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“Learning Continues All Year Long”
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) DALLAS¥

INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Dallas City of Learning (DCol) ensures that youth have access to
high quality out-of-school time programming year-round.

* Initially developed to improve access to summer learning — now spans
summer and afterschool.

* Powerful network of neighborhood, community, and city partners that
connect students to valuable in-person and digital resources.


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Slide describing DCOL
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
A key mechanism for DCOL is the web-based platform where youth can access programming opportunities. 


DCOL By The Numbers (2017 to Present)

14,500+ 400,000+

Total Programs Cumulative Participants

(230+ Organizations) (unique, duplicated, head count)

400 +
Partners Annually

13 Million+ 10-46 Days

Annual Average per
Participant

Total Learning Hours
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Evaluation & Research Supports

CORE

The Addy Foundation
Center on Research and Evaluation

SMU

Research and evaluation Combination of formative and
partnership began in summer 2017 outcomes-focused evaluation

DCol Programs

Big Thought eidge
: s SEL
; Academic Achievement

Agenda and focus areas fluctuate annually

Currently in
first major
overhaul since
Eartnershlr
egan - will
launch with
new theory of
change in 2026

Support Services
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Slide describing the evaluation partnership (timeline, logic model.


Data Flow that Enables This Work 000

Dallas ISD
provides data about
students

Program sites Big Thought CORE @ SMU
collect rosters provides Archives all De-identified student-level

of enrolled supports/TA incoming data sets for research and
students, and intakes all programming and evaluation

attendance program data DISD data

Aggregate reporting to various system
stakeholders (providers, funders, etc)
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Prior Evaluations

* Launchedin 2014

, * Analyzes data from 2017 -2019 (summer’17 &‘18)

* 2017 - Engaged Southern Methodist
University Center on Research &

. . * Key Finding: Summer Learning Matters.
Evaluation as evaluative partner

o Attending summer programs positively impacts students’
attendance and academic achievement.

o Impacts really show up after about 30 days of programming.

o One summeris good; two summers is better.

o Summer matters most for kids who need it most.

« Summer 2017 showed us that this “big
idea” was

* Summer 2018 showed us that this big

idea was * With every 10 days of DCoL Programming:

o Elementary students were 25% more likely to pass STAAR Math

o Elementary students were 25% more likely to pass STAAR
Reading

o High school students 40% more likely to pass EOC English 1

e Summer 2019 showed us that the
ecosystem is and
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Prior Evaluations

Outcomes Report #2 (released 2022)

* Analysis of data stemming from 2018-19 through 2021-22 (summers ‘18, ‘19, and ‘20 and the bookended
academic years)

* Key Finding: At face-value, students engaging in summer are doing better post-pandemic.
o Since 2020-21, DCol participants have started year with higher GPA than non-DColL participants.
o Students engagingin DColL are scoring higher on STAAR reading and math.

* Effect of Attending Summer: STAAR Achievement
o Summer 2020 participants of all grade bands were found to be more likely to pass STAAR.
o Summer 2019 and 2020 participants of all grade bands were found to be more likely to pass STAAR
(except Algebra 1, which was not statistically significant)

o Summer 2018, 2019 and 2020 participants in middle school grades were found to be more likely to
pass STAAR Reading.


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
2019 & 2020 -- The odds of passing STAAR for DCoL students ranges from 1.2 to 2.2 larger for DCOL students compared to their matched DISD peers (effect varies by subject and grade)​

2018, 2019 & 2020 -- The odds of passing STAAR Reading among middle grades is 1.9 times larger for DCOL students compared to their matched DISD peers.​

Analysis Note:​
By age level (one set of analyses for elementary and another for middle for math and reading)​
Control for prior achievement (spring 2019)​
Number of summers prior to 2020-2021 school year​
Summer 2020 only​
Summer 19 and 20​
Summer 18, 19, and 20​
Propensity Score Analysis to better estimate comparison group​



Current
Questions

What are the patterns of program enrollment and
g’(c)tgg)cj}ance over the last 7 summers (2017 through

* What “cohorts” or clusters of students emerge?
What are the patterns of student achievement and
school attendance over the 8 adjacent school
years? How does this vary between DCOL students
and comparison students? How does this vary
across the DCOL student enrollment/attendance
groups?

 Attendance patterns

* Course grades

* Course enrollment

* TJestscores

What are the associations between summer
enrollment/attendance patterns and student

achievements?



