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KDK-HARMAN FOUNDATION’S GRANTMAKING
In 2011, the Foundation made a decision to refine its grantmaking focus to re-imagine how, when and where young
people learn. The KDK-Harman Foundation believes that we must dramatically rethink the whole day for students so
that learning experiences are seamless and unrestricted by walls, clocks, or calendars. KDK-Harman Foundation’s
vision for learning builds on a foundation of core academics by leveraging community resources to incorporate
strategies such as hands-on learning, working in teams, and problem-solving. Before, after-school and summer
programs are a few of the places in and out of the classrooms that are already using these learning approaches to
engage students and increase their chances for success. As such, we have identified the growing importance and
role of:

•
•
•

Projects that focus on Science, Technology, Engineering and Math (STEM) and integrating
technology into teaching and learning;
Improving the quality of and access to out-of-school time programs;
Enabling and supporting systems-level change and collaboration to support an excellent education
for all Central Texas students.

The Foundation seeks to target innovative and effective teaching and learning in STEM, and its evaluation, for
educating low-income students as well as preparing providers (i.e. teachers, schools, and nonprofit organizations) on
the successful and sustainable implementation of these programs.
We seek established, "best-in-class" programs that can demonstrate measurable outcomes. We define best-in-class
as those organizations that possess outstanding leadership; the planning, budgeting, and operating procedures
generate confidence in the organization’s capabilities; the project outcomes are well-designed, specific, and
reasonable; and the programs have the ability to be replicated and/or brought to scale.
For grantmaking purposes, the KDK-Harman Foundation is exclusively interested in contributing to the communities
of Central Texas, defined as Travis, Williamson, Hays, Bastrop, Caldwell, Burnet, Blanco, and Llano counties. We
welcome you to explore the website to learn more about the Foundation’s grantmaking.
PHILANTHROPIC AND STEM PROGRAM-RELATED CORRESPONDENCE
The foundation staff invites program-related inquiries as well as dialog regarding out-of-school time and informal
learning in science, math, engineering, and technology. All correspondence may be mailed to 3736 Bee Caves Road,
Bldg 1., #155, Austin, TX 78746 or emailed to:
melanie [at] kdk-harman.org

Copyright © 2015 by KDK-Harman Foundation, 3736 Bee Caves Road, Bldg 1., #155, Austin, TX 78746. All rights
reserved. No part of this report may be reproduced in any manner whatsoever without permission except in the
case of quotations embodied in critical articles or reviews. For information write to: Permissions, KDK-Harman
Foundation, care of the above address.
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Executive Summary
The KDK-Harman Foundation began its Summer STEM Grant Program in 2011 with a goal of combating
summer learning loss, especially for economically disadvantaged students in Central Texas. The Summer
STEM Grant Program also aims to provide opportunities for students to engage in STEM practices and
activities to lay the groundwork for building a STEM worker pipeline. Central Texas’ demand for STEM
workers far exceeds the supply.
For the past three years, 2013, 2014, and 2015, the foundation has dedicated the majority of its grants
budget to Summer STEM programs, using more than half the grants budget each year. With such
investment, it was important to take a close look at the programs and the overall environment in which
local STEM programs are operating. Each year the foundation now produces the Summer STEM Learning
Report in an effort to document what the foundation and grantees are doing, to share what we are
seeing, and the questions we have.
This year was the inaugural year of the Summer STEM Funder Collaborative (SSFC), a coalition of 9
funding organizations committed to growing high quality STEM programming in Central Texas. This year
both funding organizations and service providers said they gave more funding and received more
funding, respectively, to summer STEM programs than they would have without the SSFC.
The cohort of Summer STEM grantees for 2015 varied in quality. The programs are high-quality by most
measures and the areas for improvement fall into the categories that are related to STEM content and
STEM programming, such as inquiry, STEM content learning, reflection, and relevance. There are also
issues, which are beyond the control of most providers, such as transportation, competing programs—
including district-required summer school programs, and school building closures during July and August.
Because momentum around out-of-school time (OST) system building has blossomed into the selection of
an intermediary organization to serve all organizations in the Austin area, School’s Out Central Texas, this
year we have also included a summary of that work up until now.
The foundation is interested in system-level change, so this year the foundation was took the lead for the
application for Greater Austin to become a part of the national STEM Ecosystem Initiative. We also
discuss how the STEM Ecosystem Initiative intersects with School’s Out Central Texas.
There is a group of volunteers from several local agencies and nonprofit coalitions, which has been
meeting to discuss OST system building for several years. This year, the group has expanded and begun
conducting more detailed meetings among a broader swath of stakeholders and influencers. There is a
path to higher quality for programs, among other benefits, when a citywide system is in place. That said,
there seem to be multiple initiatives, which are connected to each other in varying degrees. We look at
those here and pose questions about how a more intentional collaborative effort might be more efficient
and more powerful for area students.
The approach we took this year in compiling the report is the same as previous years—to observe, to
compile our observations, and to share our findings and questions with a larger local audience. Similar to
some of the papers cited herein, our goal is to spark conversation and to further the local work on
program quality, student outcomes, cross-sector collaboration, and system building.
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Introduction
This is the third annual Summer STEM Learning Report published by the KDK-Harman Foundation in
Austin, Texas. The report includes data and analysis from the foundation’s Summer STEM initiative,
based on our observations and the application of the Dimensions of Success (DoS) instrument, a
nationally-recognized assessment tool for informal STEM education developed by Dr. Gil Noam, founder
and director of the Program for Education and Afterschool Resilience (PEAR) at Harvard University. The
report outlines and describes the activities, findings, and next steps of the Summer STEM Funders
Collaborative, as well as the work to-date on selecting an OST intermediary organization to serve Central
Texas, and the STEM Ecosystem Initiative led by the national STEM Funders Network.
This report is intended to be a compilation of local information to share other funders, and the
community at large, about the work of Summer STEM learning for K-12 students in the metro-Austin
area. The process is the same as last year, where we captured our observations. Through the process
of reviewing and organizing the information, we had questions, which we raise in the report itself. It is
hoped that this can be a contribution to a local, regional, and national conversation about how cities are
building OST “ecosystems.” (The term “ecosystems” references the Noyce Foundation paper, “How
Cross-Sector Collaborations are Advancing STEM Learning,” Traphagen and Traill, 2014).
This report has three sections:
• The first section focuses on the important findings and activities from the Summer STEM program
grantees.
• The second section focuses on the purpose and findings from the inaugural year of the Summer
STEM Funders Collaborative.
• The third section focuses on the context in which the foundation is working: the burgeoning city-wide
OST system in Austin.
The report is produced by the Foundation staff and is published electronically so that links to citations
in related areas are easily accessible. We welcome your comments, questions, and participation in
the conversation.

The KDK-Harman Foundation
Summer STEM Learning Initiative
The KDK-Harman Foundation began its Summer STEM Grant Program in 2011 with a goal of combating
summer learning loss, especially for economically disadvantaged students in Central Texas. The Summer
STEM Grant Program also aims to provide opportunities for students to engage in STEM practices and
activities to lay the groundwork for building a STEM worker pipeline. Central Texas’ demand for STEM
workers far exceeds the supply.
The Foundation and its partners in the Central Texas Summer STEM Funder Collaborative seek to identify
and cultivate high-quality Summer STEM programs through its grant making, including making
recommendations for creating and scaling successful Summer STEM programs. The Foundation shares
its findings and convenes local, regional, and national practitioners and theorists in an effort to add to the
body of knowledge around Summer STEM programs in Central Texas and beyond.

Summer Learning Loss Overview
According to the National Summer Learning Association (NSLA), summer learning loss effects the
academic success of all young students who do not participate in educational activities during the
summer break. Summer learning loss disproportionally impacts students from economically
disadvantaged backgrounds because they do not have the same resources, finances, and family support
6

to enroll in activities and camps as their affluent peers. Research shows that students who do not
engage in summer activities for more than two consecutive summers will be two grade levels behind and
will not be able to catch up to their peers. More than half of the achievement gap between lower- and
high-income youth can be explained by unequal access to summer learning opportunities. As a result,
low-income youth are less likely to graduate from high school or enter college. (“Lasting Consequences of
the Summer Learning Gap,” Alexander et al, 2007). The information captured in this report from the
2015 KDK-Harman Foundation Summer STEM Program is consistent with that presented in recent reports
from the Rand Corporation (“Getting to Work on Summer Learning,” Augustine et al, 2013, sponsored by
the Wallace Foundation), and the PEAR program at Harvard University (“Game Changers and the
Assessment Predicament in Afterschool Science,” Noam, Shah, 2013).

