questions addressed youth’s

attitudes toward reading and school, including their

enjoyment of reading, sense of efficacy as readers, and
effort and interest in school. A number of constructs
were created based on a series of questions asked on
the youth survey; these constructs were adapted from
previous studies of youth-serving organizations. For
example, adult support, sense of belonging, and interest

i activities were adapted from Gambone and Arbreton,

1997. Scales for reading efficacy and liking reading were

created by the Developmental Studies Center, and used

in evaluations of Kidzlit. The constructs include:

*  CORAL Adult Support (alpha=.80) — four
statements about the number of adults at CORAL
who are available: “How many adults [at CORAL]
pay attention to what’s going on in your life?”

* CORAL Belonging (alpha=.79) — three
statements that assess whether the youth feels that
he or she belongs and is engaged: “I feel like I
belong here [at CORAL).”

* CORAL Interesting Activities (alpha=.66) —
four statements about whether the youth perceives
the activities as interesting and new: “I get a chance
to do a lot of new things.”

*  CORAL Positive Peers (alpha=.70) — three
statements about whether the youth has friends
at CORAL: “I get to know other kids really well
here [at CORAL].”

*  School Liking (alpha=.77) — three statements
that focus on how youth feel about school:

“In general, I like school a lot.”

*  Reading Efficacy (alpha=.73) — five statements
about how comfortable youth are with their ability
to read: “I'm very good at reading.” and “Reading
is easy for me.”

* Reading Liking (alpha=.83) — six statements
that examine the extent to which the youth enjoys
reading: “Reading is one of my favorite things
to do.”

The response set for the statements that comprise
CORAL Adult Support was 0, signifying “no adults,”
to b, signifying “5 or more adults at CORAL.” The
response set for the statements that comprise the other
constructs was a five-point Likert-type rating scale,
from 1, indicating “strongly disagree,” to 5, indicating
“strongly agree.”

Informal Reading Inventory

In Fall 2004 (mid-October to mid-December) and
Spring 2005 (mid-April to mid-May), PRS researchers
administered the Jerry L. Johns Basic Reading
Inventory (an informal reading inventory or IRI) to the
sample of third- and fourth-graders at CORAL research
sites who had also completed youth surveys (plus five
children who had not completed the survey). The
inventory is a means for assessing reading-level gains
over time. The assessment has three components. First,
the children were asked to read aloud from graded
word lists as researchers recorded how many words
were read accurately. Second, the children were given a
series of short passages to read aloud. While each child
read, researchers took notes on “significant” miscues:
that 1s, errors that seriously altered the passage or
sentence meaning, such as skipped words. Finally, after
each passage, youth were asked to answer between five
and ten comprehension questions based on what they
had just read as researchers recorded their responses.
The assessment took approximately 20 to 30 minutes
per child to complete and score.
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PRS researchers met one-on-one with youth

to administer the IRI. Immediately following
administration of the IRI, PRS researchers assigned

an “independent reading level” to each child based

on her or his accuracy in reading the word lists

and passages, and in answering the comprehension
questions. The independent reading level is an
assessment of what the child can read fluently,
accurately and with 99 percent comprehension, without
any assistance; the reading level is assigned as a grade-
level equivalent (for example, reading at first-grade
level, second-grade level, etc.). For greater consistency,
all IRIs were also reviewed by P/PV researchers, who
double-checked the reading-level assignments based
on the children’s responses. The IRI administrators
were blind to any information about each child’s in-
school reading levels and test scores at both baseline
and follow up so as not to bias either their interactions
with the children or the reading levels they assigned
the children for evaluation purposes. In some cases,
this meant that a child’s reading-level assignment

was higher or lower than either a teacher or other
assessment might place it. Situations where children
were less or more familiar with certain reading passages
or particularly comfortable or uncomfortable with an
administrator may have factored into these differences.

In Fall 2004, IRIs were administered to 520 youth:
281 third-graders and 239 fourth-graders. In

Spring 2005 — four to six months after the initial
administration — IRIs were administered to 383 youth
still attending CORAL, for a follow-up rate of 74
percent. These are the subjects for the analyses linking
quality to reading gains Year One.

In Fall 2005, PRS researchers reassessed 353 of the
448 (79 percent) who imitially completed IRIs in Fall
2004 and whose sites were still providing CORAL
programming; 180 fourth- and fifth-graders were also
added to the IRI sample in Fall 2005, for a total of 533
IRI assessments (children were added to the sample for
the purpose of having a larger number of children for
linking quality observations — described in the next
section — to IRI gains. These 180 children with IRI
assessments, however, are not described by the survey
data). PRS followed up with 379 of the initial cohort of

448 (85 percent) in Spring 2006 and 142 (79 percent)

of the added fourth- and fifth-graders, for a total of 521
assessments in Spring 2006. From Fall 2005 to Spring
2006 (Year Two), 319 of 448 children who had IRI and
surveys also had assessments at both points in time.