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Current evaluation questions
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Part One: Developing our DCOL
Engagement Groups



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Slide describing DCOL


category development
55,878 Students with DCOL Enrollment Data

subcategories:

organizational diversity
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Development of Final Groupings
Subject Matter Knowledge Approach

GROUP

# of students

473
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A Little Bit About The Groups

conycte [T % s

Age Level

Sy G A1 UpperElem 13% 12% 17% 16%
P ; i Middle Sch  10% 5% 8% 12%
Onset of Timeline Highsch [0% | 9% 5% 17%
(2017) 205 2645 3057 8111

A B C D
Gender Proportions F - 48%  49%  48%
M 52% 50% 51%

A B Cc D

Asian 10% 2% 3% 1%
. Black 40%  23% 28% 27%

Race Proportions Hispanic 46%

White 3% 4% 5% 5%

Others orUnknown | 1% 1% 2% 2%

E
43%
16%
10%
30%
8591

E
47%

53% | 85%

E
2%
29%

4%

F
21%
11%
11%
57%

13086

F
45%

F
1%
26%

3%

G
59%
23%
14%

3%
831

G
52%
48%

G
3%
42%

T

N ‘4
37%
17%
22%
25%
110432

48%
50%

N
1%
24%

48% | 66%

4%

2% [ A% . 3%

6%
2%
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Part Two: Analyzing How School Attendance &
Achievement Vary for the DCOL Engagement
Groups


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Section for each cohort – a few key takeaway visuals
Revisit key takeways and segway into why this matters



Four

Dimensions
we Worked

with for these
Analyses

Groups of students: 9

* Group A=highest engagement...down to no

engagement

Cohorts: 3
« K-6'"grade
o 2nd.8th grade
o 6"-12th grade

Outcomes: Attendance, course grades,

standardized test scores
Time: 7 school years

0000



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Current evaluation questions


* Stronger Academics Middle School with
Mixed Effects in Elementary
* more consistent growth in reading and math
* more likely to reach state test mastery
* mosttrue for middle school
* mixed results in elementary

. .  Improved Overall School Success in
Big Picture High School

e fewer absences and tardies

Ta ke awayS * consistently higher GPAs

* higher passing and mastery rates on EOC exams

e School attendance Patterns Shift with
Age
* foryounger students, attendance outcomes were
mixed
* by high school highly engaged students had reliably

better attendance than peers.




School
Attendance

Course
Grades (GPA)

Standardized
Tests

Elementary

Middle School

o
(

Positive

Result

High School

Positive
Result

Positive

Result

Positive
Result
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
For the youngest students (tracked from Kindergarten through 6th grade):
Attendance was mixed. While the most engaged group sometimes had more absences or tardies, this wasn’t consistent across years with highly engaged students actually reporting more tardies and absences by 6th grade. 
Course grades looked about the same across all groups, regardless of summer engagement.
Standardized test scores (MAP and STAAR) showed some benefits. Students in the more engaged groups were more likely to make gains in reading (STAAR) and math (MAP) and to reach mastery on state reading tests compared to their peers with little or no summer engagement.
For middle-grade students (tracked from 2nd through 8th grade):
Attendance again showed mixed results, with some highly engaged students actually reporting more tardies.
Course grades didn’t differ much across groups.
Test scores stood out: Group A (the most engaged students) was the only group to consistently improve in both reading and math over time, and they also had higher mastery rates on the STAAR exams by 6th grade.
For older students (tracked from 6th through 12th grade):
Attendance was better among the highly engaged groups, who had fewer absences and tardies.
Grades were also higher — students with strong summer engagement earned consistently better GPAs compared to peers.
Test scores again stood out: Group A (the most engaged students) had higher passing and mastery rates on the STAAR EOC exams throughout high school.
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Highly engaged in Minimally engaged No documented
DCOL with in DCOL with low DCOL
consistency consistency engagement

q

Analysis
Groups

Students in K-6th
through project
timeline

Students in 2M9- Students in 6™ -
8" through 12t through
project timeline project timeline




Approach

to Analysis

 Descriptive analyses unpack details about the
group such as overall trends in the key
outcomes

* To test for statistical significance
* Analysis of Covariance, or ANCOVA

blend of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and regression

used when you want to compare the means of
different groups while controlling for the effects of
one or more other variables (called covariates).

ANCOVA helps “level the playing field” as if all groups
were equal at the beginning of our timeline, giving us a
“cleaner” comparison between groups

Improves statistical power compared to standard
means testing because it removes noise and influence
caused by the covariate.

