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Chapter 1:

Introduction
I. A Perspective:

This evaluation examines selected aspects of the dispersed site model for implementing AmeriCorps Programs in Maine.  It is based on a process that has sought to collect information to further the development of the model through listening to those who are implementing it, identifying the elements present when it works best, and bringing the perspectives of implementers to bear on the methods used to support and manage the program.  The information presented comes from interviews with Program Directors of six dispersed site programs, Site Supervisors at 12 sites in all regions in Maine, and 35 members who served in these programs during 1999-2000.  

The dispersed site model is a relatively new approach to implementing AmeriCorps programs.  To put the development of new ideas in perspective, according to Discover Magazine, “The can opener did not come along until many years after the invention of the can.  Around 1810 Peter Durand, a British merchant, invented sealed, thick-walled metal storage canisters that had to be busted open with a hammer and chisel or bayonet.  In 1858, American inventor Ezra Warner patented an oversized ancestor of the old-fashioned tin opener. . . A crank operated can opener with a rotating cutting wheel appeared in 1870.” (March 2000) 

We usually put program models in place and then develop and refine them.  The dispersed site model for AmeriCorps programs is one such refinement, a development that is particularly suited to rural areas such as Maine, where distance and low population density create conditions that are not favorable for deploying crews of AmeriCorps members in community organizations and schools.  Given the pace represented by the “factoid” above, the rate of development and improvement to the idea of national service that AmeriCorps represents is dizzying; the evolution of Maine’s dispersed site model is a part of this development.  

This evaluation has probed for ways to improve a program that is not old, but has evolved considerably based on the experiences of the many members and staff who have worked to make the idea of national service real in Maine’s towns and communities.

II. Purpose:  

This evaluation sought to answer five questions about the AmeriCorps dispersed site programs currently operating in Maine:

1. How is Maine’s dispersed site AmeriCorps model different in operation from the multi-site VISTA team projects that also operate in Maine?

2. What are the keys to success or failure in dispersed-site AmeriCorps models in terms of accomplishing the service, providing adequate supervision, establishing a sense of membership on the part of members, and providing useful and positive experiences for both host sites and members?  Are there characteristics of AmeriCorps grant sponsors and host sites that enhance or inhibit successful project implementation and the achievement of objectives?

3. How are AmeriCorps members who serve in Maine’s dispersed site programs different from the members who serve in the crew programs in the state?

4. In what ways have the current dispersed site AmeriCorps programs been successful with regard to implementing programs that engage citizen volunteers in such a way as to build community capacity to ultimately meet local need without AmeriCorps?

5. What is the relationship between the investment of national service resources in programs and resources (volunteer, in-kind donation and local cash) that have been leveraged by the program’s service work?

III.
Methodology:

To answer the questions above, a series of interviews, site visits, and surveys were conducted between June and October of 2000.  The table below presents a summary of the evaluation instruments and their administration.  Copies of the instruments can be found in Appendix E.

Table 1-1: Evaluation Instruments & Administration Process

	Instrument
	Description
	Administration

	Program Descriptive Matrix
	An interview schedule that contained 40 questions on different aspects of each program, including program purposes; staffing; stakeholder participation; sources of match and resource leveraging; site selection and preparation; member training and support; and opinions on what makes a good host site, common member problems, and what are key factors for program success. 
	Administered as an on-site interview to the Program Directors in the six dispersed site programs in August and September of 2000. 

	Site Supervisor Interview
	An interview schedule that contained 32 questions on different aspects of the program operations at site level.  Questions included program purposes and staffing; sources of match and resource leveraging; reasons for applying; site orientation; member training and support; and opinions on what makes a good host site and a good member, common member problems, and what are key factors for program success
	Administered to 12 Site Supervisors as an on-site interview in locations in all regions of Maine in August, September, and October of 2000.  

Two host sites for each of the six programs were visited.



	Member Survey
	A survey that contained 9 questions, including descriptions and opinions about their assignments; training; supervision; support from their programs, sites, the state-level program, and other members; their efforts to strengthen their communities; and their feelings about how they gained personally from their year of service.
	Administered as both a telephone survey (for 26 members) and an in-person interview (for 9 members) between August and early November of 2000.  35 out of the total of 64 members who served during the time period were interviewed.  This represented all the members who could be contacted after repeated attempts.  The survey was also administered to 12 members of VISTA team projects in July 2000.

	Site Supervisor Community Strengthening Survey
	A mail-in survey that asked Site Supervisors a set of questions on how they defined their communities, if members had strengthened the communities and how they did so, and the supports the sites received.
	Administered by mail in late August, with follow-up in September and October, to 46 Site Supervisors in five of the programs examined in the evaluation.  One program was not included because it had been discontinued.  30 responses were received.


In addition to the data collected by means of interviews and surveys, data on members who served in 1999-2000 were obtained from the AmeriCorps Web Based Reporting System (WBRS).  Information was also obtained through attendance at all statewide AmeriCorps events between June and November, attendance at program events and get-togethers of individual programs, attendance at Staff Council Meetings (regular meetings of Program Directors), and discussions with program staff.  Finally, program files, proposals, handbooks and other documentation were reviewed, including AmeriCorps materials and the documents produced by individual programs.

The interview and survey data were analyzed using a qualitative analysis software program called QSR NUD*IST4.

IV.
Structure of the Report:

Chapter 2 of this report compares Maine’s dispersed site model with the multi-site VISTA team model that also operates in Maine.  The bulk of this chapter provides a detailed description of how the dispersed site programs operate based on the interviews of Program Directors and Site Supervisors.  It also contains their perceptions on what makes a good host site and a good member, common problems members experience, and the key factors for a successful member placement.

Chapter 3 provides a demographic description of the members who served in dispersed site programs in 1999-2000 and also compares them to crew members who served in the same period.  In addition it provides information that members supplied at the beginning of their service on how they heard about the AmeriCorps program and their reasons for joining.

Chapter 4 reports the results of the Member Survey.  It includes their descriptions of their assignment, training, supervision and supports and asks for their perceptions on the extent to which they strengthened the communities in which they served and gained personally from their year of service.

Chapter 5 reports on the perspectives of the Site Supervisors who responded to the mail survey on what members accomplished and how they strengthened the communities in which they served.

Chapter 6 presents conclusions and recommendations.
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Chapter 2:

How Are Maine’s Dispersed Site

AmeriCorps Programs Operated?

Chapter 2 provides a detailed description of the six dispersed site programs that were examined in the evaluation.  The information is based on interviews with the Program Directors of each program and on interviews conducted at twelve project sites, two for each program.  The interviews covered a wide variety of topics that related to how the programs were run, with an emphasis on the mechanisms that were used to support the members as they carried out their assignments.  This chapter covers descriptions of the programs; their stakeholders; methods of site selection and preparation; and member training and support at the program and site levels. It also describes the perspectives of those interviewed on objectives, evaluation, what makes a good host site, what makes a good member, common problems that members experience, and what are the key factors that need to be in place in order for a member to function productively and feel supported. 

Before reporting on the results of the interviews and site visits it is important to set the context by comparing the AmeriCorps dispersed site model and the VISTA multi-site team model approaches operating in Maine.  This is done because the AmeriCorps dispersed site model is very similar to the VISTA team model and yet retains the distinctive characteristics of AmeriCorps programs. 

I.
How Do Maine’s Dispersed Site Programs Differ from the 

Multi-Site VISTA Projects in Maine?
Program Structure
In Maine, both the AmeriCorps dispersed site and the VISTA team models develop and administer a centralized program and send members individually to locations that are remote from the central program, usually throughout the entire state.  An AmeriCorps Program Director manages each of the individual dispersed site programs and a VISTA Supervisor manages the VISTA team programs.  The members are all doing assignments related to the purpose, goals and objectives of the central program but the specific ways in which they do this vary by site.  The central program designs the overall project, selects sites, assists with member recruitment, selection and training, and supports both the local site supervisors and the members as they carry our their tasks.  In the AmeriCorps dispersed site programs, the central program delineates the goals and objectives that are measured and reported.  In the VISTA team programs, the sites create the goals and objectives, although they must be consistent with the overall goals of the program.  Both programs are targeted at meeting the needs of low income and disadvantaged communities.  In rural Maine, this describes most communities.