For the analyses linking quality to reading gains in Year
Two, the sample size consists of 368 youth who have
IRI assessments in Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 and who
also have data from observations of the group they
were part of in that year.

Activity Observations

In order to learn about the types of activities offered
by the CORAL programs, and to evaluate the quality
of these programs, P/PV undertook systematic
observations of CORAL activities between Fall 2004
and Spring 2005 and again between Fall 2005 and
Spring 2006. P/PV focused these observations at the
intensive research sites on the balanced literacy activities
offered to third- and fourth-graders during Year One
of the evaluation and fourth- and fifth-graders in

Year Two. In Year One, P/PV observed 56 groups

of children in balanced literacy activities across the
state (23 sites). Each group was observed between two
and four times over the course of the year, with most
observed three times (48 of 56, or 86 percent). In Year
Two, P/PV observed 43 groups of children in balanced
literacy activities across the state (21 sites). Each group
was observed at least three times.

The observations were structured to measure ten
dimensions of quality, falling within the two broad
areas of general classroom practices (support and
instruction) and balanced literacy strategies. An
observation tool was developed for the project that
allowed researchers to assign numerical scores of 1
through 5 to each dimension. Activities that scored 1
on specific dimensions were characterized by extremely
negative behaviors and little to no positive strategies
for working with youth. Activities that scored 5 on
specific dimensions represented outstanding examples
of those dimensions in the field, characterized by the
consistent use of strong strategies. A description of the
dimensions follows.

PAGE 80 |




APPENDICES

Classroom Practices

The observed dimensions of quality include:

*  Adult Support: This dimension assesses staff’s
efforts to support youth, help all youth succeed at
the activity and develop an emotional relationship
with youth. Did adults encourage youth who
were struggling? Express an interest in youth’s
thoughts and ideas? Display warmth toward youth?
Conversely, researchers also observed whether

youth participate in role-playing games based on

a story, or leading youth in a group discussion
relating the story to youth’s experiences. Staff could
also draw connections to youth’s neighborhoods,
to their schools, to their cultures, or to media or
pop culture. Staff who display strength in this
dimension offer multiple opportunities for youth to
be personally engaged in the material.

Balanced Literacy Strategies
The observed dimensions of quality include:

the adults were discouraging of young people’s
questions or efforts, used sarcasm or anger, or

interacted with young people in an unfriendly way. * Read Aloud: A good read aloud consists of much

s Instructional Strategies: This dimension includes
a variety of strategies for successful instruction,
such as clear communication, organization and
preparation, motivating youth to participate and
challenging youth beyond their present skill levels.
Did staff give clear and accurate directions to
youth? Did they keep children focused on the
activity’s goals? Did they present topics in a logical
sequence? Did they demonstrate enthusiasm for the
activity and convey its value?

*  Group Management: This dimension deals with
staff’s ability to manage youth’s behavior during the
activity in a way that is appropriate for the age of
the youth involved and the type of activity. Staff’s
discipline and management should be appropriate
to the activity, be given in a supportive yet firm
manner, and maintain order without inhibiting
youth. In examples of strong group management,
staff displays a firm but warm management style.
This can be exhibited in a number of ways, but in
all cases the adults are able to redirect the youth and
win their cooperation without yelling or resorting
to critical, punitive or negative discipline tactics. If
behavioral issues do occur, staff handle them calmly
and resolve them quickly and successfully. The staff
may be strict with youth, but are able to correct
their behavior while maintaining a positive regard
and respect for the youth.

*  Connection Making: This dimension refers to the
extent to which staff drew connections between
the topics covered during the activity and youth’s
own experiences and interests. Staff could use
multiple methods to create connections between
youth and lesson topics — for example, having

more than an adult simply reading from a text.

It should be an interactive process that engages
youth. Excellent read alouds begin with the adult
mtroducing the text, perhaps by giving background
information or making a connection between the
book’s content and the youth’s experiences. During
the reading, the adult uses engaging techniques,
such as varying his/her tone of voice, encouraging
youth to read along during repetitive lines or
choruses, and pausing to ask questions. In strong
read alouds, staff generally make active efforts to
ensure that youth are engaged and following along
with the text.

Book Discussion: This construct assesses the
staff’s ability to engage youth in a discussion of

the text they have read or are about to read aloud.
For example, the staff may ask youth to think
about why a character made a certain decision,

or they may ask youth to think about a time they
were 1n a similar situation. A successful discussion
is organized and keeps all youth engaged. Staff
should ask clear questions to guide the discussion
and should encourage all youth to participate. An
activity would score low on this construct if the staff
did not attempt to engage youth, if the discussion
seemed very slow-paced or if the discussion
appeared unrelated to the book read.

