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The K-12 Student Success: Out-of-School Time Initiative is focused on boosting 

student success among Oregon’s middle school students. Thus far, The Oregon 

Community Foundation and The Ford Family Foundation have funded 35 

organizations that provide out-of-school time (OST) programming (e.g., after school 

or summer) to rural students, students of color and low-income students. Funded 

programs emphasize academic support, positive adult role models and family 

engagement, and are participating in an ongoing learning community to support 

program quality through the Initiative. This learning brief summarizes what is known 

about program quality from existing research, and shares what we are learning 

about the efforts of grantees to assess and improve program quality within their 

own individual organizations and communities. We hope that this brief builds 

greater understanding of the practices and experiences of OST programs in 

Oregon.  
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WHY DOES PROGRAM QUALITY MATTER? 
What the Literature Says 
High-quality out-of-school time (OST) programming benefits students. Research 

indicates that participation in high-quality OST programs can lead to improved 

grades and test scores, better work habits, increased positive social behavior, and 

fewer school-day behavior referrals (Pierce, Bolt and Vandell, 2010; Naftzger, 2014).  

Early research on the impacts of OST programming more generally showed 

inconsistent results — some programs yielded positive outcomes, while others did 

not. The reasons for theses discrepancies were not initially clear (Durlak et al., 2010; 

Durlak, Weissberg and Pachan, 2010). However, there is now a growing body of 

research suggesting that the difference in outcomes is due at least in part to 

variations in program quality (Durlak, Weissberg and Pachan, 2010; Durlak and 

Weissberg, 2007; Grossman, Campbell and Raley, 2007; Pierce, Bolt and Vandell, 

2010).  

It is important to recognize that much of the existing research on the quality of OST 

programs is quite new; researchers’ understanding of the relationship between 

program quality and student outcomes is still developing. While existing program 

quality frameworks rest on decades of research done on youth development and 

education, the complexity of youth development work means that the impacts of 

individual actions or program features are not yet fully understood (Beckett et al., 

2009; Bodilly and Beckett, 2005). For example, while research is clear that cultivation 

of a supportive environment is important, the specific impact of staff using open-

ended questions versus staff modeling skills. Is less certain. However, researchers 

and experts in youth development and education have established some actions or 

program features that can be used by practitioners as guideposts for reflection on 

their practices. These guideposts are embedded in program quality frameworks. 

Further, researchers have demonstrated that these guideposts support increased 

program quality (Yohalem and Wilson-Ahlstrom, 2010; Larson et al., 2009).  

Linking program quality to outcomes 

Youth development happens over the course of years and in many different 

contexts. Often, the outcomes that OST programs are working to achieve happen 

outside both the time span and context of the program itself. Additionally, many of 

these outcomes are partially determined by things that are not within the control of 

the program, such as poverty or instructional quality in school (Yohalem et al., 2009). 

For example, a program working with middle school students might want to 

increase the high school graduation rate of their students. Even if they are able to 

measure the graduation rate of their students, that requires tracking students for 

years after they have participated in the program as well as considering the many 

other factors that might influence a student’s likelihood of graduating. As a result, it 

can be very difficult for programs to know what they can do now to improve 

program impact.  
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Focusing on program quality allows organizations to make changes to program 

practices that are within their control, and to feel confident that the changes will 

have an impact on youth outcomes. As one study framed it, “We cannot directly see 

human development; thus, it is easy to be deceived as to whether a program is 

having long-term beneficial effects on youth. ...Measuring quality features provides a 

shortcut around the nearly impossible task of conducting evaluation research to 

assess whether human development is occurring in every program.” (Reed et al., 

2009) 

Program quality in OST focuses on the “point of service” — the interactions between 

staff and students that directly impact the experience that youth have in the program 

(Hirsch, Mekinda, and Stawicki, 2010). Research has shown that these interactions are 

better predictors of effectiveness than are structural features such as student-to-

staff ratios (Yohalem et al., 2009) or program attendance (Hirsch, Mekinda, and 

Stawicki, 2010).  