The VISTA team programs are overseen by a Tri-State VISTA Program Office located in New Hampshire, while the all the AmeriCorps programs that are not National Direct programs are operated under the oversight of the Maine Commission for Community Service (MCCS).  The reporting systems are also different for the two.  All AmeriCorps programs use the Web Based Reporting System (WBRS) and program progress is tracked in this automated system, with sites keying in the information that goes into a national database.  The database also is used by MCCS staff to manage the programs.  The VISTA program uses a paper system.

Both VISTA members and AmeriCorps members receive a very modest stipend to take care of their living expenses and upon completion of service receive an education award that they can use to further their education or to pay off college loans.  The VISTA stipend is larger than the AmeriCorps stipend, though still very modest.  To qualify for the ed award, both AmeriCorps and VISTA members must complete their service.  For VISTA members this is measured as a year of full time service.  For AmeriCorps members it is measured as a total amount of hours, which are tracked on a monthly basis.  Neither program allows members to participate in political activity of any kind.

The major differences, however, between the AmeriCorps dispersed site model and the VISTA team models are in the respective roles of the members in the two programs.  VISTA team members are sent to their assignments specifically to work on infrastructure development in the local community to which they are assigned.  They cannot have any other job or be a student (except part time under certain very limited conditions) because their job is considered to be a round-the-clock commitment.  As a part of infrastructure development VISTA members are encouraged to do grant writing.

AmeriCorps members are assigned to do direct service, although the services that they develop may also lead to infrastructure development.  They work directly with “client” groups – children, students, low-income adults, and groups of community volunteers.  AmeriCorps members are not allowed to write grants.  They are allowed to have part time jobs in addition to their AmeriCorps assignment.  Unlike VISTA members, AmeriCorps members can also serve part-time, although these members do not usually receive a living allowance (stipend).  

The one AmeriCorps dispersed site program that is more similar to the VISTA team model is the Promise Fellows Program.  This is a new national program designed to help communities to develop the five fundamental resources of America’s Promise for all children: a healthy start, a caring adult, safe places, marketable skills through effective education and opportunities for service.  It is similar to the VISTA team model because their work involves infrastructure development, although, like other AmeriCorps members, they cannot write grants.  Promise Fellows also receive a larger stipend.

Member Experiences
To develop a basis for comparing the experiences of members in the VISTA team model and the AmeriCorps dispersed site model, 12 VISTA team members were interviewed by telephone in June of 2000 at the end of their assignments.  They were asked a series of questions: what was their assignment; what kind of training did they receive; how were they supervised; what supports did they receive from the program, the site, the state/tri-state office and other members; had they contributed to strengthening the community in which they served; and how had they gained personally from their year of service.  The questions were the same as those later asked of AmeriCorps members and reported here in chapter 4.  The VISTA teams were the Communities for Children VISTA Project and the VISTA Campus Compact Project.  

The VISTA team members in the two programs were all college graduates and on average they were slightly older than the members in AmeriCorps dispersed site programs.  Their assignments differed from those of AmeriCorps dispersed site members in that they were more focused on organizing and facilitating groups, working to develop communications and other organizational systems, and working with professionals within organizations.  They did more office-based work.  They worked with teachers rather than students and professional staff rather than community members doing volunteer projects.  They did recruit volunteers from the community to do community organizing work and they also recruited part-time AmeriCorps Ed Award Only members to work on literacy and numeracy programs in the case of Campus Compact.  Some of the Communities for Children members also organized and trained youth groups.

Part of the VISTA training was more standardized than the AmeriCorps training.  They all attended a regional Pre-service Orientation.  The training for the specific programs was similar to the AmeriCorps dispersed site training in terms of schedule and content.  They also had periodic training during the year.

The supervision that VISTA team members reported receiving was very similar to the supervision AmeriCorps dispersed site members described although the settings in both VISTA team projects were more uniform across sites (colleges and universities for Campus Compact and the host organizations for Communities for Children programs).  In addition, for those who experienced problems, the problems reported were very similar to those AmeriCorps members mentioned in chapter 4.  The supervision the AmeriCorps dispersed site members described had a slightly more nurturing quality.  The great importance of the host site supervisor emerged from both sets of interviews.  The supports from program, site, the tri-state/state office and other members that were described by VISTA team members were also similar to those described by AmeriCorps members. 

In response to the question on community strengthening the VISTA team members perceptions differed somewhat from those of the AmeriCorps dispersed site members who were interviewed.  Some of the VISTA team members felt more tentative about their contributions.  Because they did not work directly with “client,” the feedback available to some of them was less direct.  Building and/or significantly changing a system is a very long-term activity and harder to “observe.”  Nonetheless, nearly all of those interviewed felt very positive about what they had accomplished.

The ways in which the VISTA team members felt they had gained personally from their year of service differed slightly as well.  The VISTA team members more frequently reported gaining skills in team building and systems development work, as befitted their roles, and gaining an increased understanding of the functioning of the types of organizations in which they worked.  They did not describe the kinds of satisfaction that comes with making a difference in an individual life; their work was more abstract.  Overall, however, their satisfaction with their service experience was similar to that of the AmeriCorps members.

Because the two types of programs appear to be very similar in terms of member supervision and support experiences in the field, the VISTA team programs and AmeriCorps dispersed site programs could learn from each other.

The next section will describe six AmeriCorps dispersed site programs that were the subject of this evaluation in great detail.

II.
How Are Maine’s Dispersed Site Programs Operated?

Much of the information in Section Two was gathered from interviews with the Program Directors of each of the six programs and from host sites.  Two host sites for each program were visited in August, September and October.  Program Directors were asked to identify both an exemplary site and a site that posed some kind of challenge for management.  The emphasis was on structural, not personal, challenges.  These ranged from distance from the program’s central office, to turnover in site staff, to beginning projects out of sequence, to an unavailable supervisor, to a lack of resources at the site.  The selections were intended to provide the best information on what works best and what can be improved.  The willingness of the programs to allow this examination lends an important dimension to this study of what works and what doesn’t.

The Dispersed Site Programs, Locations, Sponsor Agencies, and Staffing
The information presented in this section is presented in table form in Appendix A.

Program Descriptions

This evaluation examined six state-run dispersed site programs operating in 2000 throughout Maine: Teach Maine; Serve Maine; Promise Fellows One Maine; Project Goals; Maine’s Promise; and Born to Read.  The programs had been in existence for varying amounts of time and covered all regions of the state.  Their purposes varied greatly, as did many of the ways in which they were managed and staffed.  Much of the diversity represents a logical response to the different purposes of the programs.  At the same time, AmeriCorps requirements created a framework of commonality across the programs which allowed for central supports from the state and national levels and formed the core of their identity as AmeriCorps programs.  The diversity allowed within the framework is one of the strengths of the national AmeriCorps Program, providing the opportunity for programs to develop the kind of fit with local host sites that can truly strengthen these communities.

Teach Maine develops service learning programs in seven locations in southern, western and north central Maine.  Members work with non-profit organizations, municipalities and schools to teach local students and give them opportunities to develop and complete service projects to help their communities.  The program, sponsored by Wolfe’s Neck Farm, a non-profit organization in Freeport, has been in existence for three years. 

