PAGE  
3

Afterschool University Workshop Ratings
Los Angeles County Department of Education, Region IX
(July 29th – 31st, 2008)

Julie O’Donnell, Ph.D., MSW

Professor and Director of Research

Sandra Kirkner MA-R

Research Associate

Child Welfare Training Center

Department of Social Work

California State University, Long Beach

September, 2008



Table of Contents

	
	Page

	Overall Workshop Ratings……………………………………………………….
	3

	Youth Development……………………………………………………………...
	3

	Policies and Procedures…………………………………………………………..
	6

	Homework………………………………………………………………………..
	8

	Lesson Planning………………………………………………………………….
	11

	Literacy…………………………………………………………………………..
	14

	Math……………………………………………………………………………...
	16

	Recreation………………………………………………………………………..
	18

	Technology……………………………………………………………………….
	20

	Conclusions………………………………………………………………………
	22

	References………………………………………………………………………..
	23




Afterschool University participants were asked to complete satisfaction surveys for each workshop they attended.  Rating categories were 1 “Poor,” 2 “Fair,” 3 “Good,” and 4 “Excellent.” As shown below in Table 1, the workshops rated most highly overall for this AU were Math, Youth Development, Policies and Procedures, and Literacy.  The lowest rated workshops were Recreation and Lesson Planning.  However, all of the workshops were rated, an average, higher than “good.”
Table 1

Overall Workshop Ratings
	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Math (N = 53)
	3.98
	.14

	Youth Development (N = 117)
	3.89
	.34

	Policies and Procedures (N = 127)
	3.86
	.35

	Literacy (N = 62)
	3.84
	.37

	Homework (N = 120)
	3.77
	.46

	Technology (N = 51)
	3.70
	.54

	Lesson Planning (N = 109)
	3.51
	.62

	Recreation (N = 59)
	3.38
	.67


Core Workshops
Youth Development

Table 2 contains the average participant rating for each satisfaction item for the Youth Development workshops.

Table 2
Youth Development (N = 117)
	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.63
	.58

	Workshop organization
	3.83
	.38

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.80
	.42

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.77
	.48

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.68
	.55

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.90
	.30

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	3.91
	.28

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	3.93
	.25

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	3.90
	.30

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.89
	.34


In addition to the rankings, participants were asked, using an open-ended question, what information they learned that they will implement or do differently in their afterschool programs.  As shown below in Table 3, the most commonly mentioned lesson learned was related to establishing positive relationships with children.  These comments included, “Making sure to listen to the children, and being more available to them,” “Not push children away when they have a problem, instead help them,” and “Being careful with my words around kids and praise them for their good work.”  The second most reported lesson was that they would increase youth involvement in the program.  Comments included, “Adding or letting kids be part of the program and using their ideas,” Get the students to lead more activities,” and “Have students have more of a voice in our program.”
Twelve (10%) participants each said they would use the five components of positive development, group promises, or that they would use various youth development practices at their sites.  These comments included “The 5 guidelines will definitely help the program leaders have a clear picture of positive youth development,” “I will adopt all 5 youth development components at my site because it is really empowering,” “The group promises is something that will help in class,” “I will implement the activity about what grown-ups said to us as kids with my staff,” and “Everything that was brought to my knowledge today will be taken into consideration and will be used widely.”  Fewer than ten percent of the participants noted they would increase community involvement, use problem sheets and ‘other.’
Table 3

Youth Development Lessons Learned (N = 117)
	Lessons Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Develop Positive Relationships with Youth
	18
	15%

