PAGE  
19

Afterschool University Workshop Ratings
San Bernardino Office of Education
 (June 25 – 27, 2009)

Sandra L. Kirkner, MA-R

Research Associate

Julie O’Donnell, Ph.D., MSW

Professor and Director of Research

Child Welfare Training Center

Department of Social Work

California State University, Long Beach
July, 2009


Table of Contents

	
	Page

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

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

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

	Homework …...………………………………………………………………….
	7

	Lesson Planning………………………………………………………………….
	10

	Literacy…………………………………………………………………………..
	11

	Math……………………………………………………………………………...
	13

	Technology……………………………………………………………………….
	15

	Science…………………………………………………………………………...
	16

	Recreation………………………………………………………………………...
	17

	Performing Arts………………………………………………………………….
	19

	Conclusions………………………………………………………………………
	20




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 Technology, Science, Math, and Performing Arts.  The lowest rated workshops were Lesson Planning, Homework and Policies and Procedures.  However, all of the workshops were rated, on average, higher than “good.”  It should be noted that the number of participants varied greatly depending on the workshop topic which may have influenced the overall rating each received.  

Table 1

Overall Workshop Ratings
	Workshop
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Technology (N = 10)
	4.00
	.00

	Science (N = 5)
	4.00
	.00

	Math (N = 25)
	3.96
	.20

	Performing Arts (N = 24)
	3.96
	.20

	Youth Development (N = 51)
	3.92
	.27

	Literacy (N = 21)
	3.90
	.30

	Recreation (N = 7)
	3.86
	.38

	Policies and Procedures (N = 52)
	3.65
	.56

	Homework (N = 40)
	3.60
	.54

	Lesson Planning (N = 53)
	3.53
	.57


Core Workshops
Youth Development

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

Table 2
Youth Development (N = 52)
	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.81
	.40

	Workshop organization
	3.90
	.30

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.94
	.24

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.92
	.27

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.83
	.38

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.92
	.27

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	3.96
	.19

	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
	3.92
	.27


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. Thirty-six (69%) participants responded to this question.  As shown below in Table 3, the most commonly (33%) mentioned lessons learned were related to using the general youth development concepts covered at the workshop. Comments included, “There were so many ideas that I can add to my class. Thank you,” “Implement and use the youth development model,” and “The skill building part was very informative for me, and the varying activities will keep kids interested and having fun.” The next most common (31%) response was that participants learned information related to building more positive relationships with youth. Comments included, “Be more child-centered and build trust,” and “Making myself more accessible to kids; make time even when I am busy.” Four (11%) participants each said that they would use the workshop information for staff development, would increase their own professionalism and would modify their program based on workshop content. Comments included, “I will inform and enforce youth development at our site. I did not know the importance, and will apply this with my staff,” “Seeing my job as more professional,” and “Consider youth development and how to implement it in our program, and personally in my classes and with my students.” Two participants said that they would increase youth involvement in their program and one said that they would use the five youth development components. Five participants made other comments including that they would use the ice breakers and prompts, prepare a safety packet and that they learned the difference between child development and youth development.
Table 3

Youth Development Lessons Learned (N = 36)
	Lessons Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Use General Youth Development Concepts
	12
	33%

	Establish Positive Relationships with Children
	11
	31%

	Use Information for Staff Development
	4
	11%

	Increase Own Professionalism
	4
	11%

	Will Modify Program based on Content     
	4
	11%



Participants were also asked to make suggestions about how to improve the workshop.  Of the 26 (50%) participants who completed this section, 21 (81%) said that the trainers or training was good the way it was and that nothing needed to be changed. Comments included, “They were amazing, no need for change,” “I think it’s perfect. There is nothing else I can say,” and “The youth development part was entertaining and great.” Three (11%) participants made comments about the training environment, such as, “Space…choose a roomier place and make sure the AC works regularly.” Two participants commented that there could be more time allowed for interaction and hands-on activities, and one participant said that he/she would like the materials translated into Spanish.
Policies and Procedures                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
Table 4 presents the average satisfaction ratings for the Policies and Procedures workshops.