A Brief Chronology
•
•

•

•

•
•

•
•
•
•

In#the#fall#of#2014,#the#KDK2Harman#Foundation#launched#Year#One#of#the#Summer#STEM#Funder#
Collaborative.#
In#the#fall#of#2014,#the#KDK2Harman#Foundation#served#on#the#host#committee#presenting#the#
National#Summer#Learning#Association#Conference#in#San#Antonio#and#shared#the#2014#Summer#
STEM#Learning#Report#and#worked#to#connect#more#providers#and#funders.#
In#October#2014,#Executive#Director#Melanie#Moore#moderated#a#panel#on#Summer#STEM#
Funder#Collaborative#systems#and#quality#at#the#Grantmakers#for#Education#(GFE)#Conference#in#
Miami#Beach,#FL.#
In#fall#of#2014,#the#KDK2Harman#Foundation#gave#an#award#to#E3#Alliance#to#implement#an#
environmental#scan#of#the#Summer#Learning#environment#of#Central#Texas.#E3#Alliance#
partnered#with#the#National#Summer#Learning#Association#to#implement#this#analysis.##
In#January#2015,#the#Summer#STEM#Funder#Collaborative#hosted#the#2015#Summer#STEM#RFP#
Launch#Event#to#begin#the#2015#Summer#STEM#Grant#Cycle.##
In#March#2015,#the#KDK2Harman#Foundation#partnered#with#the#Program#in#Education#and#
Afterschool#Resiliency#(PEAR)#at#Harvard#University#as#one#of#five#cities#to#pilot#a#new#
instrument,#which#measures#student#outcomes#in#Summer#STEM#informal#learning#programs#in#
Central#Texas#(the#Common#Instrument#Suite).#The#KDK2Harman#Foundation#also#partnered#with#
Improve#Class,#a#crowdsourcing#peer2to2peer#education#observation#tool#in#order#to#foster#
collaboration#and#cross2pollination#between#and#within#Summer#STEM#Grantees.##
From#June#to#August#2015,#KDK2Harman#Foundation#staff#conducted#forty2two#site#visits#and#
subsequent#DoS#observations.##
In#August#2015,#the#Greater#Austin#area#was#selected#to#be#one#of#the#27#inaugural#communities#
as#part#of#the#STEM#Ecosystem#Initiative#and#the#STEM#Funders#Network.#
In#November#2015,#the#Summer#STEM#Funders#Collaborative#will#launch#the#2016#Summer#STEM#
RFP.#
In#November#2015,#Melanie#Moore,#Executive#Director#of#the#KDK2Harman#Foundation,#Richard#
Tagle,#CEO#of#the#Andy#Roddick#Foundation,#Dr.#Paul#Cruz,#Superintendent#of#the#Austin#
Independent#School#District,#Drew#Scheberle,#Vice#President#of#the#Austin#Chamber#of#
Commerce,#and#Mary#Miller,#Program#Director#of#UTeach#Outreach#at#the#University#of#Texas#at#
Austin#will#travel#to#the#White#House#for#the#first#community#of#practice#meeting#for#the#STEM#
Ecosystems#Initiative.##
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KDK-Harman Foundation Summer STEM Logic Model
The foundation created a STEM logic model to articulate the theory of change for building the Summer
STEM learning environment in Central Texas through grant making, advocacy, and community
relationships. The STEM logic model can be found here. The logic model lays out a plan for achieving
positive outcomes in STEM and OST programming for Central Texas students. The foundation designed a
model that incorporated non-profit providers, students, parents, school staff, and funders working
together to increase student outcomes. As a result of the findings from summer programming in 2013
and 2014, and the development of the STEM logic model, the foundation envisions an effective
ecosystem of Summer STEM programming in Central Texas, including providers delivering high-quality
programs, engaged families, and strong community relationships. funding collaboration, common
indicators.
Why does high quality matter in Out-of-School Time STEM programs?!
Research shows that high quality afterschool programs accelerate student achievement and development.
Students who participate in high quality programs demonstrate improved rates of attendance, improved
grades and test scores and more positive social behaviors. In addition, more time spent in afterschool
activities during the elementary school years has been linked to narrowing the gap in math achievement.
For students who had consistent afterschool activities across grades kindergarten through fifth grade,
math achievement score differences were eliminated across income levels.
While afterschool programs are important year round, studies continue to show that summer learning
programs play a critical role in preventing summer learning loss and help prevent students from falling
behind in reading and math. According to the National Summer Learning Association (NSLA) “most
students lose about two months of grade level equivalency in mathematical computation skills over the
summer months. Low-income students also lose more than two months in reading achievement, despite
the fact that their middle income peers make light gains.”
Nationwide, 51% of families report wanting their child to participate in a summer learning program. In
Texas, 28% of families report that at least one child attended a summer program in 2013, while 55% of
families report that they would like their students to participate in a summer learning program. An
overwhelming 80% of Texas parents support public funding for summer learning programs. For more
information on the OST landscape in Texas click here to read the 2015 legislative report and FAQ
published by the Texas Partnership for Out-of-School Time (TXPOST).
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How to Evaluate Program Quality
Since the summer of 2014, the foundation has used the Dimensions of Success (DoS), an evidence-based
observation tool, to evaluate informal STEM program quality. The foundation uses an observation
instrument created by Dr. Gil Noam, Director of the Program in Education, Afterschool, and Resiliency
(PEAR) Institute at Harvard University. The domains of the DoS Instrument developed by PEAR are
outlined in the table in Figure 1. You can also find out more information about the DoS tool and how to
become certified here.
Figure 1. Overview of DoS Dimensions (www.pearweb.org)

The PEAR program recommends a dual observer format, where two trained and certified staff observers
visit each program and create a consensus document based on an agreed upon observation rating. This
summer, KDK-Harman Foundation staff used the recommended dual observer format--Lauren Whitehead,
Research Associate, and Marley Williams, Summer Fellow, were both certified in the DoS Observation
Tool and conducted observations of all Summer STEM grantee programs as well as a sample of programs
that applied but were not awarded grants by the Collaborative. The observational data was sent to
PEAR, where it was added to a national data set at Harvard.
9

Impact of the DoS on Central Texas Summer STEM Programs
This summer there were forty-five different OST STEM program site visits where the DoS observation tool
was utilized. The observers wrote their notes during the site visits and then rated each dimension after
the site visit. The KDK-Harman Foundation observers created a consensus form that was shared with
grantees within a week of each of the site visits. These consensus forms included detailed evidence and
examples to support the ratings of each dimensions. Grantees were encouraged to call or email with any
questions about their DoS scores.
The staff at PEAR informed the Foundation that we are one of the only DoS certified organizations in the
nation currently using the recommended consensus form process for site visits. In addition, the KDKHarman Foundation observers are among the top DoS observation tool users in the country. Harvard
PEAR requested an interview with Foundation staff members Lauren Whitehead and Marley Williams in
order to gather more information about their consensus process and eventually use the information to
create a national white paper for best practices in DoS consensus ratings.

Internal and External DoS Program Observers
The long-term goal for the DoS in Central Texas is that the region will utilize the DoS observation tool as
the standard evaluation tool for evaluating and raising the quality of informal STEM learning programs.
Currently, two 2015 Summer STEM grantees have a certified DoS observer on staff, as well as one of the
Summer STEM Funder Collaborative (SSFC) members. Multiple grantees have expressed interest in
certifying staff members in the use of the DoS tool for next summer. For the 2016 Summer STEM RFP,
the Foundation and SSFC strongly recommend that grantees include the $250 training fee in future grant
requests in order to have at least one staff member certified in the DoS observation tool for their summer
2016 programs.

Summer 2015 Results and Observations
There was a variety of STEM topics and curricula observed this summer. An important note is the
increase in the use of robotics curriculum this summer compared to last summer. There were two math
programs observed, a handful of science activities, and many engineering activities. Table 1 lists the
name of the Summer STEM grantee organization and STEM topic observed during the site visits.
Table 1. Grantee Organization and STEM Topic Observed at Site Visits
Grantee Organization
AISD Camp STAARburst
AISD Eastside Memorial Vertical Team
Summer STEM & Robotics Academy
Ann Richards School Summer STEM
Programming
Boys and Girls Club of Austin HOT Spots
Program
Boys and Girls Club of Highland Lakes
Breakthrough
Foundation Communities
Girl Scouts of Central Texas
Girlstart
Hill Country Science Mill
Housing Authority of the City of Austin (HACA)

STEM Topic Observed
Engineering, Environmental Science
Engineering, Computer Science
Science, Computer Science, Engineering
Engineering (Robotics)
Engineering (Robotics)
Engineering (Robotics)
Environmental Science and Biology
Environmental Science, Math, Computer
Science
Science
Science, Technology, Engineering, Math,
Forensic Science, Biology, Anatomy
Science, Solar Cars, Physics, Engineering,
10

(Skillpoint Alliance delivered programs at
HACA sites)
Latinitas
Mathworks Texas State University
Phoenix Arising Aviation Academy
Skillpoint Alliance
Texas Advanced Computing Center (CODE @
TACC)
Thinkery
UTeach Outreach
Akins High School STEMbridge
Welcome Table-Children’s Defense Fund’s
Freedom School

Computer Science
Computer Science
Math
Engineering, Physics
Engineering, Physics, Construction Science
Engineering, Computer Science
Engineering, Circuitry
Computer Science, Engineering
Computer Science
Earth Science, Physics, Chemistry

Program Demographic Data
Tables 2 and 3 outline the duration of the program and how many contact hours of STEM programming
were provided for students. Figures 2, 3, and 5 provide a graphic representation of the number of
students, program duration and number of STEM programming hours. An average summer STEM
program in Central Texas was approximately five weeks long and delivered 177 program hours. Girls
made up the majority of students (62%) enrolled in the summer STEM programs.
Table 2. Dosage and Duration of each Summer STEM program grantee during the summer of 2015.
Program
AISD Akins STEMbridge
AISD Camp STAARburst
AISD EMVT Summer STEM
Ann Richards School
Boys and Girls Club Austin
Boys and Girls Club Highland Lakes
Foundation Communities
Girl Scouts of Central Texas
Girlstart
HACA with Skillpoint Alliance
Hill Country Science Mill
Latinitas
Mathworks
Phoenx Arising
Skillpoint Alliance Velocity Prep
Thinkery
UT TACC
Uteach Outreach

Duration
6 weeks
3 weeks
3 weeks
12 weeks
10 weeks
4 weeks
7 weeks
1.5 weeks
7 weeks
2 weeks per site at 3 sites
4 weeks of 1-week long camps
4 weeks
2 weeks
9 1-week long camps
4 weeks per program, 7 programs
11 1-week programs
2 weeks
6 weeks

Dosage
124 hours
120 hours
248 hours
450 hours
48 hours
170 hours
54 hours
560 hours
8 hours per day, 106 total hours
35 hours per week, 140 total program hours
160 hours
40 hours
Full Day Monday-Friday
160 hours per program and 1120 total program hours
376 total hours
80 Hours
184 hours
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Figure 2. Duration of each 2015 Summer STEM Grantee program

Figure 3. Number of STEM Program Hours for each 2015 Summer STEM Grantee
12

Table 3. Number of girls and boys in each 2015 Summer STEM program.