Writing: Writing in CORAL can take a variety of
formats, including youth writing stories and letters,
or adding captions to drawings. An outstanding
writing activity would give youth flexibility so that
all can work at levels appropriate to their skills

and abilities. It would also provide youth with

the opportunity to write about topics relevant to
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a book they have read, their personal experiences
or current events. Staff who rate highly on this
construct provide youth with clear instructions

and guidance for the writing exercise, including
modeling the activity if appropriate. Staff should
also interact with youth throughout the exercise,
providing one-on-one instruction to multiple youth.
Independent Reading: As assessed here,
independent reading involves much more than
youth simply reading silently to themselves. The
first step in a successful process is for youth to
retrieve books in an organized, efficient manner.
Youth should spend the majority of the time in
this activity focused on the reading, with minimal
distractions (e.g., getting up to choose new books,
talking to a friend, etc.). A high rating on this
construct indicates that staff are very involved
with youth during independent reading. Staff
should talk with youth individually or in small
groups about what they are reading. This is also
an opportunity for staff to coach youth on specific
literacy problems. During this activity, the instructor
might walk around the room to talk with youth
individually or call them over to a table to work
one-on-one. If the staff are passive during this
activity or leave the room, the activity would score
low on this construct. The observer also notes the
number of minutes that the youth spent reading.
Skill Development Activities: This construct is
used to assess games or activities that teach youth
literacy skills in a fun manner. Especially in the
after-school context, these are an important way to
reinforce literacy skills while keeping youth engaged
and interested. A high rating on this construct
indicates that staff are making efforts to engage
youth in the activity and also clearly providing
nstruction in specific literacy skills.

Vocabulary: This construct assesses the extent

to which instructors included in their lessons
activities designed to increase or reinforce youth’s
vocabulary. Instructors could help youth build
their vocabulary in many ways: taking small steps
such as writing a word on the board, pausing in a
read aloud to define a new word, or pointing youth
to a word posted on the wall. Instructors might
devote more time to this purpose with activities like
vocabulary games. A low score on this construct

would indicate that the instructor paid little to no
attention to vocabulary, such as not mentioning
any new words or not checking to see if youth
understand the words in a text.

Parent Survey

In Spring 2006, parents of children who had completed
IRIs at any time during the evaluation period (with the
exception of the children from the sites that were no
longer part of CORAL in the 2005-2006 school year)
were contacted and asked to complete a survey, even
if their children no longer participated in CORAL.
Surveys were received from 501 of 610 (82 percent)
parents of youth for whom researchers also gathered
reading assessment (IRI) data at some point in the
evaluation period. The survey consisted of questions
asking parents why they enrolled their children in
CORAL, what their children did before enrollment

in CORAL, the children’s experiences at CORAL,

if their children had left CORAL why they had left,
and demographic characteristics of the family (such as
parent education levels and primary language of the
household).

Staff Survey

In February and March 2005, P/PV sent a two-page
survey to all CORAL staff, including team leaders, site
coordinators, paraprofessionals, volunteers, educational
liaisons, city directors, literacy directors, enrichment
providers and other staff who work closely with
CORAL. These surveys were mailed to operations
directors and site coordinators for distribution. The
surveys were returned to P/PV by mail in return-
addressed, stamped envelopes provided by P/PV.

The survey contained 15 brief questions about staff’s
educational background, experience, training, time with
CORAL and responsibilities with CORAL. In March
2005, P/PV sent follow-up emails or letters to staff who
had not yet returned surveys, in an attempt to reach
high response rates. Overall, staff surveys were mailed
to 564 individuals, and were returned by 412 staff
members, for a response rate of 73 percent. Of those
who returned the survey, 179 were identified as the
direct service providers, referred to as team leaders in
Chapter 3 of this report.
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Enrollment and Attendance Data

P/PV worked closely with the CORAL cities to develop
a computer-based management information system

to record participants’ enrollment and attendance
information. Based on CORAL city directors’ input on
the type of information they wanted to collect, as well
as research needs for particular data, P/PV developed

a computer database, distributed this database to all
CORAL sites, and trained CORAL staff on how to
collect and enter data.

The database provided fields for staff to enter several
types of information that they collected when youth
enrolled, as well as daily attendance. The enrollment
information included each youth’s name, grade, school,
contact information and birth date. Attendance fields
could be updated every day, indicating whether each
youth was present or absent, the activities in which
he or she participated (coded into literacy, homework
help, academic support, enrichment, recreation or
other categories), and the youth’s time in and time
out of the program.