	Increase Youth Involvement 
	13
	11%

	Incorporate 5 Components
	12
	10%

	Use General Youth Development Concepts
	12
	10%

	Use Group Promises
	12
	10%

	Increase Community Involvement
	6
	5%

	Use Problem-Solving Sheets
	4
	3%

	Other
	4
	3%



Participants were also asked to make suggestions about how to improve the workshop.  Thirty-one of the people who completed this section said the workshop was great and/or no improvement was necessary.  Seven made comments related to the length of the workshop; four wanted it longer, two wanted it shorter or with more breaks, and one thought the time management needed improving.  Four people noted that the trainers were excellent; “Carola and Mark have a great vibe and attitude,” and six noted other concerns such as no earthquakes or the tables were placed too closely together.
Policies and Procedures                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
Table 4 presents the average satisfaction ratings for the Policies and Procedures workshops.
Table 4

Policies and Procedures (N = 127)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.61
	.58

	Workshop organization
	3.79
	.45

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.82
	.39

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.77
	.47

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.67
	.55

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.88
	.33

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	3.91
	.28

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	3.90
	.29

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	3.91
	.28

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.86
	.35



As shown in Table 5, regarding what participants learned and/or will do differently at their sites, the most frequent response was that they would implement new restroom procedures.  Comments included “Bathroom procedures will change and I will go over procedures with staff,” “How we run restroom supervision. I will take restroom breaks more seriously” and “They gave great ideas for bathroom breaks and liability.”  The second most common response was related to gaining a better understanding of documentation and methods of documenting.  These comments included “Documentation is important, document everything,” “I like the ouch report form, we have one in place but I like this better,” and “I will use some of the documents about accidents that the kids have for the parents to see.”

Ten percent of the participants noted that they had learned about child maltreatment, general policy and procedures information, and appropriate adult-child interactions.  These comments included “I will observe the kids and keep an eye out for child abuse,” “I will make sure all my employees know they are mandated reporters,” “I plan to implement everything that was given to me.  This was useful information and should be something to remember,” and “Protect myself, be protective to the children, keep my distance and keep it professional.”  Less than ten percent said that the information would help them be better supervisors; “Pay more attention to the kids and the people that surround you and the kids,” or ‘other’.

Table 5
Policy and Procedures Lessons Learned (N = 117)

	Lessons Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Establish New Restroom Procedures
	35
	15%

	Importance of Documentation and Forms to Use
	26
	11%

	Recognize and Report Child Abuse
	18
	10%

	Use General Policy & Procedure Information
	15
	10%

	Ensure Appropriate Adult-Child Interactions
	8
	10%

	Will Become a Better Supervisor
	8
	5%

	Other
	4
	3%


In terms of how the workshop could be improved, 39 participants said nothing or that the training was great; “Wouldn’t change a thing,” and “This is the best workshop I went to.”  Nine participants specifically commented on the trainers.  These comments included, “Tanya was inspiring and motivating. I admire her approach to training, humor.  Sue was very informative and pleasant to listen to.  They make a dynamic duo,” and “Facilitator was fabulous, very enthusiastic, professional, and possessed exceptional knowledge of subject matter.”   Two participants were very offended by the comments made about Catholic priests and suggested these be removed.  Two said the workshop could be shortened, while one each said the training should include school codes, could be more interactive or include more sample examples, and should include more statistics about effective policies and procedures.  
Homework

Table 6 presents the average participant satisfaction ratings for the Homework workshop.
Table 6

Homework (N = 120)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.49
	.63

	Workshop organization
	3.70
	.48

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.69
	.55

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.49
	.72

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.57
	.69

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.82
	.47

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	3.84
	.37

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	3.85
	.36

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	3.87
	.34

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.77
	.46



As shown in Table 7, 
improving communications about homework with parents and teachers was the most common thing that participants said they would take to their sites from the Homework workshop.  Comments included “I will use more positives when I talk with parents instead of just using negatives,” “Definitely the ‘sandwich’ is a good way to approach parents,” “More communication with parents,” and “Communication is essential among children, teachers, parents and afterschool leaders.”  About 16% of the sample said they would use general information from the program, for example, “I will be able to take the new homework ideas to my site and use them to have a better homework time,” and “Helpful for revamping our homework training.” About the same number commented on the need to use homework incentives.  These comments included, “Be consistent with incentives and rewards,” and “Give incentives and rewards during homework hour.”  