Figure 4. Number of Males, Females, and Total Students Served by 2015 Summer STEM Grantees
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Successes and Improvements
Figure 5. Shows the average scores across all programs for all 12 of the Dimensions of Success. Overall
the programs scored relatively high on the DoS in many of the dimensions.

Figure 5. Average ratings of twelve DoS dimensions for 42 observations across 29 sites from the time
period of July 12th, 2015 to August 14th, 2015. Harvard, PEAR Institute.* *These findings must not be
altered in any way and should be reported with details concerning sample size and context. Any
modification of the contents of this report should not be attributed to PEAR, Harvard Medical School, or
McLean Hospital.
Successes:
Overall, grantee organizations were prepared with appropriate and appealing materials. Students were
engaged and interested in participating in the activities, with little to no prompting needed by the
instructor for all students to be full participants in the activities. Students appeared excited to be
involved in the STEM programs and the relationships between the instructors and students were strong
throughout all programs. In addition, most grantees were creative with their space, ensuring that even
in formal classrooms, students were learning in an informal way. Grantees removed desks and chairs,
reset the desks into pods instead of rows, and allowed students move freely throughout the room during
the hands-on activities.
One area of improvement from Summer 2014 to Summer 2015 was the “Youth Voice” dimension. The
students were free to express their opinions and concerns, choose their own partners and/or groups,
work independently to solve a problem, and laugh and yell excitedly during activities. The students were
extremely comfortable around their instructors, and were not afraid to share their thoughts or ask for
help. The learning environment across programs was warm, positive and encouraging.
Table 4. Areas of Success in the Central Texas Summer STEM Programs.

Successful Domains
Organization

Field Notes
Most programs were well
prepared and students were
engaged in activities when the

Mean (Avg. Rating)
3.7
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observers entered the room.
There were smooth transitions
between activities.

Materials

Space Utilization

Participation

Relationships

Youth Voice

Most grantees had appropriate
and appealing materials for
the students to engage in the
STEM activity. Students were
interested in the activities and
engaged in using the
materials.
Most programs utilized their
space in a way that was
conducive to STEM learning in
an OST environment. Those
programs with classrooms
would stack desks and chairs
and have students sit on the
ground or sit in chairs/desks in
groups. There were minimal
distractions that took student
attention away from the
activities.
For all grantees, students
were excited to participate in
the planned activities. A few
instructors needed to use
additional prompting to
engage all students, however,
all programs ensured that
students had full access to the
activity. Instructors had
clever ways to engage the
students, either through
rhymes or instructor-student
repetition.
The relationships between
instructors and students were
strong across all programs.
Instructors had fun with the
students and the students
appeared comfortable sharing
ideas, even when they were
unsure of the answer.
Instructors created a warm,
positive and encouraging
learning environment for all
students.
Most programs this summer
gave students a strong voice
in the learning process. Many
instructors remained hands off
during activities, giving

3.6

3.6

3.4

3.8

3.3
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students full control over the
process and outcomes.
Students appeared
empowered to share ideas and
opinions.

Successful Case Studies
Examples of success are illustrated in the Case Studies below.
Akins High School STEMbridge:
The STEMbridge computer science program at Akins High School excelled at creating engaging projects
where students had complete ownership. The students progressed from learning basic coding principles
to designing their own arcade games. There was never a moment in the observation when students were
not fully engaged in computer science. The instructor rotated around the room and offered help when
needed, however, the instructors never gave away the answers. The students were challenged to come
up with their own solutions to their programming problems. The students were fixated on their computer
screens, busy programming and discussing code, never once reaching for a cell phone or opening an
unrelated page on the Internet.
AISD Eastside Memorial Vertical Team (EMVT) STEM and Robotics Academy:
The instructors at EMVT were experts in student engagement and instruction. During one observation
the students were learning about the properties of different types of mortar, clay, mud, and sand. The
students made mortar sandwiches with each material and then tested the mortar sandwiches. The
instructor would ask the students to pick up the mortar sandwiches for a given amount of time. During
that time the students made observations about what happened to their mortar sandwiches. Did the
mortar keep the pieces together or did the sandwich fall apart? The teacher would ask “Why?” and
“How?” throughout this activity. The students did not test the mortar sandwich and move on, they were
constantly challenged to think deeply about what types of mortar would be effectively used in buildings
and if the mortar would keep people safe. In particular, EMVT instructors were adept at weaving STEM
content throughout the lesson, constantly and consistently.
University of Texas Austin Texas Advanced Computing Center (TACC):
The CODE @ TACC computer science program at UT Austin is an example of high academic rigor and
engaging STEM content. This summer STEM program was comprised of high school age girls. These
students had little to no computer science experience. The students started with the basics of computer
science and progressed to learning about “evolving” robots, working in Python, and using raspberry pies.
TACC is also home to the 8th largest supercomputer in the world and the girls had the privilege of touring
the supercomputer as part of the camp. The instructors were not only computer coding experts, but also
highly trained in computer science pedagogy. The girls worked tirelessly on their projects during the
observed time.
Boys and Girls Club Austin:
The Boys and Girls Club Austin launched a new robotics curriculum this summer with plans for further
growth and implementation in the school year. During the first site visit there were approximately 16
students in the room, and the students left feeling unexcited about robotics. The majority of the first site
visit was spent talking about the classroom rules and counting the pieces in the robotics kits. The second
site visit was a completely different culture and there was definite excitement in the air. There were
fewer students present; approximately eight, and each student was able to spend more time with their
robot. The students worked on programming a robot to run through a track without hitting the walls.
When the students completed the challenge they cheered and smiled. The instructor would also smile
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and give them high fives. The students were challenged and engaged in the activity. They were also
given complete autonomy and had the freedom to be creative when trying strategies.

Improvements:
The DoS domains with the lowest scores across summer STEM programs were “Purposeful Activities”,
“Engagement with STEM”, “STEM Content Learning”, and “Relevance”. The students were not able to
make strong connections between the STEM learning goals and the STEM activities. The students were
not prompted to think about how the hands-on activity or STEM content relates to the real world or to
the students’ lives outside the classroom. Table 5 describes the improvements needed for each domain in
more detail.
In particular, there were nine observations where a robotics activity was taking place. The non-robotics
activities, on average, scored higher on the DoS observation tool than robotics activities. Robotics
activities struggled with “Relevance” and “Inquiry.” Figure 6 illustrates the differences in DoS scores
between robotics activities and non-robotics activities.

Average Ratings in Robotics vs. Non-Robotics Activites
4
3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0

Robotics Activities

Non-Robotics Activities

Figure 2.
Average
ratings ofratings
twelve DoS
dimensions
of robotics
and non-robotics
for 42 observations
Figure
6. Average
across
twelve DoS
dimensions
for roboticsactivities
and non-robotics
activitiesacross
(42 29 sites from
th
th
the time
period
of
June
9
,
2015
to
August
12
,
2015.
observations across 29 sites from the time period of June 9, 2015 to August 12, 2015).*These findings
must not be altered in any way and should be reported with details concerning sample size and context.
Any modification of the contents of this report should not be attributed to PEAR, Harvard Medical School,
orNon-Robotics
McLean Hospital.
Overall,
Activities had higher average ratings across all twelve DoS dimensions. Robotics Activities may

benefit from focus on select dimensions in Participation through Relevance.

Unfortunately, the robotics lessons observed relied heavily on a step-by-step booklet approach to
teaching students. Simply presenting students with a LEGO kit and telling them to follow the instructions
to build and program a robot is not effective STEM content delivery. Programs utilizing LEGO Robotics
need a qualified instructor that can teach the basic computer science and engineering principles behind
LEGO Robotics.