Adelante Mujeres 
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HOW CAN OST PROGRAMS IMPROVE QUALITY? 
What the Literature Says 
Continuous improvement cycles  

Out-of-school time programs can improve quality through engaging in a continuous 

improvement cycle (“Taking a Deeper Dive into Afterschool: Positive Outcomes and 

Promising Practices,” 2014). In the context of OST programming, the phrase 

continuous improvement is used to describe the development of management 

practices and organizational features that improve the quality of youth experience 

(Smith et al., 2013). Smith et al. (2013) identified five key practices for continuous 

improvement: 

 Site managers who are focused on improving quality  

 High and clear expectations by and for staff  

 Tools to assess performance and feedback on performance 

 In-service training to build professional knowledge and skills 

 Opportunities for staff participation in decision-making  

Implementation of these five practices should result in better instructional practices 

by staff, which results in better outcomes for youth. There are several program 

quality interventions that provide more detailed frameworks for programs to 

implement continuous improvement.  

Quality assessment tools  

One key aspect of the continuous improvement cycle is using a tool to assess and 

generate feedback about the quality of the program. This process supports 

organizations in looking at programs holistically and objectively. There are at least 

10 different major existing frameworks for youth program quality that include 

assessment tools. These tools all take slightly different approaches, but the best 

tools have an observation component and focus on interactions between youth and 

staff, and youth and other youth. These tools include items like “Staff encourage 

youth to try skills” and “Staff provide opportunities for all youth to work 

cooperatively as a team or in a group” (Smith et al., 2012; Yohalem et al., 2009). 

Yohalem and Wilson-Ahlstrom (2009) provide an overview and comparison of 10 

research-based tools for assessing youth program quality in their paper “Inside the 

Black Box: Assessing and Improving Quality in Youth Programs.”  
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THE YOUTH PROGRAM QUALITY 
INTERVENTION AND ASSESSMENT 

As part of the K-12 Student Success Initiative, OST providers are using the 

Youth Program Quality Intervention and Assessment (YPQI/A), developed 

by the Forum for Youth Investment’s Weikart Center for Youth Program 

Quality. The YPQI is designed to support programs in implementing a 

continuous improvement cycle, including a robust program quality 

assessment process and training on how to implement improvements. 

The YPQI/A continuous improvement cycle 

The YPQI/A was designed to support the five key practices of a 

continuous improvement cycle in the diverse contexts in which OST 

programs operate. It follows the assess-plan-improve cycle shown below.  

Studies on the impact of the YPQI/A show promising results, including 

evidence of increased focus from management on improvement practices 

as well as improvement in staff instructional practices (Smith et al., 2013). 

Studies of continuous improvement processes in other academic settings 

have also found that the quality of instruction can improve in a relatively 

short period of time (Sheldon et al., 2010).  

© Weikart Center for Youth Program Quality 

Grantee Learning Community 
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The Youth Program Quality Intervention and Assessment (YPQI/A) process supports 

organizations in taking a holistic look at their program’s strengths and challenges in 

order to plan for and make program improvements. The YPQI/A is centered in four 

key program factors that support youth. 

Ensuring physical and emotional safety  

Students’ basic needs must be met in order for them to be curious and motivated to 

learn. Basic needs include both physical needs such as healthy food and a warm 

space, and the emotional safety for students to relax and engage in the program 

(Ramaswamy, McGovern, and Akiva, 2013). Young people need to feel secure that 

programs will be consistent and fair in how they treat youth. Youth must not feel as 

though they are at risk of being laughed at, teased or threatened, or that they will be 

treated differently from others due to biases on the part of the staff. One key way 

that staff can support students in feeling safe is through program structure and the 

setting of clear limits (Ramaswamy, Hillaker, and McGovern, 2013). Staff can also 

encourage a feeling of safety by quickly and consistently reframing conflict when it 

arises between youth and staff or youth and their peers (Gersh, McGovern, and 

Akiva, 2013). 