Fourteen percent of the sample commented on the need to add centers for children after homework completion and the need to assign children as monitors.  These participants wrote, “Make better centers, right now it is split up, so different centers would be better,” “I will implement a monitor system,”  and “I love the idea of the monitors and centers.” The importance of charting homework was noted by 13 (11%) participants.  Less than five percent said they learned nothing, that they would implement strategies to improve their classroom management during homework time, or that the workshop or trainers were great.

Table 7
Homework Lessons Learned (N = 120)

	Lessons Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Improve Communication about Homework with Parent and Teacher
	24
	20%

	Will Use General Homework Content 
	19
	16%

	Increase Homework Incentives
	18
	15%

	Add Centers/After Homework Activities
	16
	14%

	Assign Monitors
	16
	14%

	Chart Homework
	13
	11%

	Improve Classroom Management Practices
	4
	3%

	Nothing
	4
	3%

	Other (Increase Own Involvement/Great Workshop)
	5
	4%



In regard to ways to improve the workshop, 42 wrote that the training and/or trainers were very good or that nothing needed to be changes. Comments included, “The two young ladies did a great job.  I learned things I will definitely use in the classroom,” “There is absolutely nothing I can think of, great job,” “Everything was great and fun,” and “It was very well organized; the trainers had a positive attitude and were very fun and outgoing.”  The comments of ten participants suggested that more interactive activities would improve the training.  Examples included “Since the workshop is so long, a few more ice breakers would be nice,” and “I would like to be able to get up and interact more with games instead of sitting and listening for three hours.”  Five participants thought the length of the workshop should be shortened. Three people commented on environmental concerns including noting the correct time in the brochure, more treats, and food in the rooms.  In terms of content, one requested more economical suggestions for games and another suggested having music as an extra activity youth can earn.
Lesson Planning

Table 8 displays the participant satisfaction ratings for the Lesson Planning workshop.
Table 8

Lesson Planning (N = 109)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.28
	.75

	Workshop organization
	3.58
	.57

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.46
	.69

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.28
	.81

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.24
	.89

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.57
	.63

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	3.70
	.50

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	3.71
	.53

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	3.66
	.56

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.51
	.62



As shown in Table 9, the most frequent lesson learned (N = 42) by these participants was how to write a good lesson plan.  These comments included “Create better structure in planning,” “I will make sure I have a lesson plan every day,” “I feel very good as far as doing lesson plans,”  “I will change the way I plan.  I will use purpose and objectives,” “Make sure I have a carefully and well thought out lesson plan,” and “The lesson planning outlines are very detailed and I will be sure to explain the techniques to line staff.”  In a related area, another 12 participants noted the importance of preplanning the lesson.  Examples of these were “Researching before creating lesson plan,” and “Leave lesson plans that will enable subs to understand the lesson plan and leave back-up lessons.”


About ten percent of the participants wrote that they learned ways to grab children’s attention, most often they referred to using “claps.”  Ten noted that they had learned general information form the session.  For example, one wrote “Overall this workshop was very informative.  I got a lot of interesting ideas. Good job.”  Less than five percent of participants said they would involve youth in lesson planning, would encourage/praise youth more, that they did not learn anything or other (be creative/friendly).  Comments included “I will definitely take more time to gauge the children’s interests and plan a lesson around them,” “I will implement words of encouragement,” and “I pretty much implement the information in my program.”
Table 9
Lesson Planning Lessons Learned (N = 109)

	Lesson Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Can Write a Good Lesson Plan
	42
	38%