Organization
Materials
Space Utilization
Participation
Purposeful Activities
Engagement with STEM

Robotics
Activities
3.4
3.7
3.6
2.8
2.9
2.7

NonRobotics
Activities
3.8
3.7
3.6
3.6
3.1
3
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Table 2. Areas of Improvement for Central Texas Summer STEM Programs

Areas of Improvement
Purposeful Activities

Engagement with STEM

STEM Content Learning

Reflection

Description
A purposeful activity must be
meaningfully related to STEM
learning goals. Simply announcing
the STEM learning goal at the
beginning of the lesson (i.e. “this is
a chemistry lesson” or “this is a
geology lesson”) is not sufficient for
making the activity purposeful. If all
aspects of the activity do not lead
students to a better understanding
of the STEM content, it is not a
purposeful activity.
For nearly all programs observed,
students were engaged in hands-on
activities. This is an important part
of informal STEM engagement.
However, there were programs that
provided students with a hands-on
activity while allowing them to stay
“minds-off.” This means students
were completing an activity (i.e.
building a robot), without having to
engage in the cognitive work
themselves to complete the activity.
Students would follow a set of
instructions like following a
cookbook recipe.
There were many programs where
the connections between STEM
content ideas and student
understanding were weak, choppy,
superficial, or absent. During a few
observations, the STEM purpose or
objective was indefinable by the
observers and the STEM content
presented was unclear or completely
absent. During these observations,
student comments usually indicated
an interest in the activity with no
understanding of the STEM content
underlying the activity.
Often, students would work through
an activity and then when the time
was up the instructor would ask
students to put up their supplies.
Once the supplies were put up then
the students were allowed to leave
for lunch, a break, or move on to
the next activity. There was little or
no time for reflection on what just

Average Rating
3

2.9

2.7

2.7
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Relevance

occurred. It is important just
students to be able to look back on
the STEM activity, review what they
did, and talk about the how’s and
why’s in greater depth. Reflection
can also take place throughout the
activity. Instructors must prompt
students to think about what they’re
doing. Why are they designing their
car with wings? Why are the mortar
pieces sticking together?
In order for an activity to be
relevant to the students’ lives, the
instructor must demonstrate how
the activity relates to the students’
broader context. This can be done
through curriculum (i.e. the activity
and lesson connect directly to the
student’s neighborhood or broader
community) or through community
partnerships (i.e. the students are
presenting their findings at a
conference). There were some
programs where the instructor
discussed how a certain STEM
principle could be used in real life
(i.e. how scientists are programming
robots to save people from burning
buildings).

2.9

The Pilot Projects of Summer 2015
In response to feedback and findings from the 2014 Summer STEM Learning Initiative the KDK-Harman
Foundation partnered with the PEAR Institute at Harvard University to pilot an instrument, the Common
Instrument Suite (CIS), to measure student outcomes. In addition to high quality programming, grantee
organizations must also be able to produce positive student outcomes. These two elements provide a
more global view of the program’s success and necessary improvements. In addition, to the CIS, the
KDK-Harman Foundation partnered with Improve Class, a crowdsourcing teacher observation website, to
pilot a project focused on connecting programs and instructors via feedback on uploaded STEM program
videos.

PEAR Common Instrument Suite
There is a need in the field of OST STEM to further develop effective assessment tools,
build providers’ capacity to use them, and aggregate data describing impacts across
programs so that we may better understand the contributions of OST programs to the
larger issues in STEM education. In response to this need, Dr. Gil Noam, the director of
PEAR Institute at Harvard, and the PEAR staff developed a tool to measure student
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outcomes in STEM informal learning. This pilot project in Austin is part of a larger national
pilot program with four additional cities/regions: Tulsa, Boston, Orange County and New
York. The aims of this pilot are to understand if this common instrument is useful across a
variety of programs and curriculum, across the United States.

!
Common!Instrument!Suite!Methodology!

The Common Instrument Suite aims to equip Summer STEM grantees with the training
and tools to use quality observation and outcome measurement instruments. The PEAR
Institute planned to implement a suite of common instruments that:
1) can be used to assess the effectiveness of OST programs across the nation, and help
these programs better understand and support students engaged in STEM;
2) requires no more than 20 to 30 minutes to administer;
3) measures outcomes that are relevant to improving the quality of STEM in OST and
the interests of funders and policy makers; and
4) can be used in a pre-post or post-only design.
In addition, PEAR included a facilitator questionnaire, administered separately, to gather
information about the program activities in which the students participated. Such
information is needed to draw broad conclusions about effectiveness across different
types of programs.

Implementation of the CI Suite in Central Texas
In collaboration with PEAR/Harvard and to maintain consistency with the other pilot cities,
ten Austin area grantees were invited to participate in the pilot project. This summer was
a test-run, to understand if the Common Instrument Suite could be useful for informal
STEM learning programs. Table 5 lists participating organizations. The Common
Instrument Suite (CIS) provided a common language with which to compare student
outcomes across ten summer STEM programs in the Austin area that have different STEM
curricula and methods. The PEAR Common Instrument was administered to 577 students
in grades 2 through 12. The population of students enrolled by KDK-Harman grantees was
diverse; students represented many different racial/ethnic groups, and 26.1% of students
spoke English as a second language. There were more females (56.1%) than males
enrolled.
Austin summer STEM students were given the Common Instrument Suite survey once at
the end of their summer programs and were asked to reflect on how much they feel they
have changed.
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Table 5. Summer 2015 Common Instrument Suite Participants
Grantee Organization
Boys and Girls Club Austin
Boys and Girls Club Highland Lakes
Skillpoint Alliance
University of Texas at Austin UTeach Outreach
University of Texas at Austin Texas Advanced Computing Center (TACC)
Austin Independent School District (AISD) Eastside Memorial Vertical Team (EMVT) Brooke
Elementary Summer STEM and Robotics Academy
Girlstart
Thinkery
Welcome Table
Texas State University Mathworks

Figure 6. Outlines the general demographic information of the students who completed the Common
Instrument Suite tool. The students of summer STEM programs were generally diverse in age and
ethnicity.
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Figure 7. Demographic Information from CI Suite Administration
Overall, students from the Central Texas cohort scores were higher in Perseverance, Critical Thinking,
and Science Interest when compared to the national data. The full report and analysis can be found in
the Appendix. Below are highlights directly from the final report of the 2015 Summer STEM Central Texas
participants prepared by the PEAR Institute Research and Evaluation Department at Harvard University
(Figures 7 and 8).

Figure 8. General Science Interest by Grade and Gender for Central Texas Summer Grantees.
According to the report written by the PEAR staff: “Overall, regardless of age, all
students attributed significant gains in science interest to their experiences in their
summer programs (p < 0.001). There were no differences in the degree of change in
science interest (as measured by the Common Instrument) reported by students in
Elementary School, Middle School, and High School, but there was a strong trend
showing that students in High School tended to rate science interest items lower than
students in Middle School and Elementary School (but this was not statistically
significant). Additionally, although there were trends for gender differences overall, there
were no gender differences within each grade category for science interest (i.e., girls and
boys in Elementary School rated Common Instrument items similarly).”
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Figure 9. Critical Thinking by Grade and Gender for Central Texas Summer STEM Grantees.
According to the analyses performed by the PEAR staff: “Overall, regardless of age, all
students attributed significant gains in Critical Thinking to their experiences in their
summer STEM programs (p < 0.001). There were no differences in the degree of change
in Critical Thinking reported by Elementary Schoolers, Middle Schoolers, and High
Schoolers (ES = MS = HS). There was no grade by gender interaction, however there
was a strong trend indicating that young men in high school endorsed higher ratings for
critical thinking than young women in high school (however this trend did not reach
statistical significance, p > 0.05).”

23

Figure 10. Perseverance by Grade and Gender for Central Texas Summer STEM Grantees.

According to the PEAR final report: “regardless of age, all students attributed significant
gains in Perseverance to their experiences in their summer STEM programs (p < 0.001).
There were no differences in the degree of change in Perseverance reported by
Elementary Schoolers, Middle Schoolers, and High Schoolers (ES = MS = HS).” The only
statistically significant difference between genders was in elementary school students
where girls endorsed higher ratings of perseverance than boys did.
Summary of Key Findings
Below is the direct text from the Key Findings section of the final report prepared by the PEAR Institute
Research and Evaluation staff for the KDK-Harman Foundation. The entire report can be found in the
Appendix. *These findings must not be altered in any way and should be reported with details concerning
sample size and context. Any modification of the contents of this report should not be attributed to PEAR,
Harvard Medical School, or McLean Hospital.
Impact of STEM Summer Programs
As a result of their STEM summer programs, students reported being more interested in
science in general, more interested in obtaining a science career, more knowledgeable
about how to obtain a science career, and more likely to pursue science-related activities
during their free time outside of school.
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Students reported the greatest gains in science career interest and science enjoyment
(as measured by PISA).
Students reported the fewest gains in Science Activities (as measured by PISA), a
subscale that assesses change in how likely a student is to seek out science activities in
their own time (i.e., read science articles or magazines, visit websites about science,
borrow books about science, or attend science clubs).
Differences in Outcomes by Gender
Comparisons by gender showed differences in ratings for Science Interest and Science
Career Interest, especially among students in high school.
While there were no differences between girls and boys in Elementary School and Middle
School, young men in High School reported more positive changes in these subscales
compared to young women in High School.
This indicates a need for more STEM programming targeting girls and young women,
especially in their transition from middle school to high school.
Differences in Outcomes by Grade
Comparisons by grade showed differences in ratings for Science Career Interest and
Science Career Knowledge.
Students were assigned to one of three grade categories (Elementary School, Middle
School, or High School) based on the grade they will be in during the fall of 2015.
High school students reported gaining more Science Career Knowledge than students in
Middle School and Elementary School (in a grade-dependent manner). However, High
Schoolers also reported less interest in obtaining a science career than Middle Schoolers.
It is logical that STEM curricula for high school-age students would place more emphasis
(as well as more pressure) on college and career preparation than STEM curricula for
elementary-age students, demonstrating the sensitivity of the Common Instrument Suite
to inform programs on science career-related outcomes.
The Impact of Summer STEM programs on 21st Century Skills
The CIS was designed to understand the connection between social-emotional learning (also referred to
as 21st century skills) and STEM programming. The survey asked students about the interest in science
and science careers with additional questions to explore how students were able to persevere through a
difficult experiment or activity, think critically about the world around them, and build peer-to-peer and
adult relationships.
Students attributed positive changes in all four 21st century skills, as measured by the
HSA, to participation in their summer STEM program.
Students reported the greatest gain in Critical Thinking, a subscale that assesses
students’ abilities to examine information, explore of ideas, and think independently.
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Students reported the fewest gains in Adult Relationships, a subscale that assesses
students’ perceptions that their social connections with friends and classmates are
positive and supportive.