CORAL staff were expected to continually update
this database with new and corrected information,
and submit the files to P/PV on a monthly basis. Each
month, P/PV researchers reviewed the data files and
indicated to CORAL staff where data were missing or
incomplete. P/PV researchers also provided technical
support for CORAL staff when they had questions
about data entry or the computer database.

Appendix B describes how P/PV created each
of the attendance data points.

Research Site Visits
The site visits included two major activities,
described below.

Staff Interviews

P/PV researchers conducted intensive research visits to
four of the five CORAL cities in February and March
2005. The fifth city received a modified visit, as it was
in transition during the scheduled visit. All five cities
were visited again in Spring 2006. During these visits,
researchers interviewed various CORAL staff members
and stakeholders, including team leaders, city-level
directors, board members, and principals of the school
sites. The purpose of these interviews was to document
information on various topics, including staffing
structures, staff training, participant recruitment and
targeting strategies, lesson and activity planning, goals
for enrichment activities, obstacles to implementation of
the balanced literacy model, relationships with schools
and other partners, and plans or goals for the future.

Focus Groups with Parents

During the week-long site visits to each CORAL

city in Spring 2005, P/PV researchers also conducted
focus groups with a sample of CORAL parents.
These focus groups were held at each of the intensive
research sites in the CORAL cities, for a total of 19
focus groups. Approximately 170 Spanish-, Hmong-
and English-speaking parents were interviewed across
these 19 groups. Parents were asked three primary
questions: Why did you choose to send your children
to CORAL? How, if anything, have your children
benefited by participating in CORAL? What is the
quality of your interactions with CORAL staff? Each
focus group lasted approximately 45 minutes and was
audio-recorded.
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APPENDIX B: DATA ANALYSIS
FOR CHAPTER 5

This appendix describes the analyses that were
conducted to: 1) determine CORAL participants’
attendance patterns and rates, and 2) understand
the factors that contributed to CORAL participants’
attendance and engagement in the program.

Participation Analyses

All analyses for this report were completed by
exporting the enrollment and attendance data from
each CORAL city’s management information system
database into spreadsheets, which were then imported
as statistical analysis software program files. The
enrollment information, reported in Table 2 in Chapter
2, reflects enrollment for all CORAL youth across all
37 CORAL sites for the 2004-2005 school year. In
contrast, the Year Two attendance information reported
in Chapter 5 was calculated across the 21 intensive
research sites for intensive study sample participants
only (those with IRI assessments at two points in time
and observation data) as they were the focus of the
most in-depth analysis.

The timeframe for calculating attendance in Year Two
covers the period from August 31, 2005, through

June 8, 2006 (when most sites ended their programming
for this year). Only youth who were marked present at
least once over the time period of interest were included
in the attendance analyses.

For each programming day, CORAL staff recorded

in the management information system database
whether youth were present or absent and, if present,
their “time in,” “time out” and the activities in which
they participated. We took the following approach

to calculating the average numbers of hours children
attended CORAL: the analysis subtracted the recorded
“time in” from the recorded “time out” for each day an
individual youth attended, summed the total number
of daily minutes attended across all the days that each
child was marked present, divided the total number

of minutes by the total number of days the child

was marked present, and then calculated an average
number of minutes attended per day across all the
CORAL children in attendance.

The average number of days per week attended and
average number of literacy days per week attended
were calculated similarly. First, the analysis summed
the total number of days each child attended and
divided that total by the total number of weeks the
child attended. Then we calculated an average days-
per-week figure by averaging across all the children in
attendance. The average number of literacy days per
week analysis followed the same steps, but it applied
only to days when children were marked as having
attended a literacy activity.

The average attendance rate took into account the total
number of days children attended CORAL, divided
by the possible days the CORAL program was open.
This rate provided an average across all the children
in attendance.

Predicting Participation and Belonging
We conducted analyses examining predictors of the
number of semesters children attended and their sense
of belonging to CORAL for two purposes. First, it
was important to understand whether demographic
variables, reading performance, or attitudes and
behaviors (as of Fall 2004 when the evaluation

began) helped to explain which children stayed in
CORAL and which ones developed a strong sense

of belonging. Second, it was important to include the
factors that were related to participation and belonging
(in particular the attitudes and behaviors variables)

as controls in the analyses linking participation and
engagement to change in the outcomes of interest.