	Need for Preplanning Lessons   
	12
	11%

	Will Use Activities to Grab Children’s Attention
	11
	10%

	Will Use General Information
	10
	9%

	Involve Youth in Lesson Development
	5
	4%

	Will Encourage/Praise Youth
	3
	3%

	Nothing
	3
	3%

	Other
	4
	3%



  The most frequent suggestion, when asked to make suggestions on how to improve the workshop was none, or the workshop was very good.  Comments included “Not really.  I really enjoyed the participatory aspect of the workshop,” and “I’m basically dumbfounded by this question; pretty much a flawless lesson.” Fourteen participants commented on the trainers. While most of the comments were positive, some suggested that more enthusiasm or energy from the first trainer would strengthen the workshop.  Comments included “I think Ruthie did an excellent job,”  “The presenter was excellent,” “Ruthie speaks with such eloquence.  She is very articulate and knowledgeable which earns her respect from participants.  She does not have to force participation/respect as she did.  Some participants felt intimidated by her approach,” “I thought you did a great job teaching the material but you could have had some excitement in the lecture,” and “The second presenters were much more enthusiastic and hand-ons.”  One participant wrote, “Have two trainers speak or work together back-to-back implementing lessons to us.  That would minimize the work on one person.” 

Thirteen participants thought the training would be improved by adding more participant involvement and better, hands-on activities.   These comments included “Include multi-media or films,” “More interaction, projects or group activities,” and “The activities were ok. I can’t really suggest better ones but toward the end, I got a little bored.”  Three participants thought the workshop could be shorter or needed more breaks while one thought it should be longer.  Four thought more content needed to be added, for example, “Introduce new ideas rather than ideas we already know.”  Two thought more raffle tickets should be used while one each thought more personal stories, samples, and the addition of an academic lesson would prove useful.
Elective Workshops
Literacy

Table 10 contains the average participant satisfaction levels for the Literacy workshop.

Table 10
Literacy (N = 62)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.69
	.46

	Workshop organization
	3.76
	.43

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.81
	.40

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.80
	.44

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.84
	.45

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.90
	.30

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	3.89
	.32

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	3.85
	.35

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	3.90
	.30

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.84
	.37



As shown in Table 11,  the most frequent lesson participants said they would take back to their site to use were related to literacy strategies including those related to choosing books (5 finger rule), introductions, and activities to make reading “come alive.”  These comments included “Having more hands-on activities for reading,” “I will use more entertaining activities to approach literature in my class,” and “I would like to implement skits, drawings and doing fun things with the students.”  The next most common response was related to ways to engage children specifically in read alouds.  Example comments were “The way of reading books to children and engaging them to read and want to continue reading books,” and “I will take home and bring your enthusiasm to my children.”  

Five participants wrote that they would implement literacy or libraries at their site.  For example, “I will spend more time on literacy lessons.  I am also very interested in compiling a leveled library.” Four participants each noted that they learned general literacy information, the importance of a print-rich environment and/or thought the training was excellent.  Comments included “Very good workshop.  I learned a lot of new ideas and will use what I learned when teaching, “Print-rich is a smart mobile idea,” and “I got really good ideas that I can take back and share with my staff.”  Four participants mentioned other things including great icebreakers, that they loved the CD, and that they would create a schedule for literacy.  Three participants also appreciated the supply ideas; “Find party supplies and other simple materials and make something fun out of it.”
Table 11

Literacy Planning Lessons Learned (N = 62)

	Lesson Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Will Use Strategies to Enhance Literacy
	17
	27%

	Will Engage Children in Reading
	12
	19%

	Will Increase Literacy or Develop Libraries at Site
	5
	8%

	Excellent Training
	4
	6%

	Develop a Print-Rich Environment
	4
	6%

	Will Use General Literacy Strategies
	4
	6%

	Supply Ideas Useful
	3
	5%

	Other
	4
	6%



In terms of suggestions to improve the workshop, the most frequent comments were related to the high quality of the workshop and/or the trainers (N = 17).  Comments included “Workshop was great,” “No improvement needed. You’re both awesome. Eddie I loved you,” “The workshop was excellent,” and “Yvette and Eddie make a good team.”  Four participants suggested that more breaks or a shorter session would improve the workshop.  Three thought it would be useful to provide ideas related to ways to lower the costs of activities.  Two participants suggested more interaction and less lecture. One participant each mentioned other things such as more personal stories and providing a list of activities for different grade levels.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
Math
Table 12 displays the participant satisfaction ratings for the Math workshop.