Young people can thrive when they… 

feel safe 
Feeling safe- both physically and emotionally- is necessary 
for learning. 

and supported 

Sustained, positive adult relationship are known to be a 
primary strength of youth programs. Providing positive 
supports is one of the most important things youth workers 
can do. 

to learn 
Youth programs can provide powerful settings in which 
youth take advantage of opportunities to learn and engage 
with new content, build skills and develop. 

and lead 
As youth are major actors in their own development, youth 
workers can help empower them to take on increasing 
responsibility and leadership roles in youth programs. 

Source: Ramaswamy, McGovern, and Akiva, 2013 

THE YOUTH PROGRAM QUALITY INTERVENTION 
AND ASSESSMENT 
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Providing a supportive environment through positive relationships  

In addition to feeling safe, youth must feel supported through positive relationships 

with caring adults. Staff who engage students effectively are attentive to youth and 

show interest in who they are and what they are about, creating an emotional 

connection (Grossman, Campbell, and Raley, 2007; Li and Julian, 2012). Staff can use 

a variety of strategies to support youth, such as asking them questions and listening 

attentively and empathetically when youth speak (Ramaswamy, Philips, et al., 2013). 

Staff encourage youth to succeed and avoid using judgmental language. They also 

build relationships with youth through managing conflict in positive ways. Staff also 

support positive relationships between peers through conflict management and 

engaging youth in cooperative learning, in which youth work interdependently with 

one or more peers (Ramaswamy, Gersh, et al., 2013).  

When youth experience positive adult support in OST programming, they enjoy their 

experience more, feel more engaged and perceive that they learned more than 

those who experience less support (Grossman, Campbell, and Raley, 2007). Overall, 

youth engagement in a program seems to be strongly tied to whether staff are able 

to connect with youth and interact with them in a positive and respectful manner 

(Intercultural Center for Research in Education and National Institute on Out-of-

School Time, 2005). Particularly beginning in middle school, when students have 

greater say over how they spend their time, staff credibility and interaction with 

youth can have large impacts on both the recruitment and retention of students in 

after-school programs (Little, 2006).  

Providing opportunities for youth to learn and engage with new content, build 

skills, and develop 

Once youth are safe and supported, they are able to learn and engage with new 

ideas and skills that they previously might not have been open to. Many times, this 

learning is the primary goal of the OST program, whether they are trying to improve 

math and reading skills, foster interest in science and engineering, or develop better 

study skills. No matter what content area the program is targeting, strategies such 

as active engagement of youth, sequenced skill-building activities and cooperative 

learning build skills important to student success.  

Several studies have examined structured and intentional programming that targets 

clear goals and outcomes as a key component of quality OST time programming 

(“Taking a Deeper Dive into Afterschool: Positive Outcomes and Promising 

Practices,” 2014). There is strong evidence that a combination of four key practices — 

sequenced activities, active forms of learning, focusing appropriate time and 

resources on student instruction and explicit learning goals — results in positive 

change among youth. Furthermore, while each of these practices separately have a 

positive impact, when they are used together the impact is even greater (Durlak and 

Weissberg, 2007; Durlak, Weissberg, and Pachan, 2010). 
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Empowering youth to be leaders in their own development 

Youth empowerment or youth voice means that students have the opportunity to 

exert control and practice decision-making while still being provided with safety, 

structure and support. This includes opportunities for youth to provide input and 

feedback to adults, to make meaningful and relevant choices about their lives and 

to take on leadership roles and responsibilities (Akiva, Philips, and McGovern, 2013).  

Research suggests that when adults support youth in acting as agents of their own 

development, they see a wide range of benefits. For OST programs, research has 

found positive associations between supports for youth autonomy and intrinsic 

motivation and persistence, strategic thinking and competence (Akiva, Philips, and 

McGovern, 2013). 