Results of Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression
using the children’s Year One ratings of the outcomes
of interest, their English learner status, and other
demographic variables to predict number of semesters
of attendance and sense of belonging revealed three
significant predictors: how often the child has talked
with an adult about something she/he read, how
often the child has come to school without homework
finished, and how often the child has missed school in
the past thirty days (see Table B.1).
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Table B.1. Predicting Number of Semesters of Participation in CORAL and Spring 2006 Sense of Belonging
Based on Children’s Fall 2004 Reading-Level and Reported Attitudes and Behaviors, Their Demographic
Characteristics, and English Learner Status

NUMBER OF SEMESTERS SPRING 2006 SENSE
OF ATTENDANCE OF BELONGING

Girl

English learner

Fall 2004 grade-level reading score

African American

White

Asian

Multi-race

Other race

Grade 4

Pays attention and concentrates in class

Likes school

Comes to class without finishing homework

Felt unsafe at school in the last 30 days

Studied hard for a test in the last 30 days

Got in trouble at school in the last 30 days

Missed/cut whole day of school in the last 30 days

Wanted to go to school in the last 30 days

Likes reading

Talked with someone about something read in the last 4 weeks

Amount typically read for pleasure after school
(1= no time to 4 = more than an hour)

Comfort with ability to read (reading efficacy)

Sample size

These are unstandardized coefficients from OLS where the participation and engagement are modeled as a function of the youth’s demographics (grade
level, ethnicity and gender), English learner status, fall 2004 grade-level reading score, and fall 2004 ratings of attitudes and behaviors. Data are from
youth surveys, IRl assessments, and site attendance information. The clustered nature of the sample (by site) is accounted for in the estimation of the
covariance matrix. Excluded categories are Latino children, third-graders, English-proficient children and boys. (Fall 2004). +p<.10, * p=<0.05, **
p=<0.01, *** p=<0.001.
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APPENDIX C: DATA ANALYSIS
FOR CHAPTER 6

This appendix describes the analyses conducted

to determine the relationships between quality,
participation, engagement and changes in children’s
reading performance, as well as changes in their
attitudes and behaviors.

It 1s important to note that a smaller sample of children
provided all the data points needed to conduct the
analyses linking quality, participation and engagement
to outcomes. (These data points include Fall and Spring
IRI assessments, attendance data, and data from the
observations that were conducted within a given year.)
Therefore, in analyses presented in examination of

the relationship of quality to outcomes, taking into
account participation, the numbers in the sample in
Year One are approximately 383 for IRI gains and 378
for positive outcomes on the GST-ELA. For Year Two,
the numbers are 367 for IRI gains and 234 for positive
outcomes on the CST-ELA (depending on the specific
analysis of interest). For the analyses that explore

the relationship of participation and engagement to
outcomes over the Fall 2004 to Spring 2006 time period
(using data from the Year One and Year Two surveys),
the sample is approximately 305 (again, depending on
the specific analysis).

Quality and Reading Performance

P/PV conducted a series of analyses to assess the extent
to which the consistency and quality of the literacy
strategies to which the children were exposed (i.e.,

the literacy profile; see Chapter 4) or other classroom
practices (i.e., adult support, general instructional
strategies, group management and connection making)
were related to changes in reading performance

over the course of a given year. All of these analyses
controlled for demographic characteristics (i.e., gender,
grade level, ethnicity, English learner status) and
participation in literacy activities (i.e., number of days
of exposure to literacy programming over the course of
that year).

In all of the analyses involving the IRI, the variation
in number of days between IRI assessments (which
ranged from 126 to 231 days in Year One, and was
correlated with reading gains) was also included as a
control variable. The Fall IRI score was included in
the analysis in order to measure the relationship of

the other variables on change in IRI levels over time.
The Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) approach
was used for the IRI reading gains analyses in order to
account for the fact that groups of CORAL children
were “nested” in the literacy groups under observation
(for which quality and literacy profile ratings were
available) such that all children in the groups had

the same observational data rating. Logit analyses
were used to examine whether quality was related to

a positive outcome on the GST-ELA. The clustered
nature of the sample is accounted for in the estimation
of the covariance matrix.

The results of the Year One analyses predicting reading
gains in the IR are presented in Tables C.1, C.2

and C.3. Results of the analyses predicting a positive
outcome on the GST-ELA are presented in Tables C.4,
C.5 and C.6.

As discussed in Chapter 4, when P/PV created literacy
profiles for the groups observed in Year Two, there
was little variation (i.e., almost all groups were in
Profile 3), so researchers lacked sufficient numbers of
children across the literacy profiles to analyze change
in relation to the literacy profile variable as done in
Year One. Also in Year Two, observer ratings of

the four main literacy strategies (read-alouds, book

talk, writing and independent reading) were highly
correlated with observer ratings of classroom practices
(adult support, instructional quality, group management
and connection making). To conduct analyses linking
quality to outcomes in Year Two, P/PV constructed

an “overall lesson rating” (alpha coefficient = .95),
comprising the average ratings of the four main literacy
strategies (each of which had greater variation than the
literacy profile) and the average ratings of the support,
mstruction, group management and connection
making ratings.
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Table C.1. HLM Analysis Predicting Spring 2005 IRI Score Based on Literacy Profile, Participation
and Participant Demographics

CATEGORIES COEFFICIENTS

Girl .15

Grade 4 45**

Fall 2004 IRI score .B6***

English learner -.02

African American .02

White -.39

Asian -.27

Multi-race .15

Other race -.13

Number of days between IRIs .01**

Days of literacy child attended between IRIs 0.00

Literacy profile rating .20*

Excluded categories are Latino children, third-graders, English-proficient children and boys. N = 323. +p<.10, *p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001.