!
!
!

!

There were significant grade by gender interactions for three of the skills.
In Elementary School, girls reported more growth in Adult Relationships and
Perseverance than boys.
In High School, young men reported more growth in Adult and Peer Relationships (with a
trend for Critical Thinking) compared to young women.
In Middle School, there were no differences between how much boys and girls felt they
had grown for any of the subscales.
There were significant positive correlations between self-reported change in Science
Interest and self-reported change in 21st Century Skills.
This relationship has implications for addressing 21st century/SEL skills in STEM
afterschool programs. Plausibly, by targeting peer and adult relationships
(teamwork/collaboration) as well as critical thinking and perseverance (flexible thought,
logic, and grit), students may become more interested and engaged in science learning
or vice versa.

Central Texas Grantees Compared to the National Data Set
Analyses showed that students enrolled in Austin programs sponsored by the SSFC
reported more gains in science interest, critical thinking, and perseverance than the
informal STEM population in general.
Among the population in general, there were gender differences in science interest
overall, with boys reporting more interest in science than girls as a result of their
programs. This trend was also found among Austin programs, highlighting the need to
continue to develop STEM programming specifically for girls.

Improve Class, a crowdsourcing community of practice for instructors
By simply convening the foundation’s Summer STEM grantees, it became obvious that program staff and
leaders often haven’t met colleagues in similar roles at other organizations before a convening of STEM
nonprofit providers. Further, from a system perspective, there are multiple organizations building
common indicators for OST programs and multiple groups trying to build a system to support OST and
OST STEM activities, including summer. While intentions are good, the initiatives are not as connected to
each other as they might be and therefore information is not shared as effectively as it could be. One of
the manifestations of this disconnectedness is inconsistency in instructor training and professional
development in STEM programming.
Many grantees do an excellent job of training staff on social and emotional learning, CPR, First Aid, how
to detect and report abuse, child wellness, and other types of training. One of the things we found
missing was subject matter training in STEM topics. All programs have instructor training at the
beginning and end of the summer, but many lack follow-up training with feedback during the programs.
Some of the best programs have professional development discussion sessions every week or even every
day. Other programs do not provide such opportunities, or at least not in an intentional setting, which
would improve the quality of the program.
Improve Class is a crowdsourcing platform for teachers. The original intent of the website portal was for
certified teachers to share videos and receive and share feedback on their lessons among peers. The
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Improve Class pilot is the first iteration where OST providers are included. OST providers do not have a
standardized way to give feedback to other OST providers. This purpose of this pilot project was to see if
this could be a useful way for OST providers and instructors to receive feedback and to give feedback to
other colleagues, internally and externally among the cohort of 2015 Summer STEM grantees.
Implementation of Improve Class
The 2015 Summer STEM grantees were asked to record and upload at least two videos to the Improve
Class platform and provide feedback for two videos. There were forty-two videos uploaded during the
Improve Class pilot, which exceeded expectations. There was some feedback given to videos from
grantees, but not as much as expected.
Improve Class Feedback
During the Second Summer STEM Grantee Meet-up attendees were asked to discuss their experiences
using the Improve Class website. The following list outlines the main points of discussion at the meet-up.
• Grantees expressed the need for advanced notification of the inclusion of Improve Class into the
summer programming. The grantees had not budgeted time to pay instructors to view, reflect
on, and respond to the videos.
• Grantees said that ten minutes or less was not enough time to provide an accurate portrayal of
the activity. It would be more useful if the user uploading the video could edit the time or tag
certain times within the video where viewers could look for specific items. For example, if an
instructor wanted feedback on his ability to ask probing questions effectively, the instructor could
mark that time in the video and make a note in the text of this request.
• Improve Class may be useful as a video archive where instructors and program managers could
look back at curriculum delivery. Organizations would have a place to store curriculum and
reference material.
• Improve Class may be useful as a tool for new instructor orientation. New instructors could get a
glimpse of what the curriculum is like. The videos could be included in the training.

Summer STEM Grantee Convenings
The KDK-Harman Foundation regularly convenes grantees in order for them to learn from each other and
receive specialized training and professional development from Summer/OST and STEM content experts.
Another purpose of these meet-ups is to allow grantees to meet one another, network and identify ways
to collaborate.
In 2015, the SSFC hosted two summer STEM grantee meet-ups, at the beginning and end of the
summer. Every grantee organization was strongly encouraged to attend, and there was 95% attendance
at each meet-up.
The first Summer STEM Grantee Meet-up focused on preparation for the summer and networking with
colleagues. Grantees learned more on how to include girls and minorities in STEM through a presentation
by the Texas Girls Collaborative Project. The Texas Girls Collaborative aims to increase access and
engagement in STEM for young girls. The grantees also learned more about the two summer 2015 pilot
projects (Harvard CI Suite and Improve Class).
The second Summer STEM Grantee Meet-up focused on celebrating the experiences of summer 2015.
Grantees discussed their biggest successes, barriers, and challenges of their programs. There was a
panel discussion on the use and implementation of the DoS observation tool and the Harvard Common
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Instrument pilot. The culminating event of the meet-up was an awards ceremony at the end of meet-up
where organizations were recognized for their achievements.
Grantee organizations and funders had the unique opportunity to meet Dr. Gil Noam, founder and
director of the PEAR Institute at Harvard University in July. Dr. Noam was gracious enough to travel to
Austin and meet with grantee and funding partner attendees to discuss the current landscape of informal
STEM learning, the CI Suite pilot, and the DoS observation tool. Dr. Noam communicated the need for an
outcomes survey instrument and a program quality instrument, and discussed the two are
complementary. Dr. Noam also presented how Central Texas fits into the informal STEM programming
conversation and work on a national level, and praised the substantial amount of dedication and work
program providers, schools, instructors, funding agencies, and governmental agencies in Central Texas.
The meet-ups and discussions with Dr. Noam were part of the overall strategy of the SSFC: to convene
OST and STEM education stakeholders together to discuss and cross-pollinate ideas and issues. The
events were well received by attendees and the SSFC looks forward to the continuation of these
convenings.

Recommendations
Program Level Recommendations
LEGO Robotics Curriculum Development and Implementation needs improvement:
This summer, many grantees utilized a LEGO Robotics curriculum to teach STEM principles and
applications. Unfortunately, most of the robotics activities observed did not effectively engage students
with STEM content. During the time observed, most grantees had students using a step-by-step
approach to LEGO Robotics. Students would use a set of instructions to build a robot. There was little
knowledge of programming or problem solving needed in order to complete each task. In addition, the
instructors did not appear to have content area expertise in robotics and relied heavily on pre-packaged
instructions for coaching the students throughout the lessons.
Programs utilizing a robotics curriculum should consider employing an instructor with content knowledge
in robotics. The robotics kits alone are not a substitute for effective STEM instruction, reflection, and
relevance.
All summer STEM grantee organizations should have a DoS observer on staff.
This summer the KDK-Harman Foundation had two DoS certified observers on staff. The Foundation took
the opportunity to create a consensus form that was sent to grantees within a week of their respective
observations. Unfortunately, due to copyright laws, DoS Observation Rubrics cannot be shared with
grantees that are not certified in the tool. The KDK-Harman observers tried to supplement a concrete
rubric with extensive feedback and follow-up conversations with grantees when needed.
However, it is our recommendation that grantees begin to consider having an in-house DoS certified
observer. Not only does the DoS tool help programs critically examine their own STEM instruction and
content, it also offers programs a pathway for ensuring effective STEM content delivery throughout the
planned activities. In addition, having an in-house observer would allow for internal spot checks to be
calibrated with Foundation spot checks and would provide a loop of continuous improvement which
would raise overall quality of OST STEM programs throughout the greater Austin area.
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Summer STEM Funders Collaborative (SSFC)
The Summer STEM Funders Collaborative provides members the opportunity to make a measurable
impact on the quality of STEM programming in Central Texas. Members of the SSFC have access to
experts in the field of measuring student outcomes and program quality while streamlining the local
grantmaking process.
The SSFC aims to create a streamlined system for funders to “plug-and-play” in supporting Summer
STEM opportunities for K-12 students. The system includes:
• Common grant application portal hosted by Austin Community Foundation.
• Common indicators
• Common contracts
• Common site visits and shared learning
There are clear systems in place to review applications, conduct site visits, and evaluations. Funders are
able to invest in high quality programs or capacity building to help programs achieve high quality with the
due diligence processes and systems already in place.
We believe this initiative is poised for success based on the assumptions, activities, adaptations, and
evaluation methodologies to be identified and implemented with our partners. Our assumptions include
the following:
•
•
•
•

Local, regional, and national entities are focused on STEM education and will support STEM
enrichment.
Increased opportunities for STEM enrichment will increase the likelihood of K-12 students
choosing future STEM professions.
Focus should be placed on diverse informal experiences which are inquiry-based, real world and
experiential, to positively influence the students’ experiences with STEM endeavors.
The market will bear opportunities for more high-quality out-of-school STEM education, especially
summer. That is, the Austin area has a wealth of technology employers, STEM institutions,
colleges, universities, small and large nonprofit organizations, and funding entities working in
various stages of collaboration on various aspects of K-12 STEM education.