Table 4

Policies and Procedures (N = 53)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.40
	.57

	Workshop organization
	3.64
	.56

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.66
	.52

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.60
	.72

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.38
	.84

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.75
	.52

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	3.83
	.38

	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
	3.79
	.41

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.65
	.56



As shown in Table 5, regarding what participants learned and/or will do differently at their sites, the most frequent response (46%) was related to gaining a better understanding of the need for documentation and methods of documenting.  Comments included, “Implement more documentation,” “Take documentation seriously,” and “Documents used such as Last Chance Agreement and Ouch Reports.” The second (21%) most common response was related to using general policy and procedure information, for example, “I learned a lot and will implement them at our program,” and “I will implement everything. Everything helped so much.” Five (12%) participants said that they would establish better restroom procedures. Three (7%) each said that they would be better supervisors of children or that they learned more about child abuse reporting. 
Table 5

Policy and Procedures Lessons Learned (N = 43)

	Lessons Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Importance of Documentation and Forms to Use
	20
	46

	Use General Policy & Procedure Information
	9
	21

	Establish Better Restroom Procedure
	5
	12%

	Supervise Children Better
	3
	7%

	Understand Child Abuse Reporting
	3
	7%


In terms of how the workshop could be improved, ten (45%) of the 22 respondents said nothing needed to be change or that the training/trainers were excellent.  These comments included “Everything was excellent. No improvement needed,” and “I don’t think it can be improved.”  Three (14%) participants made comments concerning a better location, more space, or more comfortable chairs. Two (9%) participants each said that trainers need to manage the class better (keep comments on task/keep participants from talking during lecture) was needed and that there should be more focus on multiple age levels rather than just on elementary school. One participant each said that there needed to be more activities and that more time was needed. One participant said that it would be good to translate the material into Spanish.
Homework

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

Table 6
Homework (N = 52)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	 3.29
	.82

	Workshop organization
	3.58
	.57

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.58
	.67

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.42
	.96

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.44
	.89

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.46
	.96

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	3.79
	.46

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	3.73
	.56

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	3.69
	.64

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.56
	.75



As shown in Table 7, 
32 (61%) responded. The most common (28%) response what participants would use, or do differently, was to incorporate many of the general homework ideas in their programs.  Comments included, “Everything was so helpful that I will implement it all in our program,” and “There were many informative topics covered. I will be applying several to my sites.” Five (16%) participants stated that they would try to increase parent-teacher communication about homework. Comments included, “Strategies discussed about having good communication with parents,” and “Parent and teacher communication ideas.” Four (12%) participants each stated that they would begin to chart homework, use props and celebrations and add homework centers. Comments included, “I will create better constructed homework time by using a homework chart and always going to the student work area,” “Use of props and celebrations and other incentives and rewards,” and “Homework centers, homework assistance expectations, incentives/awards.” Three (9%) participants each stated that they would assign monitors, increase homework incentives and that they would increase their own involvement in homework. Comments included, “How to keep kids busy; have centers and assign monitors,” “A greater amount of positive reinforcement activities,” and “Listen to my students when they need more help.” Three (9%) participants stated that they would probably not apply the information from the workshop, for example, “Most instruction was K-6 based and not intended for high school.” Two participants each stated that they would use the Letter of Apology and some of the forms from the booklet.  One participant said he/she learned how to have more fun with kids, while another would use a code or word to keep staff on track. 
 Table 7
Homework Lessons Learned (N = 32)
	Lessons Learned                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
	Frequency
	Percent

	Will Use General Homework Content 
	9
	28%

	Increase Parent and Teacher Communication
	5
	16%

	Chart Homework
	4
	12%

	Use Props/Celebrations
	4
	12%

	Add Homework Centers
	4
	12%

	Assign Monitors
	3
	9%

	Increase Homework Incentives
	3
	9%

	Increase Own Involvement in Homework
	3
	9%



In regard to ways to improve the workshop, 11 (42%) of the 26 respondents wrote that the training and/or trainers were very good or that nothing needed to be changed. Comments included, “Excellent information. No improvement needed,” and “It can’t, it was really fun.” Five (19%) participants stated that there needed to be more focus on other grade levels. Comments included, “In all classes you need to incorporate things that would apply to all grade levels, not only elementary,” and “All these presentations are focused on elementary. What about middle school and high school?” Two participants each made comments regarding the need for a better location and more group participation. One participant each said that the session was too long and that a new instructor should not be introduced and then not allowed to take over.   
Lesson Planning

Table 8 displays the participant satisfaction ratings for the Lesson Planning workshop.
Table 8
Lesson Planning (N = 53)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.38
	.66