Table 12

Math (N = 53)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.83
	.47

	Workshop organization
	3.94
	.23

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.96
	.19

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.89
	.32

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.91
	.29

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.94
	.23

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	3.94
	.23

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	3.98
	.14

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	3.98
	.14

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.98
	.14



As shown in Table 13, the most frequent participant comment on the Math workshop was that they will implement or increase math activities at their sites (N = 16).  These comments included “I will have a training for my own staff to teach them more math games and how easy it can be,” “I’m going to implement many of the games we used today especially the pattern circles,” and “I will incorporate more math-disguised problems and games.” The next most frequently mentioned comments about the workshop were that the workshop and/or trainers were great and that the math games were really fun and useful. Comments included, “I don’t like math, however, this workshop was good.  I liked it,” “Awesome staff,” “It was really fun.  You guys are cool,” and “Great job guys, keep up the good work”  
Table 13
Math Lessons Learned (N = 53)

	Lesson Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Implement or Increase Math Activities
	16
	30%

	Great Workshop/Trainers
	9
	17%

	Liked the Math Games
	9
	17%

	Great Ice Breaker 
	3
	6%

	Use Center
	1
	2%



By far, the most frequent category of comments regarding ways to improve the Math workshop was that participants thought the training and the trainers were great (N = 25).  Comments included “This was the best class so far.  I had so much fun and learned a lot. “This makes math so fun,” “It was awesome.  Best training,” “Great job. Al and Trang are awesome,” “It was great.  Nothing needs to be improved,” and “There is nothing that needs to be improved.  Very energetic and everyone was engaged.  Lots of energy that kept us up and working.”  One participant each suggested longer time at the game centers, more outside math activities, more breaks or shorter workshop length, longer workshop length, facilitators should enforce group promises and there should be food in the room. 
Recreation

Table 14 displays the average participant satisfaction ratings for the Recreation workshop.
Table 14
Recreation (N = 59)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.17
	.67

	Workshop organization
	3.39
	.67

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.37
	.67

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.24
	.75

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.25
	.82

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.69
	.53

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	3.59
	.59

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	3.46
	.65

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	3.64
	.55

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.38
	.67



As shown in Table 15, the Recreation lesson most frequently noted by participants was that they would begin to use lesson plans for and/or increase the structure of recreation time.  Comments included “Recreational lesson planning, a syllabus will be created,” “I will definitely structure my “free time” into a recreational session.  I will use the lesson plan/contract,” and “I will implement lesson plans for recreation.”  The next most common response was that the participant will use the recreation ideas or activities in the future.  For example, “I will take new games to my afterschool program.  I will put the game ‘trash ball’ in my program,” and “I will increase the variety of games/recreation activities.”

Five participants said that they would incorporate movement into their recreation programs; “Use more games with movement.”  Three each said they would encourage all youth to participate and that they, themselves, would be more active during recreation time.  Comments included “Have all children showing and learning skills,” and “Always be active with the kids with every sport.”  Two also said that they would relate recreation to healthy lifestyles.  One each said there was no time for recreation in the program, he/she would relate recreation to other afterschool activities.

Table 15
Recreation Lessons Learned (N = 59)

	Lesson Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Will Use Lesson Plans for/Increase Structure of Recreation 
	13
	22%