By partnering with existing non-traditional and traditional out-of-school program providers and by
mapping a methodology for individuals and start-up organizations to participate, the number of
opportunities will increase. Further, by implementing sector-wide quality programs and training, both the
quantity and quality of summer STEM learning opportunities should increase.
By convening funders collaboratively and/or implementing collective impact strategies, increased funding
will grow the summer STEM “ecosystem” in Central Texas.
All of this succeeds with perpetual adaptive strategies inherent in “learning organizations” and regular
evaluation to follow an iterative process including the elements of: 1) planning, 2) implementation, 3)
measurement, 4) adaptation. (from Stanford Social Innovation Review blog post, 2013)

Benefits to Participation
Raise awareness of Summer Learning Loss in grades K-12: According to the National Summer
Learning Association (NSLA), summer learning loss negatively impacts the academic success of all young
students who do not participate in educational activities during the summer break. Summer learning loss
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disproportionally impacts students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds because they do not
have the same resources, finances, and family support to enroll in activities and camps as their affluent
peers. Research shows that students who do not engage in summer activities for more than two
consecutive summers will be two grade levels behind and will not be able to catch up to their peers.
More than half of the achievement gap between lower- and high-income youth can be explained by
unequal access to summer learning opportunities.
Summer Learning Loss is a real issue in Austin: Every summer many school buildings shut down for
the months of July and August leaving children without options for programming. Transportation is also a
challenge in Austin where economically disadvantaged families are moving into the suburbs where there
is little to no access to public transportation to travel to Austin—where most summer programs are.
Often, families cannot find the time or resources to enroll their students in high-quality STEM programs.
When these students come back to school in the fall they are behind their upper-income peers.
Investing in pooled funding is an opportunity to have broader view: Members of the SSFC have
the unique opportunity to see the local ecosystem of STEM programming from a bird’s eye view. Last
year, over 30 programs applied to the SSFC, and they represented charter schools, public schools, and
small and large non-profit organizations.
Alignment of resources: The SSFC utilizes financial contributions as well as in-kind contributions such
as volunteers and hosted workshops. For example, the Texas Girls Collaborative hosted a workshop on
leveraging and training STEM-industry mentors and volunteers for the 2015 Summer STEM Grantees. The
grantees found it to be of great value to learn more about how to create a more valuable experience for
students and the mentors.
Expertise in Application Review: The KDK-Harman Foundation staff reviews each application and
sends a summary and recommendation of each application to the SSFC members. The KDK-Harman
Foundation has reviewed summer STEM applications for years, in addition to having worked with many of
the applicants, bringing a value-added perspective to the review process. The Collaborative is developing
a matrix to use in reviewing applications in 2016.
High Quality programs and standards: The SSFC members know that even a medium-quality STEM
program can turn a student away from STEM for life. It is imperative that the Central Texas STEM
programs are of high quality in order to engage students and ignite their interest in STEM topics and
STEM careers.
National Data Sets on STEM Program Quality and Student Outcomes: The SSFC works closely
with the Program in Education and Afterschool Resiliency (PEAR) Institute at Harvard University to train
and use the Dimensions of Success (DoS) tool to measure informal STEM program quality. The data
collected from the use of these tools is sent to PEAR, and they include these data in their national
database.
The Common Elements of the Grants Process:
Common Application Portal: Based on the Central Texas Education Funders (CTEF) Common
Application, the SSFC Common Application uses the online portal GIFTS Online, courtesy of our partner,
Austin Community Foundation. All funders had access to the portal and could view the applications and
supporting documents, including reviews by other funders.
Common Contracts: SSFC members who co-funded summer STEM projects were able to use a
common contract, making it simpler for grantees and funders.
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Common Indicators: Each grantee organization was required to submit a logic model for their summer
program as part of their Summer STEM application. This logic model served as the template for their
evaluation metrics. The DoS Scores, Common Instrument results, and financial metrics were the
common indicators used across all summer STEM programs.
Common Site Visits and Shared Learning: The KDK-Harman Foundation staff visited every grantee
program twice, using the Dimensions of Success (DoS) observation instrument each time. All SSFC
members were invited to every site visit. With common site visits there was less work for the program
providers to schedule multiple site visits. The SSFC members could also visit programs together and
discuss what they observed in a community-of-practice setting.

Lessons Learned from the SSFC
Overall the first year of the SSFC was successful. There were nine participating foundations that awarded
approximately $960K in summer STEM programming grants. The SSFC members were able to pool their
resources and implement a uniform funding strategy. Foundations noted that they gave more money this
summer to STEM programming then they normally would have without participating in the SSFC. Nonprofit organizations also said they received more funding than they did the following summer because of
the SSFC. The funders who participated in 2015 are engaged and interested in the continuation of the
SSFC into summer 2016. The grantees seemed to appreciate the opportunity to submit a single
application that would be seen by a community of funders.
In preparation for the 2016 Summer STEM RFP Launch the SSFC has identified the following process
improvements. These changes will help to streamline communication and coordination between and
among funding partners.
•

•

•

The 2016 Summer STEM RFP will strongly encourage grantee organizations to think about how to
build a pipeline for students, providing connections and scaffolding to further their STEM
learning—both formal and informal—as they move through elementary to high school and
beyond.
The SSFC will strongly encourage grantee organizations to have a least one certified Dimensions
of Success (DoS) observer on staff. This will help in communication among funder and provider
certified DoS observers and grantee organizations during and after DoS observations.
The 2016 Summer STEM RFP Launch will take place in November instead of January, and the
application deadline will be in December instead of February. This will give more time for
application review and collaborative funding decisions to be made.

Summer STEM Funder Collaborative Recommendations
Continuation of Common Indicators
The dual use of the Common Instrument Suite (Student Outcomes) and the Dimensions of Success (DoS)
tool (Program Quality) as Common Indicators across all Summer STEM programs, including the local and
national data sets provided by PEAR/Harvard, proved valuable to the funding community.
The SSFC can continue to benefit from independent evaluators observing each program and sending
“real-time” feedback to share with grantees and funders alike. Each funder was able to view the DoS
consensus forms and this information informed funders on strategy for the following summer. The
student outcomes data combined with program quality data provide a broader view of the program. The
two tools serve as common evaluation metrics for funders to look across all programs regardless of size
or curriculum.
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If Improve Class is used during the summer 2016, more structure is needed around the
implementation and the details should be outline in the Summer 2016 STEM RFP
Announcement
Grantees found Improve Class could be more useful in the videos were aligned with DoS dimensions or
with specific aims from the instructor. There was also a request for possibly transitioning the use from
across programs to internal-use only for interested programs. Instructors and program managers could
provide feedback with more knowledge of the entire lesson and curriculum observed. Programs
expressed the concern that they were unable to participate fully in the Improve Class pilot project
because they did not budget time and money for instructors to view videos. Therefore, instructors did not
have an incentive to view videos and provide feedback. Overall program staffs were excited about the
prospect of what Improve Class could bring to their programs.
The inclusion of Improve Class in the RFP announcement would allow programs to plan accordingly for
instructors to be able to view and upload videos. Development staff would be able to include an
appropriate monetary request in the Summer STEM grant application to accommodate Improve Class.
Implement a new and focused strategy for pooled funding in Summer 2016
For the summer of 2015 the pooled funding was used to fill in the gaps for program grant applications. If
there were qualified programs that had yet to receive funding through individual foundations then the
pool was able to provide funding. The funding community has begun preliminary discussions about other
uses for the pooled funding such as cross-program collaborations or system-wide uses.

Out-of-School Time System Building
A vibrant group of providers and community members have been working for over a decade to improve
the OST (afterschool and summer) space and student outcomes through a new organization, “School’s
Out Central Texas.” (The volunteer group was previously known as Central Texas Afterschool Network,
CTAN.) The vision of School’s Out Central Texas is:

“All Central Texas students and youth become future-ready by participating in an ecosystem of high
quality out-of-school time experiences.”
The goals of School’s Out Central Texas include the implementation of high-quality program standards,
access to high-quality programs for youth and their families and the use of data to inform and articulate
clear outcomes for students and youth.
In 2014, KDK-Harman awarded a grant to E3 Alliance, a regional, data-driven collaborative, to support
community planning in an effort to create a strong ecosystem for Out of School Time STEM Summer
Learning. E3 Alliance, in partnership with the Foundation and the local provider community, has helped
to drive the effort to create an intermediary organization that will help professionalize OST in the Central
Texas region, build on regional assets, increase quality and access, and develop partnerships that
optimize local resources.
In the summer of 2015, the Central Texas community recommended the creation of a new organization
expressly dedicated to building a robust, high quality ecosystem of out-of-school time experiential
learning. This intermediary organization will be named School’s Out Central Texas (SOCT), taking on the
name of the group of stakeholders who have moved the intermediary selection process forward.
The board leadership has been put in place, including Board Chair Richard Tagle, CEO of the Andy
Roddick Foundation and former board chair of the NSLA, Virginia Potter, Team Lead, Central Texas
Community, of the Michael and Susan Dell Foundation, Victor Villareal, Chair of the Austin Community
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College Board of Trustees, Debra Britton, Director of Community Services Division for Travis County
Health and Human Services, Kimberly McNeeley, Director of Recreational Serves at the Austin Parks and
Recreation Department, Dr. Andrew Springer, Assistant Professor at the University of Texas Health
Science Center Division of Health Program and Behavioral Sciences, and Angel Toscano Afterschool
Program Manager of It’s Time Texas. An Executive Director search is underway at the time of this report,
with a hire expected in January of 2016.