Serve Maine provides environmental education, monitoring and maintenance activities in 10 sites in southern, western, central, north central and DownEast Maine.  This program is sponsored by the Workforce Development Centers, a state program based in Augusta.  The program has been in existence for 4 years and is an outgrowth of program development that began even earlier with the work of the Maine Conservation Corps, a crew model program that still serves Maine.  The collective experience with AmeriCorps in the agency, which has been under several different administrative umbrellas, goes back before the beginning of AmeriCorps programs.  

Promise Fellows OneMaine is one of the newest AmeriCorps programs in Maine.  Begun in 1998, it is also the newest national initiative in the AmeriCorps family and Maine provided some of the first sites for the new program.  Promise Fellows One Maine builds capacity in 11 local communities for the delivery of the America’s Promise “fundamental five” resources for children: a healthy start; safe places; a relationship with a caring adult; marketable skills through effective education; and an opportunity to give back to the community through service.  The program in Maine is sponsored by a state agency, the Department of Human Services (DHS), and operated from its office in Portland.  It is 1½ years old.  

The Promise Fellows program represents a “cross” between the VISTA infrastructure development and the AmeriCorps direct service approaches to service.  Specific Promise Fellows projects include seven mentoring programs; a childcare development project; a work readiness program for foster children; a volunteer recruitment and coordination project for a community-based coalition; and a resource development effort aimed at developing the Maine Promise Book, a compilation of business and nonprofit resources for America’s Promise activities in Maine.  Member stipends are slightly larger and members themselves have more education and work experience than the typical AmeriCorps member.

Project Goals provides Internet training to librarians, library patrons, teachers and parents in six hub sites in southern, western, central and northern Maine.  The program was in its first year during the evaluation, the newest program in Maine.  In the past several years, virtually all public schools and libraries in Maine have been connected to the Internet and this project takes the next step by helping the citizens in often geographically isolated communities learn how to use these resources.  The project is sponsored by Jobs for Maine’s Graduates.  There are two full time members at each of the six hub sites and six part-time, Education Award Only members distributed among the sites.

Maine’s Promise provides members at eight host sites in southern, western, central, north central and northern Maine to develop and enhance mentoring and life skills programs and community service opportunities for at-risk youth.  The program is sponsored by the University of Southern Maine’s Muskie School of Public Service. 

Born to Read, Sponsored by the Maine Humanities Council (MHC), brings family literacy programs to seven regions of rural Maine.  Members work with day care centers, Head Start programs, family day care homes, medical providers and community organizations to provide children and their families with quality children’s books.  Members model reading to children and create collaborative efforts with community groups from libraries to social service organizations.

Diversity of the Programs and the Settings.  As can be seen from the descriptions, the six programs represent diverse missions.  Their purposes include service learning; mentoring; Internet training; literacy work; and environmental education and monitoring.  Because of the rural nature of the state and its high poverty rate, members work with individuals and groups that are at-risk for a wide variety of problems.  The areas members serve could generally be described as “under resourced,” and even in areas with relatively plentiful resources, members work with at-risk populations.

Geographic Dispersion and the Importance of 

An Adequate Host Site Organizational Base

Each of the six dispersed site programs has host sites located in most parts of the state, with Born to Read concentrated more in the northern portion and Teach Maine more in southern Maine.  It takes as long to travel by car from Caribou (north) to Portland (south) as it takes to travel from Portland to New York City.  This creates challenges both for managing the programs and for bringing the members and host site staffs together for statewide events.  Some of the following sections of this report will describe some of the ways that the programs cope with the geographic dispersion and distance.

Although the host sites are located throughout the state and many of the sites are in under-resourced areas, there are a large number of organizations that serve the areas where members work.  Schools, libraries, social service organizations, and nonprofit agencies reach into all corners of Maine.  This is important because in order for a dispersed site AmeriCorps program to function well, it must have a host site that is well organized enough to manage and utilize the services of a member.  This is one of the characteristics of the Dispersed Site Model.  It depends on the organization of the host sites to a greater degree than the crew model does.

Types of Sponsor Agencies and Experience with AmeriCorps

The six programs are sponsored by two state agencies (Maine Department of Human Services and Workforce Development Centers), a university (the University of Southern Maine), and three nonprofit organizations (Jobs for Maine’s Graduates, The Maine Humanities Council, and Wolfe’s Neck Farm).  All the sponsor agencies are well-established entities.  The AmeriCorps project is only one of the many activities conducted by the agencies involved and all have a track record with regard to the management of grant funds.

The sponsors experience with AmeriCorps programs varies.  The Workforce Development Centers program has, under a variety of state program auspices, been an AmeriCorps sponsor since AmeriCorps began.  For all the other sponsors, the current program is their first experience with AmeriCorps.  At the time of this evaluation, Teach Maine and Maine’s Promise had been AmeriCorps Programs for three years, Born to Read for two years, Promise Fellows for 1½ years, and Project Goals for one year.  All the programs are continuing, with the exception of Born to Read, for which the past year was the last.  This program decided not to reapply for AmeriCorps funding, although the Born to Read program itself will continue under other auspices.

Differences in Program Staffing and AmeriCorps Experience

The staff time devoted to managing and supporting the six programs varies.  Serve Maine has the most depth of staff resources because it is part of an office that also runs the Maine Conservation Corps, a crew program which has existed for many years and which has been an AmeriCorps program since 1995.  The Program Director provides 10% of his time to the Serve Maine program and brings considerable experience in managing member-based programs.  The Project Coordinator devoted 100% of her time to the program for the last four years and had assistance from the MCC Project Coordinator, who also has many years of experience.  An administrative Assistant devoted half her time to the Serve Maine program as well.

Project Goals, in its first year, also benefited from considerable staff resources.  The full time Program Director was assisted by a full time Administrative Assistant.  The Vice President of Jobs for Maine’s Graduates contributed 10% of his time and they also drew upon JMG staff resources for fiscal management, development of program manuals, training, and evaluation.

Teach Maine staffing consists of a full time Program Director, who is the Education Coordinator of the farm, and a small amount of the time of an Administrative Assistant (approximately 10%).  The Program Director is a former AmeriCorps member himself and brings this experience to the project.

Maine’s Promise relied on a small amount of time from a Program Manager (5%) and a full time Project Director.  The time of the Project Director was increased during the year, but most of the year her contribution was approximately 85% of her time.  Maine’s Promise also used University resources for fiscal management and for evaluation (5% of the time of an evaluator).  Some of the time of an Administrative Assistant was utilized, but the program reported that this was minimal during the past year.

Born to Read was staffed by a Program Director who devoted approximately 75% of his time to the project.  The Maine Humanities Council also supplied some program management, fiscal management, book selection, and evaluation.  This program contracted an evaluation.

The program with the fewest staff resources was the Promise Fellows One Maine program.  This program was managed by a Program Director who devoted approximately half her time to the project.  The Department of Human Services’ Portland Office supplied fiscal management.  There were no clerical resources. 

Perspectives on the Evaluation of Objectives
Types of Objectives Across Programs

Each of the six programs developed objectives in the areas of “Getting Things Done,” “Community Strengthening.” and “Member Development.”  A table that lists the objectives in each of these areas by program is included in Appendix C.  

Appendix C also contains a section that examines the objectives across all the programs, including two crew programs (Maine Service Corps and Maine Conservation Corps) and breaks them out by the types of activities to be implemented. Getting things done objectives included objectives that pertained to building, repairing and maintaining; carrying out human service programs; mentoring and tutoring; environmental monitoring; teaching youth (classes and service learning); and education of adults/community members/community outreach.  Each of these general types of objectives lends itself to different types of measurement and evaluation.

Community strengthening objectives included objectives that pertained to volunteer recruitment; expanding/building relationships with partners; public awareness/information dissemination; and a variety of objectives for community projects which sometimes overlapped with getting things done objectives.  Member development objectives across all the programs included objectives for job-related training/skills development; reaching individual learning goals; developing leadership and professional skills; and developing an ethic of service.