	Workshop organization
	3.53
	.54

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.57
	.54

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.53
	.70

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.45
	.77

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.43
	.82

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	3.62
	.49

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	3.57
	.57

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	3.66
	.48

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.53
	.57



Twenty-eight (53%) participants shared what they learned in the Lesson Planning Workshop.  As shown in Table 9, the most frequent lesson learned (39%) by these participants was how to write organized and effective lesson plans. Comments included, “More simple but effective lesson plans,” and “Have more structure to my lessons.” Ten (36%) participants said that they had learned general lesson planning ideas. Comments included, “Got some good ideas and fresh perspectives,” and “My lesson plans will be improved, more motivating and exciting.” Two (7%) participants each said they would link their lessons to content standards and that they would use the activities presented. One participant each said that he/she would use the information for staff development and to bring the fun back for the kids. Two participants stated that they do not do any lesson planning, so they would probably not use the information.
Table 9
Lesson Planning Lessons Learned (N = 28)
	Lesson Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Can Plan and Write an Organized and Effective Lesson Plan
	11
	39%

	General Lesson Planning Information
	10
	36%


Twelve participants responded to the question on ways to improve the workshop. Three (25%) participants stated that nothing needed to be changed and that it was a good workshop; “I learned a lot, everything was good. Thank you very much.” Three (25%) participants suggested that the location/environment could be improved. One participant each said, “Pass out more tickets,” “More models and examples,” “Use more activities rather than only talking,” and “Divide groups by those who are new to lesson planning and those who aren’t.” 
Elective Workshops
Literacy

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

Table 10
Literacy (N = 21)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.81
	.40

	Workshop organization
	3.86
	.36

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.90
	.30

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.86
	.48

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.86
	.48

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.67
	.80

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	3.95
	.22

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	3.95
	.22

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	3.86
	.36

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.90
	.30



Seven (33%) participants shared what they might do differently at their sites related to Literacy after having attended the AU Literacy workshop. As shown in Table 11, the most frequent (43%) comment was that they would use a specific strategy; “Ice breakers, introductory activity, IRT, and display ideas,” and “Interactive learning activities.” Two (29%) participants said they would incorporate general literacy strategies; “All ideas were great.” One participant each said he/she would use some content in the school-day special education program or would use more visuals and speak with more inflection to increase interest in reading. 
Table 11
Literacy Lessons Learned (N = 7)
	Lesson Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Will Use Specific Activity (Intro or Wrap-Up)
	3
	43%

	Will Use General Literacy Strategies
	2
	29%



In terms of suggestions to improve the workshop, of the seven participants who responded, 5 (71%) noted the high quality of the workshop, for example, “Very good workshop.”  One participant each thought that the workshop should focus on high school too, content should be translated into Spanish or that building classroom libraries and giving books away as prizes were good ideas. 
Math
Table 12 displays the participant satisfaction ratings for the Math workshop.

Table 12
Math (N = 25)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.92
	.28

	Workshop organization
	3.96
	.20

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.96
	.20

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.96
	.20

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.96
	.20

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.88
	.33

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	4.00
	.00

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	4.00
	.00

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	3.96
	.20

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.96
	.20



Fifteen (60%) participants shared what they had learned as a result of their participation in the Math workshop.  As shown in Table 13, the most frequent (80%) participant comment on the Math workshop was that the workshop provided them with great activities and games that they would integrate at their sites.  Some comments included “The math activities were very good, I will definitely use them,” “I will use several of the games,” and “I love the hard math games.”  Five (33%) participants each said that the workshop was great. Comments included, “Was the best one of the trainings. Al was excellent. Training was great. Games were well presented,” and “Loved it.”
Table 13
Math Lessons Learned (N = 15)
	Lesson Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Will Integrate More Math/Math Games/Activities
	12
	80%

	Great Workshop
	5
	33%



Seven (50%) out of the 14 participants who answered this question regarding ways to improve the Math workshop said that they thought the training and the trainers were great.  Comments included, “Wonderful presentation. Kept everyone engaged,” and “Best one. Fun.” Four (29%) participants suggested adding more games including games for higher grade levels or more hands-on games. One participant each said that a different facility would be better, that there should have been more time during centers so that participants could have got to each one, and that they would have liked copies of the games to take home.
Technology          

Table 14 displays the average satisfaction ratings of participants for the Technology workshop.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
Table 14