The National STEM Ecosystem Initiative
Formal learning makes up a small percentage of a student’s lifetime. The experiences students have
outside of the classroom during K-12 and then after graduation are the majority of learning opportunities.
Figure 11 shows this concept and highlights the importance of learning opportunities to be present
lifelong and life wide. In order to effectively create these opportunities multiple sectors must join
together.
The National STEM Funders Network seeks to achieve this cross-collaboration through the STEM
Ecosystems Initiative. This project, built on over a decade of research into successful STEM
collaborations, seeks to nurture and scale effective science, technology, engineering and math (STEM)
learning opportunities for all young people. There are 27 communities from across the United States that
have committed to collaborate and share their work towards this common vision (for more information on
the initiative visit the STEM Ecosystems website here). The Greater Austin area is one of those selected
sites that will be working closely with the STEM Funders Network over the next year.

Underlying*Premise*

When%does%learning%occur?%

Credit:*Life*Center,*Univ.*of*Washington*

Figure 11. Where learning takes place over a lifetime.
A robust system of coordinated funding, professional development, and programming must be in place to
enable all students in Central Texas access to high quality out-of-school time programs. For the greater
Austin region, summer STEM programs have never been more important. According to E3 Alliance,
Austin’s projected economic growth lies primarily within the STEM industries. Of the 24-targeted
occupations in the region, 15 of them are in STEM fields. However, STEM bachelor degree production in
the region is just 15% of the job demand, forcing companies to recruit for openings outside of the Austin
region.
The many disparate efforts in support of STEM in the region lack connectivity in several ways:
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1) Lack of a common agenda (shared goals) to coordinate efforts - each current effort has a
deliverable or near term goal, however there is a need to establish long term goals that include
both system and student-related outcomes
2) Improved collaboration for efficiency and scale including operations, facilities, program supports
3) Linking in-school, out-of-school, and informal learning with parents/families, higher education,
and the corporate business sector.
To better address this lack of connectivity, the KDK-Harman Foundation is acting as the convener
organization for the Greater Austin STEM Ecosystem. As the lead applicant on the National STEM
Ecosystems Initiative Request for Qualifications, the KDK-Harman Foundation and our partners, including
providers, businesses, the mayor, the funder collaborative, K-12 and higher education institutions have all
come together to design an emerging ecosystem that will maximize STEM opportunities for K-12 students
to access high-quality STEM learning experiences in multiple settings. Our goal is to convene all of our
partners to create a dynamic network of resources that engage learners in opportunities leading to a
STEM-capable 21st century workforce. Figure 10 illustrates this connectivity and the key activities that
can take place within the intersections of formal education, informal education, and afterschool
education.

Extension*of*more*
seamless*student*
learning*opportuniIes*in*
STEM*beyond*any*1*
sector*

Clinical*preparaIon*of*
preJservice*teachers*

All((
Three(
Sectors(

And(
Among(

RealJIme*integraIon*of*CrossJ
CuPng*Concepts*and*
PracIces*in*the*NGSS*&*CCSS**

More*Ime*for*project*based*
and*inquiry*based*experienIal*
learning*and*research*

NonJtradiIonal*
opportuniIes*for*
established*teachers*

!

Figure 12. The STEM Ecosystem includes multiple sectors working together. Figure credit: National STEM
Funders Network.
We have already gathered a small group of dedicated professionals and community members to begin
the next steps of this process. In just the few weeks since the STEM Funders Network announced their
national RFQ in June, we were able to gain interest from 12 local funders, dozens of business and
industry partners, two area school districts, two institutions of higher learning, two informal learning
spaces, 20 out-of-school time non-profit organizations, and one area-wide parent and family group. It is
our goal as an emerging STEM ecosystem to utilize the unique contributions of all these participants with
a focus on long-term impact to actively broaden participation by young people in STEM learning. It is our
current hope that by participating in this national community of practice we can draw on their goals of
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strengthening research, evaluation and technical assistance to inform and improve our work. Figure 11
outlines an initial mapping of existing Austin organizations and stakeholders and how they fit into the
growing local STEM Ecosystem.

Greater Austin STEM Ecosystem
National Funders Network
Funding Partners
Program & Advocacy

TXPOST

State Networks
State AfterSchool Network

State STEM Learning Network

Regional STEM Network

EARLY LEARNING
Birth

1 yr

2 yr

3 yr

Parents

MIDDLE SCHOOL

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
4 yr

K

1st

2nd

Teachers

3rd

4th

5th

6th

7th

8th

Businesses

HIGH SCHOOL
9th

10th

11th

HIGHER EDUCATION
12th

Funders

Current Partners

13th

14th

15th

16th

Career

STEM Informal and Formal
Programs

SOCT

ISDs

Summer STEM Funder Network

Partners determined by each ecosystem
community
Figure 13. How the pieces of the Greater Austin STEM Ecosystem fit together. Figure Credit: National
TIES
STEM Funders
Teaching InstituteNetwork
for Excellence in STEM

Goals for Central Texas OST Programming and Informal STEM Learning
in 2016
As this report has outlined there are many pieces of the OST and informal STEM learning communities
that are working towards building a robust ecosystem. Through the creation and implementation of
School’s Out Central Texas and the Greater Austin STEM Ecosystem it is our hope that more children will
have access to high quality OST programming.
The 2016 Summer STEM RFP, released November 5, 2015, will include an increase in the number of
SSFC members and subsequently an increase in the amount of funding available for high-quality summer
STEM programming in Central Texas.
With the movement and coordination of the Summer STEM Funders Collaborative, Schools Out Central
Texas, and the Greater Austin STEM Ecosystem the Central Texas area could:
• Eliminate gaps
• Strengthen the summer learning space
• Identify agreed-upon common indicators for high-quality Summer/OST STEM programs in Central
Texas
• Provide a more global view of the burgeoning Summer STEM ecosystem for local funders as we
review funding requests
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•

Grow mindshare about the tremendous impact Summer Learning Loss has on the achievement
gap between economically disadvantaged students and their affluent peers

2016 Summer STEM Grant Cycle Timeline
Currently, the KDK-Harman Foundation has gained the interest of 15 family, corporate, and community
foundations to begin the second year of the Summer STEM Funding Collaborative in 2016. Meetings
continue as this report goes to press, with the following targets for the coming months:
November 5, 2015

2016 Summer STEM RFP Released

December 21, 2016

2016 Summer STEM Application Deadline

February 2016

SSFC meets to review all applications and
identify gaps and overlaps; allocations are
discussed

March 30, 2016

2016 Summer STEM Funding Decisions
Announced
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APPENDIX A: Dimensions of Success Ratings of 2015 Summer
STEM Grantee Organizations Comparing Age Groups.
The PEAR Staff at Harvard University prepared this report for the Summer
STEM Funders Collaborative. These findings must not be altered in any way
and should be reported with details concerning sample size and context. Any
modification of the contents of this report should not be attributed to PEAR,
Harvard Medical School, or McLean Hospital.
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Appendix B: Dimensions of Success Ratings for 2015 Summer
STEM Grantee Organizations comparing Robotics and NonRobotics Activities.
These findings must not be altered in any way and should be reported with
details concerning sample size and context. Any modification of the contents
of this report should not be attributed to PEAR, Harvard Medical School, or
McLean Hospital.
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Appendix C: Average Dimensions of Success Ratings for all
2015 Summer STEM Grantee Organizations
These findings must not be altered in any way and should be reported with
details concerning sample size and context. Any modification of the contents
of this report should not be attributed to PEAR, Harvard Medical School, or
McLean Hospital.
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APPENDIX D: Common Instrument Suite Pilot Final Report
prepared by the PEAR Staff at Harvard University.
The PEAR Staff at Harvard University prepared this report for the Summer
STEM Funders Collaborative. These findings must not be altered in any way
and should be reported with details concerning sample size and context. Any
modification of the contents of this report should not be attributed to PEAR,
Harvard Medical School, or McLean Hospital.
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Utilizing the PEAR Common Instrument (CI):
Austin STEM Innovation Hub
KDK-Harman, Summer 2015

Survey Methodology
PEAR%Common%Instrument0
Retro%%
(CI0R)%

Program%for%Interna6onal%
Student%Assessment%(PISA)%

Holis6c%Student%Assessment0
Retro%%
(HSA0R)%

Measures'students’'interest'and'
engagement'towards'Science,'
Technology,'Engineering,'and'
Math'(STEM)'

Measures'students’'science'career'
interest,'science'career'
knowledge,'enjoyment'of'science,'
and'science'ac>vi>es'
'

Measures'four'socio@emo>onal'
learning'factors/21st'Century'
Skills:'Cri>cal'Thinking,'
Perseverance,'Rela>onships'with'
Adults'

10'items'(before'PMD)'

20'items'(before'PMD)'

16'items'(before'PMD)'

7-point Likert scale (1-7)

7-point Likert scale (1-7)

7-point Likert scale (1-7)

'

1: Much Less Now
2: Less
3: A Little Less
4: About the Same
5: A Little More
6: More
7: Much more Now

1: Much Less Now
1: Much Less Now
2: Less
2: Less
3: APEAR
Little- Program
Less in Education, Afterschool, and Resiliency
3: A Little Less
© 2009 - 2015
4: About the Same
4: About the Same
5: A Little More
5: A Little More
6: More
6: More
7: Much more Now
7: Much more Now
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Student Demographics
•

The Common Instrument Suite (CIS) survey
was administered to 577 summer students at
10 programs using various STEM curricula and
methods

•

Students were in Grades K to 12 (Ages 6-18)

•

56.6% of students were females.