Nearly all the programs had at least nine objectives to monitor and evaluate.

Program Director Perceptions on Evaluating Achievement of Objectives

In an interview, Program Directors were asked about their progress on measurement and evaluation and any issues they could identify in this area.  This was not a compliance monitoring question to determine overall status, but, rather, a question designed to find issues and problems to address.  It was an open-ended question and each respondent took a different perspective.  Thus, though some common themes emerged, it is not possible to determine statistically which themes were most common.  The issues identified, however, all have implications for managing the evaluation of objectives (see Appendix Table A-3 for more detail).  The major issues are listed below to provide some guidance for training and program development:

· Several Program Directors mentioned the difficulty of dealing with differences in objectives across sites where the members’ activities were distinctly different.  The Maine’s Promise, Teach Maine and Promise Fellows programs in particular face this problem.  The problem is most difficult for the Promise Fellows program, where members may be involved in implementing five very different types of goals and objectives, corresponding to the five resources of America’s Promise.  The old WBRS format did not accommodate all the different objectives very well, but the Program Director felt that the new WBRS would be easier to use for this program.

· The cooperation of host sites was sometimes an issue.  One program developed a model that one of its sites refused to implement.  And another program reported that, as the sites assumed a greater share of the fiscal support for members over the years of the project, some became less diligent about reporting.

· Another issue raised was balancing the relative importance of guidance and direction from the program versus the site’s ownership of its own program.  This concern sometimes arises around the evaluation of objectives and can be an important issue in the dispersed site model, where a strong local host organization is basic to project success.

· One Program Director felt strongly that the quantification of accomplishments in the form of objectives actually obscured the most important work that members did.  This program had a separate, more qualitatively focused, evaluation done.

· Another program mentioned making adjustments to the measurement methods based on the responses of the respondents.  Project Goals had each person who received Internet training take a skill test on the computer at the end.  But people refused to take the test.  So the program adjusted the objective and asked people what they wanted to learn (in advance) and then asked them to report on what they had learned.  This illustrates the kinds of changes that are sometimes needed when a design confronts reality.

· Project Goals also mentioned moving to portfolios as a better method of measuring member development.

· One Program Director said that although they had worked with a number of different evaluation methods and finally come up with a system that allowed site-level flexibility and quantifiable, standardized information, the best way to find out about success was still a one-to-one interview with the host site.

· Community strengthening was cited as most difficult to evaluate by one program.  Examination of the objectives in this area across all programs would indicate that this is an area that is at least somewhat problematic for all programs.  It is intrinsically difficult to measure and could use further development.

· The problem of how to adequately measure the impact of “one-shot deals,” such as a one-time classroom presentation, which is something that many members in different programs do, was also mentioned as an area that needs development.

· One Program Director mentioned that working with Project Star had been helpful and described a process that was well tailored to individual program needs.

· The Serve Maine Project Coordinator said that she planned to put the topic of evaluation into the program orientation in the coming year to achieve greater consistency.

· Serve Maine and Project Goals had both developed a manual with forms and trained on them.  These two programs also provided more direct member supervision from the central office than most of the other programs.  The materials that these projects developed may be useful for any other existing projects or new projects that are interested in gathering additional ideas on evaluation.  Project Goals is a program in which all members are engaged in nearly identical activities at each site.  Serve Maine is a program in which member activities vary considerably.  The manuals are available at the state office.

Evaluating programs that are widely dispersed and often very variable from site to site can be challenging.  Overall, the comments of the Program Directors indicated that the evaluation component of their programs was significant and received considerable time and attention.

Host Site Perceptions on the Evaluation of Objectives

The eleven host sites that were visited were asked how they handled the evaluation of objectives.  None of the host sites simply said that they followed the directions supplied by the program, although the evaluation activities mentioned were in most cases those that the program required.  Each site answered the question in terms of its own operations (more details in Appendix Table B-3).  This appears to be a desirable phenomenon as it indicates that the sites understand the importance of evaluation in relation to what members are doing for their own programs.  

One site mentioned that the Program Director’s site visits were a part of the evaluation activities.  Another site talked about using the evaluation instruments from its umbrella agency that were specifically designed to measure the results of its program – mentoring.  One site did not know, because the evaluation was handled by a supervisor who had left.  One site said that they did not do evaluation, although the member did provide evaluation reports.  This was a site that operated with few staff resources from the host agency.  This was also a site in which the site supervisor requested training in evaluation.

The sites where evaluation was guided by a manual that contained forms mentioned using this process and mentioned the member involvement.  It was in these host sites that the evaluation activities designed by the program were described most clearly by the host site.

Overall, the responses of the host sites visited reflected their understanding of the importance of evaluation in the management of their programs and the members’ activities.

Stakeholders and Stakeholder Roles
Who are the Stakeholders?
The perceptions of the Program Directors on stakeholders can be roughly divided into two general orientations.  Some began the stakeholder lists “from the top down,” mentioning the state level partner organizations with which their programs had been developed.  Others began the lists “from the bottom up,” mentioning first the host agencies in the individual sites or the intended recipients of the programs.  One program mentioned the AmeriCorps members themselves.  The approach taken tended to reflect the way that the program was designed and operated.

Programs that began by describing the state level organizations were those that were applying a very specific and very similar program approach in all sites (Project Goals and Born to Read).  The other programs all began with either the host site agencies or the program recipients (Serve Maine, Promise Fellows, Maine’s Promise and Teach Maine).  These programs were also the most “dispersed,” in the sense that the member activities differed most at site level.

All but one program included state level organizations in their lists.  These organizations functioned at state level to further the kinds of programs members worked in.  Teach Maine was the only program that did not mention a state level program.  This may be because the only statewide organization that provides leadership in its program area, service learning, is the MCCS, and, as the AmeriCorps agency for Maine, its position as stakeholder was assumed.  It does reflect a relative lack of attention to service learning at the level of statewide organizations at the current time.

The Table 2-1 below presents the stakeholder lists supplied by both the Program Directors and host Site Supervisors.  The types of local stakeholders listed are in each case consistent with the types of stakeholders identified at state level.  For the dispersed site programs there are four general types of organizations that have an interest or “stake” at the local level.  These are educational institutions (from daycare centers and homes to elementary, middle and high schools to adult education programs); public agencies (such as libraries and social service providers and watershed districts); nonprofit organizations (ranging from museums to land trusts to literacy coalitions to farms and many others); and local businesses, large and small.  

The individuals who were listed as local stakeholders included children, students, parents, teachers, community members who used a resource such as a watershed or a trail, and community members in general.  The types of local stakeholders listed in the table appear to be representative of the types of local stakeholders in the host sites that were not visited, judging from telephone interviews with members, who described their assignments.  Even the subset of host sites that received site visits collectively touched a very wide range of people and organizations in Maine.

In many cases, the host agency had developed relationships with community stakeholders prior to the member’s arrival.  The member used and strengthened the relationships.  But in some cases the configuration of stakeholders was in part the result of the developmental work of the members.  This was particularly true for one of the Serve Maine sites and one of the Promise Fellow sites.

Stakeholder Roles in Planning and Evaluation

The roles of stakeholders in planning and evaluation varied greatly (see Appendix A Table A-2 for more detail).  In Project Goals and Born to Read the stakeholders were heavily involved in the initial planning.  Project Goals had not involved these stakeholders in evaluation in the first year but was planning to invite their participation on the overall steering committee in the second year.  Born to Read commissioned an outside evaluation with funding assistance from one of its stakeholders.

For those programs where program planning and development was done at host site level there was a trend toward formalizing stakeholder participation.  Serve Maine considered the host site agencies it had selected part of its Advisory Board for continuing planning and for evaluation.  Teach Maine was planning to turn its informal stakeholder meetings with sites into an Advisory Board.  Maine’s Promise also reported moving toward of creating a more structured organization of stakeholders.