Table C.2. HLM Analysis Predicting Spring 2005 IRI Scores Based on Observed Quality
of Literacy Strategies

CATEGORIES COEFFICIENTS

Girl 22

Grade 4

Fall 2004 IRI score

English learner

African American

White

Asian

Multi-race

Other race

Number of days between IRIs

Days of literacy child attended between IRIs

Average read aloud rating

Average book talk rating

Average vocabulary rating

Average writing rating

Average number of independent reading minutes

Excluded categories are Latino children, third-graders and boys. Literacy strategy ratings are on a scale from 1 = lowest to 5 = highest. Average
number of independent reading minutes are actual minutes and range from O to 27, with a mean of 13.5. +p<.10, *p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001.
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Table C.3. HLM Analysis Predicting Spring 2005 IRI Scores Based on Observed Quality
of Classroom Practices

CATEGORIES COEFFICIENTS

Girl .16

Grade 4

Fall 2004 IRI score

English learner

African American

White

Asian

Multi-race

Other race

Number of days between IRIs

Days of literacy child attended between IRIs

Average classroom practices rating

Excluded categories are Latino children, third-graders and boys. The Classroom practices scale comprises the following observation constructs: adult
support, group management, instruction and connection making. The scale is based on ratings from 1 = low to 5 = high. N = 323.
+p<.10, *p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001.

Table C.4. Logit Analysis Predicting a Positive Outcome on CST-ELA
(2004 to 2005) Based on Literacy Profile, Participation and Participant Demographics

CATEGORIES ODDS RATIO

Girl 1.3

Grade 4

English learner

African American

White

Asian

Multi-race

Other race

Days of literacy child attended

Literacy profile rating

Excluded categories are Latino children, third-graders, English-proficient children and boys. N = 366. +p<.10, *p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001.
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Table C.5. Logit Analysis Predicting a Positive Outcome on CST-ELA
(2004 to 2005) Based on Observed Quality of Literacy Strategies

CATEGORIES ODDS RATIO

Girl 1.3

Grade 4

English learner

African American

White

Asian

Multi-race

Other race

Days of literacy child attended between IRIs

Average read aloud rating

Average book talk rating

Average vocabulary rating

Average writing rating

Average number of independent reading minutes

Excluded categories are Latino children, third-graders and boys. Ratings of literacy strategies are on a scale from 1 = lowest to 5 = highest.
Average number of independent reading minutes are actual minutes and range from O to 27, with a mean of 13.5. N = 366.
+p<.10, *p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001.

Table C.6. Logit Analyses Predicting a Positive Outcome on CST-ELA (2004 to 2005)
Based on Observed Quality of Classroom Practices

CATEGORIES ODDS RATIO

Girl 1.3

Grade 4

Fall 2004 IRI score

English learner

African American

White

Asian

Multi-race

Other race

Number of days between IRIs

Days of literacy child attended between IRIs

Average classroom practices rating

Excluded categories are Latino children, third-graders and boys. The Classroom practices scale comprises the following observation constructs: adult
support, group management, instruction and connection making. The scale is based on ratings from 1 = low, to 5 = high. N = 366.
+p<.10, *p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001.
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Table C.7. Logit Analysis Predicting a Positive Outcome on the CST-ELA (from 2005 to 2006)
Based on Overall Lesson Rating, Participation and Participant Demographics

CATEGORIES ODDS RATIO

Girl

1.33

Grade 5

.76

English learner

African American

White

Asian

Multi-race

Other race

Days of literacy child attended between IRIs

Overall lesson rating

Excluded categories are Latino children, fourth-graders, English-proficient children and boys. N = 220. +p<.10, *p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001.

As illustrated in Table C.7, the overall lesson rating
was a significant predictor of a positive outcome on
the CST-ELA (from 2005 to 2006); however, it was
not a significant predictor of reading-level gains from
Fall 2005 to Spring 2006, as assessed by the IRT

(See Table C.8).