Technology (N = 10)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.70
	.67

	Workshop organization
	4.00
	.00

	Workshop provided quality content
	4.00
	.00

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	4.00
	.00

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.90
	.32

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	4.00
	.00

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	4.00
	.00

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	3.90
	.32

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	4.00
	.00

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	4.00
	.00



Four participants shared what they had learned and would use from the Technology workshop. Two (50%) participants each said that they would use the general workshop content and that they would try to acquire equipment for their sites. Comments included, “The computer programs are very good and I am going to request the school for them,” and “Would like to offer this at our site.”
In response to the question regarding suggestions for how the workshop could be improved, three (50%) of the six participants said that more time was needed or that it was a great workshop and that nothing could improve it. One participant said that he/she would have liked to have learned more about how to make movies.
Science         

Table 15 displays the average satisfaction ratings of participants for the Science workshop.                                                                                                                                                                                                        
Table 15
Science (N = 5)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	4.00
	.00

	Workshop organization
	4.00
	.00

	Workshop provided quality content
	4.00
	.00

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	4.00
	.00

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	4.00
	.00

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	4.00
	.00

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	4.00
	.00

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	4.00
	.00

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	4.00
	.00

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	4.00
	.00



Five participants shared what they had learned and would use from the Science workshop. Two (40%) participants each said that they would start doing science projects in their program and that they would make science fun. Comments included, “I will try science projects in my classroom because they are fun…more than I thought,” and “To have fun with science.” One participant said that they would be more interactive with students and listen to their opinions. Only one participant responded to the question regarding how the Science workshop could be improved, and they said “Excellent workshop. Thank you.”
Recreation         

Table 16 displays the average satisfaction ratings of participants for the Recreation workshop.                             
Table 16
Recreation (N = 7)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	 3.57
	.53

	Workshop organization
	3.71
	.49

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.57
	.53

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.71
	.76

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.71
	.76

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.71
	.76

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	4.00
	.00

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	4.00
	.00

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	4.00
	.00

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.86
	.38



Three participants shared what they had learned and would use from the Recreation workshop. Two (67%) participants said that they would implement the debriefing techniques after recreational activities in their program, an example is, “As an IB school, the debriefing relates to us greatly. Will definitely use.” One participant said that more activities were needed.
Only one participant responded to the question regarding how the Recreation workshop could be improved, and they said “Awesome training. Thank you.”    
Performing Arts       

Table 17 displays the average satisfaction ratings of participants for the Performing Arts workshop.                                                                    

Table 17
Performing Arts (N = 24)

	Item
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Workshop length and format
	3.92
	.28

	Workshop organization
	3.96
	.20

	Workshop provided quality content
	3.91
	.29

	Workshop added to your knowledge of the topic
	3.96
	.20

	Workshop helped you to develop new skills
	3.92
	.28

	Workshop was relevant to your present job
	3.83
	.48

	Trainer(s) was knowledgeable about the topic
	4.00
	.00

	Trainer(s) interacted with the group and responded to questions and concerns
	3.96
	.20

	Trainer(s) related workshop content to actual afterschool practice and activities
	3.96
	.20

	Overall, you would rate this workshop as
	3.96
	.20



Thirteen (54%) participants shared what they had learned and would use from the Performing Arts workshop. As shown in Table 21, five (38%) participants each made comments referring to using the general workshop contents or using the activities presented. Comments included, “I can use this. Thank you for all of it,” “Good ways to incorporate performing arts into my program,” and “Warm ups, reader’s theater, new dance.” Three (23%) participants stated that they enjoyed the workshop and had fun. One participant said, “I didn’t know it was so physical, but that’s okay.”

Table 21

Performing Arts Lessons Learned (N = 13)

	Lesson Learned
	Frequency
	Percent

	Will Use General Content
	5
	38%

	Will Use Activities Presented
	5
	38%

	Liked Workshop/Had Fun
	3
	23%


In response to the question regarding how the Performing Arts workshop could be improved, four (67%) of the six participants who answered this question said that the workshop was great or that nothing needed to be changed. One participant each said that the information was needed in Spanish and that a better space was needed.
Conclusions


Overall, the AU workshop provided to the San Bernardino Office of Education in June, 2009 were very well received by participants.  In fact, 60% of the workshops’ overall rating was 3.90 or higher.  This suggests that the training was well presented, relevant and that participants believed they benefited from attending.    As has been found in the past, Lesson Planning was the lowest rated workshop.  In terms of future planning, it may be valuable for AU staff to consider incorporating content appropriate for or targeted to middle and high school after-school programs into the current training modules or to develop modules specific to older children.  This may be particularly useful as high school after-school programs are becoming more prevalent and older youth may need different approaches in many of these areas.  Although AU does not determine training venue, it does appear that facilities and environment impact training experiences so sharing this information with contractors may be helpful.  
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