 

 

Camp Fire Columbia 
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Selecting and adapting the YPQI/A for use in Oregon 

Early in planning process for the K-12 Student Success Initiative, it was clear 

that OST organizations desired information about the quality of their work. 

Since the Initiative aimed to expand and support high-quality programming, 

it made good sense to include program quality assessment as a key activity 

for Initiative grantees, and a key source of information for the Initiative 

evaluation. OCF staff engaged stakeholders in reviewing and considering a 

number of frameworks and tools for use in the K-12 Student Success 

Initiative, and ultimately selected the YPQI/A for a number of important 

reasons, including:  

 YPQI/A has national recognition and is built on a strong history of 

youth development practice and research. 

 The framework, tools and complementary training are content-neutral, 

and therefore useful for a range of diverse organizations implementing 

a variety of OST programs with different content foci, program 

structures, models and curriculum. 

 The framework includes robust trainings that support use of 

assessment data as well as improvement of key youth development 

practices. 

 Anticipated costs of ongoing training and use of the accompanying 

online data system are potentially sustainable by grantee 

organizations beyond the length of the Initiative (costs for training, 

tools and the online data system are covered for grantees 

participating in the Initiative). 

 

Once the YPQI/A was selected, OCF staff determined that an Oregon 

version of the assessment tools were warranted in order to incorporate key 

elements and interests of OST programs in Oregon. This included not only 

the core components of the K-12 Initiative (e.g., family engagement and 

academic connections) but also the local standards developed through the 

Oregon Afterschool Network (OregonASK) and the 21st Century Community 

Learning Center grantees (Oregon Leading Indicators). Fortunately, a 

thorough review of all of these elements revealed that many were already 

reflected in the standard YPQA tool and others could be incorporated based 

on previous adaptation efforts (e.g., for OST improvement efforts in 

Minnesota), further confirming its selection would be a good fit for the 

Initiative and ultimately for use by OST providers throughout Oregon.  

HOW ARE GRANTEES WORKING ON 
PROGRAM QUALITY? 
What We’re Learning in Oregon 
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Prior to the implementation of YPQI/A through the K-12 Student Success Initiative, Oregon 

funders had not engaged OST grantees in a systematic program quality assessment and 

improvement process. However, as of the 2016-2017 school year, several other funders are 

supporting OST programs in engaging in the YPQI/A, including the Portland Children’s Levy 

and the Multnomah County SUN Community Schools. In addition, the PGE Foundation is 

supporting a group of 12 high school STEM-focused programs in an effort to expand 

implementation of YPQI/A.  

The YPQI/A process to date 

Following initial training on the YPQI/A, the first group of Initiative grantees completed self-

assessments of their OST programming during the 2014-2015 school year. For many, this 

was the first such assessment. Initiative grantees have now conducted a round of self-

assessment during each school year, with new grantees receiving training as they joined the 

Initiative. In subsequent years, some grantees focused on the same programs as they did in 

the previous year, and some focusing on different programs in order to eventually have 

assessments completed on the range of programs they provide. In addition, a cohort of 

grantee staff and local stakeholders was trained as nationally certified external assessors. As 

a result, each grantee now receives an external assessment of one or more of their 

programs.  

Each spring, as part of the YPQI/A process, grantees participate in a Planning with Data 

workshop. During the Planning with Data workshop, participants review and reflect on their 

assessment results and develop focused program improvement plans. In addition, grantee 

staff are able to attend a variety of Youth Work Methods trainings made available across the 

state through the Institute for Youth Success. These research-based youth development 

trainings for program staff were developed by the Weikart Center in alignment with the 

YPQI/A framework in order to further support program improvement. 