0000



2017-18 2018-19 2019-20* 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24

Grade Level K 1 2" 3n 4™ 5t 6"
Attendance v v v v v v v
Course Grades v v v v v
MAP Reading & Math v v v

STAAR Reading & Math v v v v

Attendance was mixed

Course grades looked about the same across all
groups, regardless of summer engagement
Cohort K-6

Standardized test scores (MAP and STAAR)
showed some benefits. The more engaged groups
were more likely to make gains in reading (STAAR)
and math (MAP) and to reach mastery STAAR

reading.
CJE TR
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Group A's absences peryear increasesinto 5th and 6th grade. Group H and the

: 11
Comparison group have average absence numbers. Group A

Comparison

18’ (K) 19 20' 271 22 23 24 (6th)
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Group A's tardies per year increases into 6th grade. Group H and the 27
Comparison group have below average tardy numbers. Group A*

_ Comparison
o
Group

18' (K) 19' 20° 21" 22! 23" 24' (6th)
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Summer programming did not have any positive effect on MAP Math in
elementary; all DCOL groups scored below average.

48.2 .
/’—.\—’ CDI‘I"IPHI’ISDI‘I

Group*
43.1

——— Group A
43.2
21" (3rd) 22 23' (5th}



All groups have better STAAR Reading Passing
rates by 6th grade. The comparison group had
higher passing rates than the DCOL Groups.

Comp | Gsorade) @  Jpe
H @ @
F @ @
A o o
c < @
G o @
E @ @
D @ @
B ® 0

40% 20% 60% 70% 80% 90%

000

Groups A and B had the best STAAR Reading
Mastery rates in 6™ grade, a trend thatwas notas
evidentin 3 grade.

21’ Mastery % 24’ Mastery %
B (3" Grade) ® 50Grade)
A o -
Comp . .
F ® O
H ® o
D | N
E ® O
C ® O
G o0
0% 10%  20%  30%  40%  50%



2017- 2018- 2019- 2020- 2021- 2022- 2023-

18 19 20* 21 22 23 24
Grade Level 2" 3 4" 5t 6" A 8m
Attendance v v v v v v v
Course Grades v v v v v v v
MAP Reading & Math v v v
STAAR Reading & Math v v v v v
STAAR EOC Algebra 1 v

Attendance was mixed

Course grades looked about the same across all

Cohort 2_8 groups, regardless of summer engagement

Test scores stood out: Group A (the most engaged
students) was the only group to consistently
Improve in both reading and math over time, and
had higher mastery rates on the STAAR exams by 6"

grade CYEIRLL
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All groups have similar absence trends across the middle years, with the

exception of Group A. Group A's absences per year in 8th grade are 22*5G Ak
rou

significanlty higher than the other groups. P

2.8
Group H

Comparison
14Group

18' (2nd) 19 20' 21 22 23 24 (8th)



Most groups have similartrend of MAP Reading, with decreases from 5Sth
through 7th grade. However, Group A is the only group with an increase in

MAP Reading from 5th to 6th grade.

39.9
Comparison

Group

32.0
Group H

Group A
0.8

21' (5th) 22 23' (7th)

Most groups have similar trend of MAP Math, with decreases from 5th through
7th grade. Group A is the only group with an increase in MAP Math from 5th

to 6th grade.

o— 46.6

o Comparison
-0 Group

41
Group H
G A
% % :
7‘42—:

21'(5th) 22 23'(7th)
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All groups have better STAAR Reading Passing GroupA had the mostgrowthin STAAR Reading
rates by 8th grade. Group A had the mostgrowth mastery rates and the highest mastery rate of all
in STAAR Reading passing rates. groups by 8th grade.
24
19’ Pass % 24’ Pass % 19’
Comp [BrdGrade}. .l'lgth Grade) A Mastery % . . Mastery %
rd (8™ Grade)
H . . Comp (3" Grade) .
A ® @ H q
C ® O C C
= ® @ = -
B = - E @
F ® ® G o
= ® O D o0
D ® O F o0
50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10% 20% 30%



GroupA is the only group with positive gainsin
STAAR Math passingrates. GroupsA & B havethe
highest passing rates by 8th grade.

) 0 ’
e

: @
Comp . .

¢ ® O

H o o

G @ O

F @ O

E ® o

D @ -

45% 65% 85%
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All groups declined in STAAR Math mastery
rates. Groups A had the least decline & the
highest mastery rates by 8th grade.