	Will Use Recreation Ideas/Activities
	12
	20%

	Will Use More Games with Movement
	5
	8%

	Will Encourage Youth Participation
	3
	5%

	Will Be More Active With Youth During Recreation
	3
	5%

	Will Teach Healthy Lifestyles in Recreation
	2
	3%

	Other 
	2
	5%



Seven participants suggested the workshop would be improved if additional content such as more games and recreation strategies could be added to the workshop.  Comments included “Was expecting more techniques for recreation,” and “Give out examples of more activities.”  Seven participants suggested ways in which the workshop facilitator could improve.  Suggestions included having a facilitator with more energy and enthusiasm, with more expertise and personal experience in the area who was able to respond to questions, and someone who was more prepared to make the presentation.  Five participants thought the workshop was very good, for example, “I enjoyed the presentation,” and “Excellent.” Two thought the workshop should be more interactive while one thought it was too “text book.”
Technology          

Table 16 displays the average satisfaction ratings of participants for the technology workshop.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
Table 16
Technology (N = 51)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.59
	.61

	Workshop organization
	3.57
	.67

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.69
	.55

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.63
	.66

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.67
	.59

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.61
	.57

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	3.72
	.50

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	3.69
	.55

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	3.55
	.76

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.70
	.54



As shown in Table 17, the most common technology lesson participants said they would use in the future was using i-Movie or that they would make movies/videos with youth.  Comments included “Use i-Movie more,” “Have older kids do a video,” and “I hope to make movies with my class this year.”  Four participants each said they would try to incorporate more technology into their programs or that they thought the presenters (particularly the youth) were impressive. Statements included “Let kids be more involved with computers and camcorders,” “Try to add technology or use photography,” “We learned a lot today all thanks to the kids.  A great thanks to Josue, hats off to him,” and “We had fun and also learned very much.  Thanks to Josue and the rest of the team.”  Two participants noted that they increased their own knowledge of technology, for example, “I have expanded my knowledge on film editing and hope to be able to bring it to my staff.”  Two suggested that they could see that technology could make the learning process much more effective.  One also said, “I would love to have the students present and teach our students,” while another said he/she would look for funding for future use.
Table 17
Technology Lessons Learned (N = 51)

	Lesson Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Use I-Movie/Make Movies with Youth
	15
	29%

	Youth Presenters Impressive
	4
	8%

	Use More Technology with Youth
	4
	8%

	Gained Technology Skills
	2
	4%

	Technology is Linked to Other Afterschool Goals
	2
	4%

	Other 
	3
	6%


In response to the question regarding suggestions for how the workshop could be improved, 16 said nothing or referred to the high quality of the training and/or the trainers themselves.  Comments included “This was my favorite workshop,” “Great,” “I loved Lily. She helped out a lot and was very knowledgeable,” and “Good job having students help with the training.”  Eight participants thought that the training could be improved if more detailed instruction on how to use the software or technology was included.  Examples of these statements were “More work on how to use the program than use it,” and “Actually showing us step by step how to use the digital and the computer.” 

Seven participants commented on the length of the workshop.  Of those, one said it was too stretched out while the other six said the training needed to be longer; one thought three days.  One participant each said firewire cables were needed for each group, more structure was needed, and that there should be food in the room.
Conclusions and Considerations

It is clear from the high satisfaction ratings that this training cohort thought very highly, for the most part, about the workshops and the trainers.  Overall ratings were quite positive, and, in some cases, very high.  Taken in totality, the comments and ratings suggest that AU’s commitment to combining evidence-based approaches with experiential learning that is embedded in the practical afterschool experience (Astroth, Garza & Taylor, 2004; Huebner, Walker & McFarland, 2003), was valued by these participants.  Thus, participants reported gaining new knowledge that they thought was relevant to their job and in an environment that allowed them to draw on their own experiences as well.   Research suggests that youth workers were more likely to respond to experiential, discussion-based trainings that allows them to be seen as experienced practitioners (Madzey-Akale & Walker, 2000; Huebner, et al., 2003)

Although the ratings for all of the workshops were high, staff might want to review and perhaps strengthen the Recreation and Lesson Planning workshops.  AU administrators might also consider providing some professional development for trainers particularly if staff will be used interchangeably to facilitate different workshops.  This professional development might be focused on helping trainers to see themselves as facilitators rather than instructors (Hubner, et al, 2003).   
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