Participation, Engagement and Outcomes
To assess the extent to which children’s participation
(measured as the number of semesters they participated
out of four) or engagement (measured as the extent to
which children felt a sense of belonging to CORAL)
were related to change between Fall 2004 and Spring
2006 on any of the 15 outcomes explored in this study
(13 survey outcomes, the IRI reading-level assessment
and the CST-ELA) P/PV conducted a series of OLS
regressions (with a logit for the CST analysis). These
analyses controlled for the same demographic variables
as the analyses described earlier in this section and also
included the value of the outcome variable at Time 1 in
order to assess change on the outcome of interest.

The results of these analyses are summarized in

Tables C.9, C.10 and C.11. These analyses were

used to provide the adjusted mean changes reported

in Table 15 of Chapter 6.

Because sense of belonging emerged as a significant
predictor on 10 of the 15 outcomes, P/PV conducted
additional analyses to attempt to understand the
potential predictors of children’s sense of belonging.
We correlated the quality ratings for the literacy
strategies, adult support, group management,
instructional quality and connection making for each
of the 43 groups with the average sense of belonging
for each group and found no significant correlations.
Children’s sense of belonging was predicted for 2006
based on their perceptions of CORAL in Fall 2004.
Two constructs were found to be significant: positive
peer relationships at CORAL and how safe children
felt at CORAL. Results of these analyses are
summarized in Table G.12.

Subgroup Analyses

For Tables C.7-C.12, P/PV also introduced interaction
variables consisting of quality, participation or
belonging as an interaction term with individual
characteristic variables (i.e., English learner status,
grade-level at start of the evaluation, and achievement
level at start of the evaluation). These analyses did not
add significantly to the variation explained by the main
effects models and, thus, the main effects models are
presented throughout the report.
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Table C.8. HLM Analysis Predicting Spring 2006 IRI Score Based on Overall Lesson Rating,
Participation and Participant Demographics

CATEGORIES ODDS RATIO

Girl -.08

Grade 5 .03

Fall 2005 IRI score

English learner

African American

White

Asian

Multi-race

Other race

Days of literacy child attended between IRIs

Overall lesson rating

Excluded categories are Latino children, fourth-graders, English-proficient children and boys.
N = 298. +p<.10, *p<.05, ** p<.01, ***p<.001.

PAGE 91 |




APPENDICES

Table C.9. Relationships between Participation, Sense of Belonging and Change in Children’s Grade-Level

Reading Score and Reading Attitudes

Time 1 rating of outcome of interest

Pleasure
reading
Like reading each day

Pleasure read- Talked with
ing in the last  an adult about
four weeks something read

Spring 2006
grade-level
reading score

Number of semesters

Sense of belonging

Time 1 rating of how often she/he
“does not finish homework”

-.07

Time 1 rating of how often “talked about something
she/he read with an adult”

See time 1
rating above

-.02

Time 1 rating of how often she/he
“missed a day of school”

.10

-17

Fall 2004 IRI grade-level reading score

-.01

See time 1
rating above

Girl

27*

-.30+

Grade 4 fall 2004

-.05

.35

African American

.32

.15

White

31

-.47

Asian

.25

Multi-race

.01

Other

-.15

English learner

.04

Number of stressors in the past year

.08

Sample size

These are unstandardized coefficients from OLS where youth’s outcomes are modeled as a function of their demographics (grade level, ethnicity and gender), English learner
status, Fall 2004 grade-level reading score, number of stressors in year prior to survey, number of semesters of CORAL attended and sense of belonging. Youth’s Fall 2004
ratings of how often they talk to an adult about what they read, how often they go to class without completing homework and how often they have gotten in trouble at
school are included as control variables because they were predictors of attendance and engagement. Data derive from youth surveys, IRl assessments and site attendance
information. The CST analysis is a logit. The clustered nature of the sample (by site) is accounted for in the estimation of the covariance matrix. Excluded categories are
English-proficient children, Latino children, third-graders and boys (Fall 2004). A separate regression was run for each outcome. +p<.10, * p = <0.05, ** p = <0.01,

*** p = <0.001.




APPENDICES

Table C.10. Relationships between Participation, Sense of Belonging, Change in Children’s School
Attitudes and Behaviors

Pays Does NOT Studied Has gotten
attention finish Wants to go hard for Felt unsafe in trouble
in school Likes school homework to school ER at school at school

Time 1 rating of outcome of interest

Number of semesters d J .06

Sense of belonging -.07

Time 1 rating of how often she/he d d See time 1
“does not finish homework” rating above

Time 1 rating of how often d d -.02
“talked about something she/he
read with an adult”

Time 1 rating of how often she/he . i . d b . See above
“missed a day of school”