Grantees value the process 

Though a few were understandably cautious at first, program leaders and staff from almost 

all grantee organizations — regardless of content focus or program design — are embracing 

the YPQI/A process and readily name it as one of the most valuable aspects of participation 

in the Initiative. Grantees especially appreciate the guidance they have received in how to 

observe programming and coach staff on program improvements, the rich conversations 

they have had with their colleagues about their work through the process and the new data 

they have about the quality of their programs that they can use to demonstrate success. 
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Lessons from supporting the YPQI/A process  

Staff at The Oregon Community Foundation and The Ford Family Foundation who have 

supported the YPQI/A process for Initiative grantees highlight several lessons learned thus 

far:  

 Engaging in the YPQI/A process requires significant coordination and time. The 

logistics of coordinating self and external assessments requires intentional and 

detailed planning for both grantees and their program staff and for those supporting 

the grantees in working through the YPQI/A process. The YPQI/A is also best 

engaged within several cycles — for most Initiative grantee programs, that means 

engaging with the process over a period of at least three years of programming 

before the process is well understood and utilized.  

 Grantees benefit greatly from being part of a learning community of program staff 

and leaders who are all engaged in the YPQI/A process. Grantee leaders and staff 

value the opportunity to share experiences with each other, to discover and learn 

about shared challenges and successes, and to use the language of YPQI/A to talk 

about what they value about their work regardless of program focus and context. 

 It is critical that the program quality assessment and improvement process is low-

stakes. Initiative funders have not, and will not, use the YPQA results to make 

decisions about the worthiness of individual grantees or programs to receive 

funding. Ensuring that the focus on program quality data is first and foremost for 

reflection and improvement is necessary in order for program staff and leaders 

honestly assess their practice without fear of direct funding consequences.  

Eugene 4J: BEST 



12 | The Oregon Community Foundation          Program Quality: A Learning Brief 

 

 

-Grantee Program 
Staff 

The Initiative grantees have achieved success in a variety of areas related to 

quality improvement, including recognizing strengths, making focused 

improvements to programs and finding a shared language to talk about 

quality, both internally and with other OST providers.  

Recognizing program strengths and success  

Celebrating what programs do well means acknowledging the strengths that 

program staff bring to their work and the capacities they already possess. 

This also gives programs an opportunity to model the strengths-based 

development staff should use with youth. Grantees report that when staff feel 

that their skills and impact are valued and that the process is not asking them 

to change things that are out of their control, they are more likely to engage 

in difficult conversations about how to improve program quality. One program 

coordinator said, “I love YPQA because it evaluates everything that we have 

control over — not what we do not. This evaluation tool is helpful to have 

sometimes hard, but always fruitful, conversations with staff around their 

practice, the successes and the areas of growth.” 

SUCCESSES IN WORKING TO IMPROVE 
PROGRAM QUALITY 
What We’re Learning in Oregon 

Building Healthy Families/ Wallowa Resources WREN 



Program Quality: A Learning Brief           The Oregon Community Foundation | 13 

 

 

Looking holistically at programming  

Grantees note that the YPQI/A framework and assessment process provides 

an opportunity to take a holistic look at program quality. As one grantee staff 

member stated, “The tool provided a framework and structure for what a 

quality program looks like; we were able to narrow down what we should 

look like for a quality program and assess what’s already in place and what’s 

missing and plan to make improvements.” Another grantee staff member 

notes, “We had historically been an afterschool homework club focused on 

academics and incorporating [science technology engineering or math 

(STEM)] activities and thinking that was the work we needed to do; but 

thinking about [middle school-age] students and the [social-emotional 

learning (SEL)] needs they have has impacted our programming.” The same 

individual stated: “The Initiative provided us with a well-rounded perspective 

on youth programming and considering not only academic interventions but 

also the child’s social-emotional development needs.”  