At the level of the host site agencies, only the Born to Read sites, one of the Teach Maine sites and one of the Maine’s Promise sites reported that they did not involve stakeholders in local planning.  The other sites all reported involvement, ranging from joint planning around specific member projects to community-wide steering committees.  There was considerable variation in the involvement of local stakeholders.  Table B-5 Appendix B supplies detail for each host site visited.
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Table 2-1: Stakeholders at Program Level and at Visited Host Sites

	Program
	Stakeholders
	Site One
	Site Two

	Born to Read 
	-Maine Humanities Council

-Governor’s Task Force for Parents

     as Their Child’s First Teacher

-Regional childcare provider networks

-Adult Education Programs (Community Education, part of  “Equipped for the Future”)

-61 pre-schools where members served
	Child care providers; elementary schools; human services – low income; Head Start providers
	Southern Kennebec Development Corp.; Head Start; family childcare providers; libraries; Pediatric Center; Children’s Museum; Family Resource Center and Child Resources Center; Family Literacy Coalition.

	Maine’s Promise
	-Mainly the organizations housing members

     and their communities

-DHS Bureau of Child and Family Services

-YWCA

-School System

-Maine Mentoring Partnership
	Students; teachers; parents.  Stakeholders are within schools 2 middle and 2 elementary schools.
	Schools that contribute volunteers and protégées.

	Project Goals
	-Maine Adult Educators

-Maine Association of Vocational Administrators 

-Maine State Library

-Maine Library Association

-Maine School and Library Network
	Adult education; library; RSVP; Family Investment Center – collaboration of Section 8 Housing in 4 communities and family welfare; Women, Work and Community
	Adult education; library

	Promise Fellows
	-Agencies that act as host sites and other local community organizations

-Maine Promise Network

-Maine Commission for Community Service

-Maine Mentoring Partnership

-Team Maine

-Governor’s office

-Maine Center for Career Preparation
	Businesses, large and small; school district and surrounding districts; students; parents; community organizations.  Partners concept
	Schools; library; daycare providers; Communities for Children; pediatricians

	Serve Maine
	-Host sites – 15 in all; and their local partners

-Department of Environmental Protection 
	Entire community people who use the trail; schools.
	All residents of MDI; each of the towns; Department of Marine Resources; Cooperative Extension; College of the Atlantic; Acadia National Park; MDI Biological Lab; School Union 98;Jackson Lab; Frenchman Bay Conservancy; students.  Numbers are growing.

	Teach Maine
	-Members

-Site Supervisors

(The two above are the heart of the project.)

-Teachers

-Students
	Public Schools; YMCA; parents
	Greater Portland consumers of water; shoreline towns; boaters; fishermen; users of the lake; tourists; schools; State Parks & Recreation; Dept of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife.  



Match Money and Leveraging of Resources

Where Does Match Money Come From?

For two of the programs, Project Goals and Born to Read, all of the match money for the member’s stipend comes from the state level.  Project Goals had raised 95% of the match required for the three years of the project by the end of the first year.  The money came from the Public Utility Commission, a small family foundation and the Points of Light Foundation.  Born to Read’s match came from the Maine Humanities Council and small donations.  Both of these programs put in place a program that was essentially the same across sites.  The individual sites supplied in-kind resources for office and equipment.

All the other programs required the host sites to raise the match money for the member’s stipend.  These sites also provided the in-kind match to support the member.  Table B-6 in Appendix B lists the sources for match and in-kind resources reported by the sites that received site visits.  The sources were usually the primary local stakeholders, although some of the money came from grants received by local host site agencies.  Raising the match money often signified the beginning of the local site’s commitment to the program.  As one Program Director put it, “The offer of partial funding [from the national AmeriCorps] for an AmeriCorps member is often the stimulus for a local site to raise funds for a project.”

Leveraging of Resources and Community Strengthening

Beginning with the raising of match money, the six dispersed site AmeriCorps Programs used the national AmeriCorps funding to leverage resources to carry out the purposes for which they had been conceived.  This was particularly true for the programs that relied on host sites to provide match.  Without the national funding most of these projects would never have been launched or would have started on a much smaller and less geographically dispersed scale.

Maine is an “under resourced” state and the local communities are often very small places.  Government in Maine is town-based, with nearly 600 towns and a population of 1.2 million.  The Greater Portland, Lewiston-Auburn and Bangor areas account for much of the population, leaving the rest of state’s towns sparsely populated.

In communities like these, the addition of even one person working to improve the lives of Maine citizens can make a big difference.  AmeriCorps brings these people and provides them with the central support they need to bolster their sense of purpose and their capacity to carry out this purpose.  The significance of the presence of one person will be seen more vividly when the small numbers of staff in many host site agencies is discussed later in this report.  It is the reason that dispersed site models are so important in Maine.

Once “out there” in their communities, members frequently work to further leverage local resources as they implement and institutionalize the goals toward which they are working.  Table 2-2 below provides some examples of the ways in which programs and members have leveraged local resources to strengthen the communities in which they work.

The examples represent activities that are both large and small – from large grants to small donations that make the lives of at-risk youth easier.  The common thread is that the AmeriCorps programs and their members were the catalysts.  In addition to the examples listed, one of the ways that the AmeriCorps programs leveraged resources was when the host site agencies found the resources to create permanent positions to carry out the member role.  They institutionalized the member’s function.  Often, the member was hired in the “new” role.  In this way, AmeriCorps funding appeared to function as “seed money” in a number of local organizations. 

TABLE 2-2: EXAMPLES OF RESOURCE LEVERAGING FROM PROGRAM DIRECTORS AND VISITED HOST SITES

	Program
	Program Director Examples
	Site One Examples
	Site Two Examples

	Born to Read 
	Members extended the reach of the statewide Born to Read program into rural areas that would not otherwise have access to the program.
	A program on parenting and children’s literacy that the member worked on at the Aroostook County Jail served as a catalyst for funding from United Way.  The Aroostook Literacy Coalition received a $6,000 grant from First Book because of relationship with project.
	Members’ participation in Southern Kennebec Family Literacy Coalition leveraged books for family daycare from the hospital.  They saw what she could do and came up with resources.



	Maine’s Promise
	Example:  The 1st year, DHS had a member in the Portland Partnership working with foster care children; in the 2nd year, member and a graduate student expanded the area covered; in 3rd year DHS funded coordinator (the former member) and recruited another member.  The member’s role was institutionalized.
	Member got local businesses to donate corsages, hair styling, prom dresses and suits and a price discount on shoes so that all teens were able to attend proms.
	Some of the time contributed by guidance personnel in site schools.  Some portion of United Way grants – attributable to enhanced numbers served as a result of AmeriCorps project.

	Project Goals
	Example:  Southern Maine Library Foundation got grant to improve computer facilities (labs; hardware).  Money did not include manning the labs or training, so partnered with Project Goals.  Without the project, it would have been difficult to make the equipment useful to anyone.
	Elder Hostel computer classes: members offered training; university provided machines – couldn’t have happened without members.  Members created new opportunity for women transitioning to work by providing computer training at Family Invest-ment Center so staff could train clients.
	Information not available.

	Promise Fellows
	Members brought the capacity to further the America’s Promise focus on the five fundamental resources to each of the agencies they served.
	School created new office space for project once invested in its purpose.

Sugarloaf USA provides release time for employees to be mentors; Brochure printing donated; TDS Telecom donates free web; community members contribute mentoring time.
	Member organized the community to start an after school program for Safe Places: grant for a tutor; recreation time from YMCA; DARE officer provided transportation to recreation; local groceries provided snacks; local high school students helped with homework.  The member made it happen.  