•

The sample was diverse: African-American/Black:
6.6%, American Indian/Native American, or Alaskan
Native: 2.0%, Asian-American/Asian: 14.1%, Latino
or Hispanic: 32.9%, Middle Eastern or Arab: 0.4%,
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander: 0.7%,
Caucasian/White: 23.3%, More than 1: 12.9%,
Other: 7.5%

•

7.5%' 6.6%' 2.0%'
12.9%'
23.3%'

14.1%'

American'Indian'or'
Alaska'Na>ve'
Asian@American/
Asian'
La>no'or'Hispanic'
Na>ve'Hawaiian'or'
other'Paciﬁc'
Islander'
Caucasian/White'

32.9%'

0.7%'

25.8% reported English as a second language

African@American/
Black'

Mul>@Racial'

© 2009 - 2015 PEAR - Program in Education, Afterschool, and Resiliency

Percent (%)

Student Science Exposure Before Summer Program
100'
90'
80'
70'
60'
50'
40'
30'
20'
10'
0'

Disagree'a'lot'
Disagree'
Agree'
Agree'a'lot'
43.5
36.2

35.9
16.3

29.5
20.8
13.5

4.3

'Before'joining'this'program,'I'was'
interested'in'science'and'science@
related'things.'

Before'joining'this'program,'I'
par>cipated'in'science'ac>vi>es'
outside'of'school.'
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SURVEY RESULTS FOR
KDK-HARMAN GRANTEES:
ATTITUDES TOWARDS SCIENCE

4
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Overall Science Attitudes:
Average Common Instrument & PISA Results
Much More

7'
6'
5'

About the
same

5.62'
4.76'

5.10'

5.01'
4.24'

4'
3'
2'

Much less

1'
General'Science' Science'Career' Science'Career'
Interest'
Interest'
Knowledge'

5

Science'
Ac>vi>es'

Enjoyment'of'
Science'
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Science Attitudes by Gender:
Average CI and PISA Results
Much More

Girls'

7'

5.55' 5.70'

6'
5'
About the
same

Boys'

5.02' 5.21'

5.00' 5.02'

4.70' 4.83'

4.27' 4.20'

4'
3'
2'

Much less

1'
General'Science' Science'Career' Science'Career'
Interest'
Interest'
Knowledge'

6

Science'
Ac>vi>es'

Enjoyment'of'
Science'
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General Science Interest by Grade and Gender
Much More

7'

Girls'

Boys'

6'
5'
About the
same

4.81'

4.84'

4.70'

4.82'

4.50'

4.78'

4'
3'
2'

Much less

1'
Elementary'School'

Middle'School'

High'School'
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Science Career Interest by Grade and Gender

Much More

Girls'

7'
6'

5.65'

5.59'

5.68'

Boys'

*

5.78'

5.67'

5.17'

5'
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same

4'
3'
2'

Much less

1'
Elementary'School'
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Science Career Knowledge by Grade and Gender

Much More

Girls'

7'
6'
5'
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B

A,B

A
4.87'

Boys'
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Science Activities by Grade and Gender

Much More
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Science Enjoyment by Grade and Gender

Much More
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7'
6'
5'
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5.08'

5.17'

5.01'
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RESULTS FOR
KDK-HARMAN GRANTEES:
21ST CENTURY SKILLS

12

© 2009 - 2015 PEAR - Program in Education, Afterschool, and Resiliency

Overall 21st Century Skills:
Average HSA Results
Much More
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5.24'
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21st Century Skills by Gender:
Average HSA Results
Much More
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7'
6'
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5.21'

5.38'
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Adult Relationships by Grade and Gender

Much More
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6'

5.46'

*
5.13'
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Peer Relationships by Grade and Gender

Much More

Girls'

7'
6'

5.55'

5.33'

5.45'

Boys'

5.34'

5'
About the
same

*

5.51'

4.89'

4'
3'
2'

Much less

1'
Elementary'School'

16

Middle'School'

High'School'

© 2009 - 2015 PEAR - Program in Education, Afterschool, and Resiliency

Critical Thinking by Grade and Gender
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Perseverance by Grade and Gender

Much More
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6'
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*
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5.15'
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RELATING SCIENCE INTEREST TO
21ST CENTURY SKILLS FOR
KDK-HARMAN GRANTEES
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Relating Science Interest with
Adult and Peer Relationships
Adult%Rela6onships%

Peer%Rela6onships%
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Relating Science Interest with
Critical Thinking and Perseverance
Cri6cal%Thinking%

Perseverance%
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COMPARING
KDK-HARMAN GRANTEES
TO POPULATION DATA
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Population Comparisons
• Since'January'2014,'the'Common'Instrument@Retrospec>ve'
has'been'administered'to'3,492'students'across'10'U.S.'states'
– MA,'CA,'IA,'IL,'LA,'MD,'NE,'NY,'PA,'and'TX'
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Comparison of Science Interest:
KDK-Harman Grantees to Population

Much More

Popula>on'

7'

KDK@Harman'Grantees'

6'
5'
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Comparison of Science Interest
KDK-Harman Grantees to Population
Much More
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Comparison of Relationships:
KDK-Harman Grantees to Population

Much More
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Comparison of Critical Thinking/Perseverance
KDK-Harman Grantees to Population

Much More
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS
FOR KDK-HARMAN GRANTEES
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Summary of Key Findings (1 of 4)
•

The Common Instrument Suite (CIS) provided a common language with
which to compare student outcomes across10 STEM summer programs in
Austin that have different STEM curricula and methods.
•

•

The population of students enrolled by KDK-Harman grantees was diverse; students
represented many different racial/ethnic groups, and about one quarter of students spoke
English as a second language. There were more females than males enrolled.

As a result of their STEM summer programs, students reported being more
interested in science in general, more interested in obtaining a science career,
more knowledgeable about how to obtain a science career, and more likely to
pursue science-related activities during their free time outside of school.
•
•

Students reported the greatest gains in science career interest and science enjoyment (as
measured by PISA).
Students reported the fewest gains in Science Activities (as measured by PISA), a subscale
that assesses change in how likely a student is to seek out science activities in their own
time (i.e., read science articles or magazines, visit websites about science, borrow books
about science, or attend science clubs).
© 2009 - 2015 PEAR - Program in Education, Afterschool, and Resiliency
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Summary of Key Findings (2 of 4)
•

Comparisons by gender showed differences in ratings for Science Interest and
Science Career Interest, especially among students in high school.
! While there were no differences between girls and boys in Elementary School and Middle
School, young men in High School reported more positive changes in these subscales
compared to young women in High School.
! This indicates a need for more STEM programming targeting girls and young women,
especially in their transition from middle school to high school.

•

Comparisons by grade showed differences in ratings for Science Career
Interest and Science Career Knowledge.
•
•

•

Students were assigned to one of three grade categories (Elementary School, Middle School,
or High School) based on the grade they will be in during the fall of 2015.
High school students reported gaining more Science Career Knowledge than students in
Middle School and Elementary School (in a grade-dependent manner). However, High
Schoolers also reported less interest in obtaining a science career than Middle Schoolers.
It is logical that STEM curricula for high school-age students would place more emphasis (as
well as more pressure) on college and career preparation than STEM curricula for
elementary-age students, demonstrating the sensitivity of the Common Instrument Suite to
inform programs on science career-related outcomes.
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Summary of Key Findings (4 of 4)
•

Students attributed positive changes in all four 21st century skills, as measured
by the HSA, to participation in their summer STEM program.
! Students reported the greatest gain in Critical Thinking, a subscale that assesses students’
abilities to examine information, explore of ideas, and think independently.
! Students reported the fewest gains in Adult Relationships, a subscale that assesses students’
perceptions that their social connections with friends and classmates are positive and
supportive.

•

There were significant grade by gender interactions for three of the skills.
! In Elementary School, girls reported more growth in Adult Relationships and Perseverance
than boys.
! In High School, young men reported more growth in Adult and Peer Relationships (with a
trend for Critical Thinking) compared to young women.
! In Middle School, there were no differences between how much boys and girls felt they had
grown for any of the subscales.

© 2009 - 2015 PEAR - Program in Education, Afterschool, and Resiliency
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Summary of Key Findings (3 of 3)
•

There were significant positive correlations between self-reported change in
Science Interest and self-reported change in 21st Century Skills.
! This relationship has implications for addressing 21st century/SEL skills in STEM afterschool
programs. Plausibly, by targeting peer and adult relationships (teamwork/collaboration) as
well as critical thinking and perseverance (flexible thought, logic, and grit), students may
become more interested and engaged in science learning or vice versa.

•

KDK-Harman grantee data were compared to a national sample of students
enrolled in informal STEM programs across 10 U.S. states in 2014-2015.
! Analyses showed that students enrolled in Austin programs sponsored by KDK-Harman
reported more gains in science interest, critical thinking, and perseverance than the informal
STEM population in general.
! Among the population in general, there were gender differences in science interest overall,
with boys reporting more interest in science than girls as a result of their programs. This
trend was also found among Austin programs, highlighting the need to continue to develop
STEM programming specifically for girls.

© 2009 - 2015 PEAR - Program in Education, Afterschool, and Resiliency

Contact

• PEAR Research and Evaluation Department
– Patricia Allen, Ph.D., Research Fellow
• pallen@mclean.harvard.edu

– Karene Thomas, M.S., Research Assistant
• kthomas@mclean.harvard.edu

© 2009 - 2015 PEAR - Program in Education, Afterschool, and Resiliency

17