Focusing improvement efforts 

Grantees appreciate the emphasis on working to improve manageable 

pieces — focusing on specific aspects of their programming rather than 

everything at once. Some report that goals set in the first year already 

resulted in specific improvements, and some report that this has a ripple 

effect, resulting in broader or more expansive improvements as well. For 

example, one grantee staff member notes that the tool helped them to, 

“identify concrete ways we can improve teacher training so they can 

improve the quality of their [programming] (e.g., ways to create a culturally 

welcoming environment, ways to provide leadership opportunities for their 

students).” Another notes that as a result of staff discussions about self-

assessment scoring, “staff are very eager to apply the YPQA concepts not 

only to [the program assessed]…but also to one-on-one work with youth 

and/or informal small group outings and activities.” Yet another grantee has 

launched a new program in the last year to broaden opportunities for 

students to develop leadership skills in response to needs identified through 

both YPQA and student survey work.  

Creating a shared framework and language  

The YPQI/A gives program leaders and staff a new language they can use 

to talk about their work with other OST providers, regardless of program 

content focus or design. One staff member noted that, “we found from the 

initial assessment that we are doing a lot of good things already. ...Culturally 

specific organizations are, relative to other organizations, newer. While our 

practices are well aligned to these practices from YPQA, we didn’t call them 

what we now call them. This has allowed us to have conversations with 

other organizations using the same language.”  

This has 
allowed us to 
have 
conversations 
with other 
organizations 
using the same 
language. 

 

— Grantee 
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Grantee staff and leaders identified a variety of challenges related to 

improving program quality. Most of the challenges are related to capacity, 

including the ability to dedicate enough time to quality improvement 

processes and the support needed to sustain improvement efforts over time. 

Many grantees have noted that without the support of the Initiative, they 

would not be able to implement such efforts.  

 

Working on program improvement while building or running programs  

The assessment and improvement process can get lost amid the many other 

responsibilities of OST leaders and staff. One grantee noted that it was 

especially difficult to work on both new program implementation and program 

improvement at the same time. This process is also especially challenging for 

grantees with multiple sites or partners managing programs.  

CHALLENGES TO IMPROVING PROGRAM  
QUALITY 
What We’re Learning in Oregon 

Oregon MESA 
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Grantees commonly cite the time commitment required as their greatest 

challenge to engaging in the YPQI/A process. It can be difficult to find or 

make the time required to ensure staff are sufficiently trained, conduct the 

assessments themselves and step back from their day-to-day work in order 

to reflect on the findings and make and implement improvement plans. 

Some leaders commented that this added to the challenge of developing 

buy-in for the process among overwhelmed and overworked staff. One 

grantee noted that it has been challenging to figure out how best to 

integrate the YPQA/I work into their ongoing operations, and that it has been 

slow going to develop staff comfort with and understanding of the tool. 

Adapting the process for different program contexts 

The YPQI/A is designed to be applicable to almost any type of OST 

program. However, some parts of the tool may be of less relevance or value 

for some grantees depending on the context of the program or community. 

For example, not all programs have control over the physical space in which 

they work. Some culturally specific programs might conceptualize the 

student-adult relationship differently from what is presented by the YPQI/A 

framework (e.g., in Native-led programs where respect for elders is 

emphasized rather than youth leadership). However, because the YPQA is 

content-neutral, there are opportunities for program staff to embed their 

cultural norms throughout programming in ways that are complementary to 

the youth development practices outlined in the YPQI/A framework. For 

example, youth and family may be greeted in a culturally specific way that is 

friendly, warm and respectful. The YPQI/A process also provides great 

opportunity for staff to have intentional conversations about what is most 

important, and encourages organizations to consider the standards included 

as a baseline; programs can use their expertise and cultural values to 

implement higher-quality or additional standards as appropriate. 

Thus far, the Initiative’s culturally specific grantees are supportive of the 

YPQI/A and have found it useful. Some grantees (including both those that 

are culturally specific and those that are not) are actively working to 

determine how best to use the tools and process given the context of their 

programs. This may be one of the most challenging aspects of the YPQI/A 

process, beyond the time and resources required more generally. One 

grantee noted that “we don’t want to lose the cultural way of working — 

organic, creative— but we want also to institutionalize, systematize the work 

[in order to expand it].” This challenge is also an opportunity for the Initiative 

to further explore how to support grantees as they determine how best to 

use the YPQI/A to authentically improve their programming. 