	Serve Maine
	To get an AmeriCorps member collaboration is done in the local sites – partnerships that will be on-going after AmeriCorps.  There are 82 collaborations.  Member outreach/education can empower organizations to do projects.  Example: geese had polluted a lake.  AmeriCorps built a buffer zone with the mobilized community-result of being there with the project.
	Member increased volunteer efforts substantially and gathered donated supplies
	$60,000 grant from NIH to collaborate to build a community environmental toxicology lab.  Member work on swim beaches attracted EPA grant of $12,000 to address issues.  Community member matched that with $10,000.  New England Grassroots Environmental Fund provided $2,000 for a lawyer to help incorporate – due to member there was something to incorporate.  Member organized; Supervisor wrote grants

	Teach Maine
	Individual service learning projects started through Teach Maine often engender contributions.

Often sites pick up members as permanent staff – finding new resources for their function or reallocating existing resources.
	Doesn’t really apply.  Member was a teacher.
	Brought together organizations – Parks and Recreation worked with them on Riverbank Project, for example.  Trout Unlimited Project; Restoration of Scribner’s Mill – historical project.  Without the member, groups would not have contributed their resources.



Site Selection and the Host Settings
Selection Process

Two of the six AmeriCorps programs used a competitive RFP process to select host sites.  These were Serve Maine and Project Goals.  Project Goals sent its RFP to all high schools, vocational schools and adult education programs in Maine and selected six programs from the 12 proposals that were submitted.  Geographic location played a part in the selection.  Serve Maine reported that the Program Director recruited projects and they did not turn away projects unless they did not meet the criteria.  This made the process less competitive.  

Maine’s Promise and Teach Maine recruited sites, largely by word of mouth through existing networks of contacts.  Promise Fellows recruited through the Governor’s Service Institutes (a 1998 series of trainings devoted to assisting community-based coalitions) as well as by word of mouth.  Although they did not do a competitive RFP process, Teach Maine and Promise Fellows required a written proposal.  Maine’s Promise created a Cooperative Agreement with the sites it recruited.

Born to Read reported that the Project Director selected sites based on research.  If the potential number of at-risk children was high and the social service network relatively weak, the site was considered.  Word of mouth played a role and Cooperative Extension assisted in recommending sites.  There was no RFP process or competition and sites were willing when asked.  This was one of the programs that asked the local sites to supply in-kind resources only.  Appendix Table A-5 contains more detail.

Host Site Reasons for Applying

The information in this section is based on the 12 sites that were visited and cannot be generalized to other program sites (see Appendix Table B-7).  Both the Project Goals and the Born to Read sites (four sites in all) responded to opportunities to add a new program to the sites’ existing service offerings.  None of these sites would have implemented this type of program on their own.  One of the Serve Maine sites had long wanted to focus on the project the member worked on but had not had the staff.  The AmeriCorps program provided the opportunity.  This site, also, would not have had any project without the AmeriCorps program. 

The other sites had programs either on-going or in the beginning stages and used their respective AmeriCorps programs as an opportunity to get their projects going or increase their program efforts substantially.  While they would most likely have pursued program development, their efforts would have been considerably more modest.

Two of the Site Supervisors (one in Maine’s Promise and one in Promise Fellows) had been involved in the original planning of the programs in which they eventually participated.  One of the Serve Maine sites had received a grant to begin her effort and was told about AmeriCorps by the principal of her high school.  The timing was perfect (she called it a “miracle”) and her grant covered the match required.

Two sites (both in Teach Maine) used AmeriCorps programs to increase and widen their on-going efforts by adding staff that they could not have otherwise afforded.  One Promise Fellows site relied almost entirely on volunteer efforts prior to receiving an AmeriCorps member.  Finally, one of the Maine’s Promise Site Supervisors knew that the School Board had originally wanted the project but the supervisor was hired later and knew little else about its origins.
Who Works with Members at Host Sites?

All of the members in the host sites that were visited worked in very small programs.  One worked in an office with only one other staff member, the Site Supervisor.  This member also worked with the Stewardship Committee of a small Board.  Another worked in a 1-person office based in a school.  All the others worked in offices with 2-3 regular staff members, mostly within schools or larger agencies.  In many of these settings the member could draw on teachers or agency staff for some kinds of assistance.  All but one of the members worked in the same office as their supervisor; some shared an office.  In the Born to Read Program, the Site Supervisor role was largely assumed by the Program Director, who visited and phoned on a regular basis.  The Site Supervisor role in this program was different than in other programs.  Table B-2 Appendix B provides more detail on the work settings.

In only three of the 12 sites visited was the member the only AmeriCorps member.  The Project Goals model places two members together at each site, along with one or more part time members.  Three sites also had a VISTA member for at least part of the time the member served.  One member worked in an office that had two other members assigned to a different program.  In one setting, though the member was the only one assigned, the previous member had moved into a paid position in the same office after his period of service was finished; he had helped orient the present member.  Based on member telephone interview data, these situations were not completely typical.  Many more of the individual members interviewed were stationed alone at their sites.  However, the majority of members were in relatively close physical proximity to either an AmeriCorps or a VISTA member from another program.   

Attrition and Reasons for Early Departure

In three of the 12 sites a previous member had departed early.  One was a VISTA member who had looked on the assignment as job and had left for a job that had better benefits.  Of the two AmeriCorps members, one had left due to a conflict with a previous supervisor (in a setting where the “chain of command” was not clear as well) and the other had a behavior problem that had interfered with job performance and was terminated at the request of the project.  These instances cover the entire time that AmeriCorps programs operated at the sites, not just the year of the evaluation.  None of the sites visited perceived member attrition to be a problem (Appendix Table B-4).

Orientation of Host Sites and Supports from the Sponsoring Programs
Orientation and Ongoing Support Provided by the Programs

The methods for providing orientation and ongoing support to host sites varied greatly among the six programs.  Table A-6 in Appendix A supplies detail on the orientation and the supports provided by each of the six programs.

The program that provided the most structured and lengthy orientation was Serve Maine.  This program holds a 1-2 day orientation for Site Supervisors before the members start.  If a supervisor can’t attend, the Project Coordinator does a site visit.  This program provides a manual and a lot of the orientation is done through the application process.  

Project Goals also provides a manual and much of the initial orientation was done in an on-line discussion and as part of the RFP process.  The program provided an on-line chat room every other week, a Listserv, three group meetings and 3 site visits during the year.

Teach Maine reported doing orientation by means of an on-site meeting between the Program Director and the Site Supervisor.  In the coming year, this program plans to begin an annual group orientation.  Here too, the written contract requirements also serve as orientation.  Phone contact was quarterly and the Program Director met individually with Site Supervisors two times a year.

Maine’s Promise tried to provide orientation at the time of the pre-service training for members and during the state orientation but both times only two Site Supervisors came.  This program plans a more formal approach in the future.  Phone contact was quarterly and there were in-person individual contacts quarterly as well.  There was more contact with sites that experienced problems.

Promise Fellows and Born to Read provided the least in the way of host site orientation.  The Born to Read Program Director did site visits to explain the program, but for this program the Site Supervisor expectations were less than the other programs.  The Program Director met in-person individually two times a month with programs in Aroostook County and once a month with programs in Washington County.  Although the Promise Fellows program provided some host site orientation in the first year, in the second year there was none.  There was a LISTSERV for this program and the Program Director met individually with Site Supervisors as needed.  This is the program that has only one part time staff member.

Host Site Perceptions of the Orientation and Support They Received

Tables B-8 and B-9 in Appendix B provide detailed information on host site perceptions of the orientation and support they received from programs.