Fall 2004 IRI grade-level o d d b a .05
reading score

Girl . . . . . -.13

Grade 4 fall 2004 . ! . . b . -.06

African American . d . d b } -.08

White ] o d d b d -11

Asian . . d . b . -.06

Multi-race d ; . . . . .01

Other . ; . . . .22

English learner . . d . b . .02

Number of stressors in the past year

Sample size

These are unstandardized coefficients from OLS where youth’s outcomes are modeled as a function of their demographics (grade level, ethnicity

and gender), English learner status, Fall 2004 grade-level reading score, number of stressors in year prior to survey, number of semesters of CORAL
attended and sense of belonging. Youth's Fall 2004 ratings of how often they talk to an adult about what they read, how often they went to class
without completing homework and how often they missed a day of school are included as control variables because they were predictors of number of
semesters of attendance and Spring 2006 sense of belonging. Data derive from youth surveys, IRl assessments and site attendance information. The
CST analysis is a logit. The clustered nature of the sample (by site) is accounted for in the estimation of the covariance matrix. Excluded categories are
English-proficient children, Latino children, third-graders and boys (Fall 2004). A separate regression was run for each outcome +p<.10, *

p = <0.05, ** p = <0.01, *** p = <0.001.
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Table C.11. Relationship between Participation, Sense of Belonging and a Positive Outcome on the
CST-ELA from 2004 to 2006

POSITIVE OUTCOME
ON THE CST-ELA

Number of semesters

Sense of belonging

Time 1 rating of how often she/he “does not finish homework”

Time 1 rating of how often “talked about something she/he read with an adult”

Time 1 rating of how often she/he “missed a day of school”

Girl

Grade 4 Fall 2004

African American

White

Asian

Multi-race

Other

English learner

Number of stressors in the past year

Sample size

These are odds ratios from logit analyses where children’s positive outcomes on the CST-ELA are modeled as a function of the youth’s demographics
(grade level, ethnicity and gender), English learner status, number of stressors in year prior to survey, number of semesters of CORAL attended and
sense of belonging. Youth’s Fall 2004 ratings of how often they talk to an adult about what they read, how often they go to class without completing
homework and how often they have gotten in trouble at school are included as control variables because they were predictors of attendance and
engagement. Data derive from youth surveys, IRl assessments, school records files and site attendance information. The clustered nature of the sample
(by site) is accounted for in the estimation of the covariance matrix. Excluded categories are English-proficient children, Latino children, third-graders
and boys (fall 2004). +p<.10, * p = <0.05, ** p = <0.01, *** p = <0.001.
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Table C.12. Predicting Spring 2006 Sense of Belonging Based on Children’s Fall 2004 Ratings of
the CORAL Supports and Opportunities, Their Demographic Characteristics, and English Learner Status

SPRING 2006
SENSE OF BELONGING

Girl

English learner

Fall 2004 grade-level reading score

African American

White

Asian

Multi-race

Other race

Grade 4

Feel safe at CORAL

Supportive adults at CORAL

CORAL activities get me interested

Positive peer relationships at CORAL

Staff makes sure kids treat each other with respect

Some kids at CORAL are bullies

Activities at CORAL get out of control

Number of semesters of participation

Sample size

These are unstandardized coefficients from OLS where sense of belonging is modeled as a function of the youth’s demographics (grade level, ethnicity
and gender), English learner status, Fall 2004 grade-level reading score, and children’s Fall 2004 ratings of the CORAL adults, activities and
environment. Data derive from youth surveys and IRI assessments. The clustered nature of the sample (by site) is accounted for in the estimation of the
covariance matrix. Excluded categories are English-proficient children, Latino children, third-graders and boys (Fall 2004). +p<.10, * p = <0.05,
**p = <0.01, *** p=<0.001.
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APPENDIX D: CORAL CITY
OPERATING ORGANIZATIONS

Fresno CORAL

Fresno CORAL, Inc.

Roy Mendiola, Director, Curriculum, Research,
and Program Development

1705 L Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Ph: 559-485-5513
roy.mendiola@fresnocoral.org

CORAL Long Beach

YMCA of Greater Long Beach, Downtown
Community Branch

Bob Cabeza, Executive Director

Ph: 562-624-5474
bob.cabeza@lbymca.org

CORAL Pasadena

New Vision Partners/Office for Creative
Connections

Lorna T. Miller, Executive Director

132 N. Euclid Avenue

Pasadena, CA 91101

CORAL Sacramento
Sacramento Children’s Home
Lisa King, Program Director
2750 Sutterville Road
Sacramento, CA 95820

Ph: 916-263-8411 x268
lisa.king@kidshome.org

Center for Fathers and Families
Rick Jennings I, CEO

2100-A Del Paso Blvd.
Sacramento, CA 95815

Ph: 916-568-3237
rick@fathersandfamilies.com

CORAL San Jose

A Program of Catholic Charities

Maritza Maldonado, Director of Educational Services
645 Wool Creek Drive

San Jose, CA 95112

Ph: 408-238-6250, x207

mmaldonado@ccsj.org
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