 

We don’t want 
to lose the 
cultural way of 
working — 
organic, creative 
— but we want 
also to 
institutionalize, 
systematize the 
work [in order to 
expand it]. 

— Grantee 
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Creating the necessary support structure to continue quality 

improvement efforts  

The Initiative’s multi-year YPQI/A implementation has helped grantees 

understand the process and its intentions much more deeply over time. 

After two assessment and improvement cycles, grantees report having a 

much better understanding of how to go about assessing programming 

accurately and setting manageable improvement goals. As a result, most of 

the OST providers whose Initiative funding has concluded intend to continue 

to conduct self-assessments and engage in the program improvement 

process (something they did not feel confident about doing during their first 

or second assessment and improvement cycle).  

That said, program leaders continue to need and request support in “taking 

it back” — sharing the training with their colleagues so that more staff can 

engage more fully with the process. A training on Quality Coaching at the 

most recent learning community event began to provide this support and 

was well-received. Generally speaking, grantees commonly voiced interest 

in training for additional program staff and overwhelmingly prefer in-person 

trainings rather than remote, technology-based trainings.  

Grantee Learning Community 
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ABOUT THIS LEARNING BRIEF 
The K-12 Student Success: Out-of-School Time Initiative began in late 2013 and is currently ongo-
ing. The goal of the Initiative is to help close the achievement gap for students in Oregon by raising 
awareness of the importance of supporting students in their middle school years and the valuable 
role of out-of-school time (OST) programs in supporting student success. Thus far through the K-12 
Student Success: Out-of-School Time Initiative, The Oregon Community Foundation and The Ford 
Family Foundation have funded 35 organizations that provide OST programming (e.g., after school 
and summer) to rural students, students of color and low-income students. These programs em-
phasize academic support, positive adult role models and family engagement.  

This learning brief summarizes what is known about the program quality through existing research 
as well as the successes and challenges of the Initiative grantees in working to improve program 
quality through the Initiative. Information included in this brief was gathered through a number of 
Initiative evaluation activities — these include literature review, interviews with grantee staff and 
leaders, and the Youth Program Quality Assessment process itself. This brief is one of several de-
veloped and published by the Research Department at The Oregon Community Foundation to 
share what we’re learning during the Initiative with practitioners and other stakeholders in order to 
build understanding of the practices and experiences of OST programs in Oregon.  

Cover Photo: Grantee Learning Community 

35 Grantees  

Have received funding 
through the K-12 Student 

Success Initiative. 

K-12 STUDENT SUCCESS INITIATIVE GRANTEES 

Adelante Mujeres 
Airway Science for Kids 
Baker School District 5J 
Boys and Girls Club of Albany 
The Boys and Girls Club of Salem,  

Marion and Polk Counties 
The Boys and Girls Club of  

Southwestern Oregon 
The Boys and Girls Club of the Western  

Treasure Valley 
Boys and Girls Clubs of Portland 
The Boys and Girls Club of the Greater   

Santiam 
The Boys and Girls Club of the  

Umpqua Valley 

Building Healthy Families 
Camp Fire Columbia 
Centro Cultural 
Chiloquin Jr Sr High School 
College Dreams 
Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs 
Eugene School District 4J 
Friends of the Children 
Grant School District #3 
Hacienda CDC 
Hood River County SD/Arts in  

Education of the Gorge 
Human Solutions, Inc.  
I Have a Dream Foundation 
Impact NW 

IRCO 
Kids Club of Harney County 
Kids Unlimited 
Latino Network 
McKenzie School District #68 
Open Meadow 
Oregon MESA 
OSU SMILE 
Self Enhancement, Inc.  
Sunset Empire Park and  

Recreation District 
Wheeler County Community School 
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