Only four of the eleven host sites that provided information reported receiving orientation.  Three of these sites were very satisfied with their orientation and one still had problems with the quarterly report.  In three sites the Site Supervisor interviewed was not the original supervisor – so turnover was an issue here.  Only one of these Site Supervisors reported a problem, again, with paperwork.  In two sites the project started and the member arrived out of the normal sequence so that both the supervisor and the member both missed the initial orientation and trainings.  Both Site Supervisors here would have liked more orientation and training.  One suggested that on-line training would be helpful.  This Site Supervisor also expressed a desire to have the same training as the member, which she felt was excellent.  Two Site Supervisors reported having had no orientation, although one went to the first Tri-State Conference.  Neither of these supervisors had a problem with the lack of orientation.  One, however, had participated in the original design of the project implemented.

It should be remembered that about half of the sites chosen for site visits were chosen because they presented some kind of management issue.  The high number of out of sequence starts and turnovers are not typical of site-level projects.  They do, however, raise issues that need to be addressed.

Six of the sites visited reported having monthly or more frequent contact with their Program Director.  One reported contacts every other month and three quarterly.  Only one reported that contact was rare.  This Site Supervisor was located far from the program base but did communicate by e-mail and also reported that the member had more contact.  Three others also mentioned that the program contacts with the member were important to them as well.

Nine of the eleven sites that supplied information were pleased or very pleased with the ongoing support they received from their program.  Only two would have liked more contact, one because the paperwork was still confusing and one because she wanted more training.  One Site Supervisor was very pleased with the support received, particularly when there had been a problem, in the previous year, with a member.  This supervisor also would have liked more flexibility in terms of forms required by the program.  The perceptions of support on the part of host sites did not relate directly to the amount of contact in most cases.


Recruitment and Selection of Members

Four of the programs reported that the recruitment and selection of members was done jointly by the program and the host site (Maine’s Promise, Project Goals, Serve Maine and Teach Maine).  Project Goals had begun with interviews conducted by the Program Director at the host site but has moved to a joint process.  In the Born to Read program the Program Director and a Maine Humanities Council staff member did recruitment and selection.  This program also reported having difficulty finding suitable members.  The Program Director felt that the AmeriCorps service concept was a difficult one in very poor rural areas where the job market was poor, few people could live on the stipend, and other supplemental employment opportunities were scarce.  In the Promise Fellows program recruitment and selection was handled entirely by the host sites.  The Program Director was available to assist, if asked, and did so once.

The typical process involves three steps.  First, applicants are recruited, most commonly through newspaper ads and word of mouth.  Once a program is established, word of mouth plays a much more prominent role and is generally felt to yield the best results.  Many members first hear about the program through other members or through their school or work setting.  The importance of word of mouth information about AmeriCorps is also supported by the member information in WBRS.  In answer to the question about how they first heard about AmeriCorps, word of mouth from a number of sources, particularly current members or friends who were planning to join AmeriCorps, was as prominent as ads in a variety of media.

The second part of the typical process involves screening of applications.  This is done either by the Program Director or by both the Program Director and the Site Supervisor.  Third, interviews are conducted jointly, either at the same time and place, or when that was not possible, in a separate interview.  Overall, although finding members was not always easy, the recruitment and selection process was relatively consistent across programs and Program Directors were satisfied with it.

When asked about recruitment and selection of members, nine of the eleven host sites reported following the process established for their program and being pleased with the process.  One site did not know because recruitment had been done by a previous supervisor, and one site reported that the process had not worked as the Program Director and Site Supervisor had planned.  This was the site where the local project structure suffered from misunderstandings about the chain of command.  As a result, neither the Site Supervisor nor the Program Director participated in the process.  In two sites, interviews with out of state applicants were done by phone.  This seemed to work well for these sites.  Overall, the recruitment selection process was seen by host sites in a very positive light.  

Details for the summary in this section can be found in Table A-7 in Appendix A and Table B-10 in Appendix B.

Orientation and Training of Members

All programs provided an initial orientation and training plus trainings during the year for members.  Table A-7 in Appendix A contains details.  

Serve Maine provided a one-week orientation in the fall, which created a network and bonding of members as well.  This program is thinking of extending the training next year.  Serve Maine also provided monthly training during the year.  In addition, members got training through their host sites and there were special trainings set up for sub groups of members – water quality monitoring, for example.  The Department of Environmental Protection gives certifications, a strong part of the program.  The Program Director passed information about workshops and conferences on to members.  Host sites were required to set aside $300 for training each member.

Teach Maine provided two days of initial training (next year three days) and monthly two-day trainings, based on an assessment of member needs.  Different members organized each training and hosted this training at their sites.  The Department of Education also did a “planning backwards” session on working from learning results to an educational unit.

Project Goals provided a two-day training session at the beginning and the Program Director did another three days at local sites.  There were also monthly group trainings and a weekly on-line meeting.

Maine’s Promise provided an initial orientation (several days in the first year and one day in years 2 and 3).  Based on assessment of member needs, the program provided quarterly training sessions, often tagged on to a statewide event.  The program did not have budget for training and mostly obtained volunteer trainers.

Born to Read provided a two-day initial training and quarterly statewide training.  During site-visits the program also did regional training.

For Promise Fellows the orientation was mandated in the contract.  Several states pooled resources and got together for a two-day, three-night training in Cape Cod.  The program provided another training in Augusta, covering topics requested by members.

During the site visits host sites were asked if they felt that members were well prepared.  Six of the host sites reported that the member’s preparation was good or excellent, two said “I think so,” and two additional sites felt that the member’s experience made training unnecessary.  One Site Supervisor did not know because she was not involved in the beginning.  One site reported that only one of their two members had arrived in time for the initial training but this member oriented and trained the one who arrived late, so there was no problem.

Host sites were asked what kinds of orientation and training they provided in addition to the training the member received from the program.  Six sites mentioned specifically orienting the member to the project’s stakeholders and the community.  Four mentioned sending members to workshops and conferences.  One site felt that the program’s preparation didn’t matter as much as the training received on the job and two others mentioned on the job training as most important.  Table B-10 in Appendix B provides details on host site perceptions and the training they provided.

Member Supervision
All but one program reported that supervision was provided primarily by the Site Supervisor at the host site.  Only in the Born to Read program did the Program Director provide the primary supervision to members (in all but one of the sites).  This Program Director reported sending 200 e-mails a month to members and felt that one of the most important of the member selection criteria was the ability to work independently.

The general model of site-based supervision differed only in how the program managed the process.  Serve Maine and Project Goals guided the supervision process with forms that were filled out by the Site Supervisor and member.  Project Goals required weekly reports and structured this process in the most standardized manner.  Serve Maine required sites to specify the hours and reports and commit to this plan in a form.  Maine’s Promise contracts required 1-3 hours of supervision per week.  Both Teach Maine and Promise Fellows adopted a more “hands off” approach.  Teach Maine required Site Supervisors to provide daily supervision, appropriate workspace and goals and objectives in contracts with host site and then did not interfere unless there was a problem.  Mid-year, this program began to use a member self-evaluation form as well.  Promise Fellows reported helping Site Supervisors when requested and stepping in only in response to problems.  All Program Directors also saw members at the periodic trainings they held and in this way were able to troubleshoot.  (See Table A-8 in Appendix A for more information.)

During the site visits Site Supervisors described the ways in which they supervised members.  (See Table B-11 in Appendix B.)  Of the 12 sites, 8 members were based in the same office as the Site Supervisor.  Two Site Supervisors (one in Born to Read and one in Teach Maine) reported that the direct daily supervision was done by a teacher with whom the member worked and they only met periodically with the member.  The supervisor in the other Born to Read site reported that the member submitted a weekly log to him and the Program Director.  In one of the Promise Fellows sites the Site Supervisor was not in the same office.  She reported frequent meetings in the first year and then fewer (once every two weeks) as the member took more of the lead in activities.  This Site Supervisor also requested supervisory training.  Finally, in one of the Project Goals sites the Site Supervisor had only sporadic contact with the two members, who eventually persuaded their supervisor’s supervisor to provide the guidance they needed.  It is important to note that Program Directors had been asked to nominate sites where they had found problems as well as site where the process worked smoothly.