24’ Mastery % 19’ Mastery %

(8t Grade:l. ® (3" Grade)
c - =
H @ -
Comp ® =
c @ -
F @ O
o o
E @ o
B O
0% 10% 20% 30%



2017- 2018- 2019- 2020- 2021- 2022- 2023-

18 19 20* 21 22 23 24
Grade Level 6" 7" 8" ot 10t 11" 12t
Attendance v v v v v v v
Course Grades v v v v v v v
STAAR EOC Algebra 1 v
STAAR EOC Biology v
STAAREOC English 1 v

STAAR EOC US History v

Attendance was better among the highly engaged
groups — fewer absences and tardies

Grades were also higher — students with strong
COhort 6'1 2 summer engagement earned consistently better
GPAs.

Test scores stood out: the most engaged students
had higher passing and mastery rates on the STAAR

EOC exams throughout high school.
CLEIRLL
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All groups have relatively similartrends in middle and high school GPA.
However, Group A students have consistently higher GPAs than their peers.

91.3
Group A

EJ"'1(3i:'.~m|:|.':|ri5..i::~n
* Group &
Group H

18' (6th) 19 20' 271 22 23 24' (12th)
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Group A had higher passing rates on 9th grade Algebra 1 EOC Group A had higher mastery rates on 9th grade Biology EOC than
than their peer groups. Mastery rate trends are mixed. their peer groups. Passing rates show a steady decline from groups
W Sth Grade Passing Rates 9th Grade Mastery Rates A-E witha rebound for groups F-H.
A 12.50% W Sth Grade Passing Rates 9th Grade Mastery Rates
A so.0%
B 37
¢ a2
P o 5o
-
e B e 20w
. T
EI - 15
4 1sen O ¢
comp [ S
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Group A had higher passing rates and mastery rates on 9th grade Group A had higher passing rates and mastery rates on 11th
English 1EOC. grade US History EOC.
W 9th Grade Passing Rates 9th Grade Mastery Rates W 11th Grade Passing Rates 11th Grade Mastery Rates
- A
CEE o B
o D 20.4%
N - 5 ! 0.0
F F
1a.3% ! 38.3%
comp [ Comp 7.3




School
Attendance

Course
Grades (GPA)

Standardized
Tests

Elementary

Middle School

o
(

Positive

Result

High School

Positive
Result

Positive

Result

Positive
Result
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
For the youngest students (tracked from Kindergarten through 6th grade):
Attendance was mixed. While the most engaged group sometimes had more absences or tardies, this wasn’t consistent across years with highly engaged students actually reporting more tardies and absences by 6th grade. 
Course grades looked about the same across all groups, regardless of summer engagement.
Standardized test scores (MAP and STAAR) showed some benefits. Students in the more engaged groups were more likely to make gains in reading (STAAR) and math (MAP) and to reach mastery on state reading tests compared to their peers with little or no summer engagement.
For middle-grade students (tracked from 2nd through 8th grade):
Attendance again showed mixed results, with some highly engaged students actually reporting more tardies.
Course grades didn’t differ much across groups.
Test scores stood out: Group A (the most engaged students) was the only group to consistently improve in both reading and math over time, and they also had higher mastery rates on the STAAR exams by 6th grade.
For older students (tracked from 6th through 12th grade):
Attendance was better among the highly engaged groups, who had fewer absences and tardies.
Grades were also higher — students with strong summer engagement earned consistently better GPAs compared to peers.
Test scores again stood out: Group A (the most engaged students) had higher passing and mastery rates on the STAAR EOC exams throughout high school.



What We Take From These Findings
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 Encouraging That Findings Reinforce * Access, Engagement & Dosage Are Critical
Learnings From Previous Outcomes Reports Levers for Impact
* Indicates Signhs Of An Effective Ecosystem e How Can The Ecosystem Do More To Foster
« Campus & Community-Based Increased Participation Over Time?
e Summer & Afterschool GROUP # of students
* Many Providers & Programmatic Focuses _ 473
B 835 14%
] ] C 3121
* Long-Term Commitment Yields Measurable D 2637 |
Impact E 6747 "
F 5904 86%
G 24761
. H 10400 _



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
A sustained, multi-year effort like DCoL can show real growth in youth engagement, skill development, and equity of access.
Implication for Collective Impact:�Collective impact initiatives must be designed for the long haul. Short-term pilots are valuable, but systems change requires long-term infrastructure, shared measurement, and trust-building across sectors.
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