In all the host site interviews, the Site Supervisor expressed appreciation and a warm regard for the member.  In four of the sites the Site Supervisors reported that they functioned more as a team than in a hierarchical relationship.  

Table 2-3 below presents frequency and types of contacts between Program Directors and members and host Site Supervisors and members.  It can be seen from the table that most members received a good deal of time and attention from both the programs and the host site.

Table 2-3:  Types and Frequency of Contacts with Members by Program Directors and Site Supervisors

	Program
	Program Director Contacts with Members
	Host Site Contact with Members in Site One
	Host Site Contact with Members in Site Two

	Born to Read 
	In person site visits: 2 times per month

Phone calls

Listserv

On-line chat meetings every 3 weeks to monthly
	Weekly – face-to-face in office
	At least weekly with teachers at Head Start centers and Site Supervisor saw member monthly.

	Maine’s Promise
	In person: at least quarterly (more, if problem).

Conference call: 2 times last year.

On-line listserv, but some don’t have access to computers.

Phone contact: 2-3 times a quarter.


	Every day for at least ½ hour.
	Formal: weekly.  Informal contact frequently – very small office.

	Project Goals
	In person: monthly

On-line listserv

On-line chat group: weekly (after February will be bi-weekly).
	Formal: weekly.  Informal nearly daily contact in office.
	This site supervisor could not be interviewed but contact was rare

	Promise Fellows
	In person: quarterly (roughly) have a group gathering.

On-line listserv; PD uses e-mail lists for both members and supervisors.  

Fellows have their own listserv as well.
	Daily.
	Average once every 2 weeks – no regular schedule.

	Serve Maine
	In person: at monthly trainings

Conference call: planned for mid-month (not all).

E-mail

Phone: frequent – nearly weekly
	Daily.
	Nearly daily

	Teach Maine
	In person: monthly trainings with group.
	Weekly meetings.  Weekly site visits.  Monthly staff meetings.
	Weekly.


Mechanisms for Facilitating Member Reflection

There were a number of different mechanisms for encouraging member reflection (See Table A-9 in Appendix A.)  Serve Maine incorporated a direct question into a weekly field report: “Have you had the opportunity to reflect?”  Members were asked to write new anecdotes each week.  This program also required members to develop portfolios and at monthly meetings they conducted a “round robin” sharing.  Teach Maine used the quarterly reports and encouraged but did not require portfolios.  Only two portfolios were developed in three years.  The program also conducted a circle on progress at monthly meetings.  Maine’s Promise asked members to reflect, write a success story, discuss progress, and write a plan to improve where there were problems on their time cards but the program reported that members rarely filled this out.  The Maine’s Promise Program Director also conducted quarterly telephone interviews.  Born to Read required members to e-mail a narrative report two times a month.  Project Goals had established a system of “Journal Buddies” to encourage reflection but found that this did not work very well and will move to requiring portfolios in the coming year.  The Promise Fellows program reported that it had not developed a mechanism to promote member reflection.

Overall, nearly all the programs facilitated reflection in the form of group or individual conversations.  However, some of the programs experienced more success than others in promoting the keeping of records that evidenced member reflection.  It appeared that if record keeping was not required and enforced it did not happen.  This is an area where sharing and problem solving may be needed.

Mechanisms for Facilitating Communication Among Members

Mechanisms for facilitating communication among members included e-mail and listservs (Project Goals, Promise Fellows, Born to Read, Serve Maine); Internet chat meetings (Project Goals and Born to Read); phone lists (Maine’s Promise, Promise Fellows); and a newsletter (Teach Maine).  Five sites emphasized the importance of structuring face-to-face meetings and trainings to promote bonding (Teach Maine, Serve Maine, Project Goals, Promise Fellows, Born to Read).  Maine’s Promise reported having members travel to different sites in its first year, but substituting a “buddy system” in the second year that did not work as well.  Serve Maine reported that members in this program frequently collaborated on projects at one another’s sites and also collaborated with members in other programs.  In geographic areas with larger numbers of members, such as Portland, informal groups often formed spontaneously.  (See Table A-9 in Appendix A.)

Volunteer Generation by Members
All of the programs except Born to Read saw volunteer generation as a vital part of the program’s purpose.  The nature of the volunteer commitments sought depended on the nature of the program.  For mentoring programs (Maine’s Promise and seven of the Promise Fellows sites) volunteers are the program and the expectation is that they will make relatively long term commitments.  Serve Maine’s environmentally focused projects, however, more frequently mobilize volunteers on a project-by-project basis, as this is the way that the host sites are accustomed to operating.  This was true for some of Teach Maine’s projects as well.  

The programs provided training on volunteer recruitment and management.  For mentoring projects it is part of the program model.  Serve Maine provided training in volunteer management.  Teach Maine had a panel from Midcoast Hospital and the Maine Maritime Museum provide training.  Project Goals provided training on the nature of community and community development to guide member outreach efforts.

During the site visits Site Supervisors were asked how the site supported volunteer recruitment.  As might be expected, neither of the Born to Read sites reported an emphasis on volunteers.  A Born to Read member at one site in Eastport (not visited) created large-scale literacy focused activities in her community, but this was an exception.

Maine’s Promise and Promise Fellows sites (four in all) reported that this was the major emphasis and that efforts in recruiting mentors were very successful.  The Serve Maine sites also emphasized volunteer recruitment.  In one, although the member added to the organization’s existing volunteer list, the community was small and recruitment was difficult.  In the other Serve Maine site, the Site Supervisor reported that one of the long term volunteers eventually became an AmeriCorps member and others obtained jobs in the area that were related to their volunteer activities.  At the two Teach Maine sites, one member was an after-school teacher and did no volunteer recruitment, while the other did a great deal of recruitment and community mobilization on a project-by-project basis, in cooperation with stakeholders.  In the Project Goals site where a Site Supervisor was interviewed, the supervisor felt that recruiting volunteers did not apply to the job, except for the recruiting of the part time AmeriCorps (450 hour) members.  

It appears that the nature of volunteer recruitment and management is as variable as the programs themselves.  This suggests that approaches to supporting the efforts need to be flexible.  Table A-11 in Appendix A and Table B-14 in Appendix B provide more detail.

III. What Do Program Directors and Host Site Supervisors See As 

    the Essential Elements for Success? 

What Makes a Good Host Site?
Both Program Directors and Site Supervisors were asked what they thought made a good host site for an AmeriCorps member.  (See TableA-5 on Appendix A and B-13 in Appendix B for more detail.)  Program Directors were unanimous in identifying the Site Supervisor as the key to a good site.  They were also in agreement on the other aspects listed below.  The bullets represent a composite of what the Program Directors said.

Program Director Requirements for a Good Host Site

· The key is the site supervisor.  The supervisor must be willing to put in the time required and be accessible.  He or she must be individually responsible to the member.  The supervisor should have good people skills, be serious about supervision and be good at it – providing the mentoring, and guidance that a member needs.  He or she should be excited about the project.

· The role of the member must be clear and doable.  The goals and objectives should be clear.  The job should be well thought out so that the member can understand it and so that the member is not underutilized.

· The site must really want the program.  The site should possess the program expertise to carry out the project and should have a desire to continue the project after AmeriCorps.

· The site should provide a welcoming atmosphere.  Others besides the supervisor should welcome and support the member.

· The site should provide adequate space and equipment for the member.  Equipment should include computer and Internet linkage.

Site Supervisors also responded to the question about what makes a good host site.  Their answers were very similar to those of the Program Directors but they were more varied.  Instead of listing the supervisor as the most important element, many of them listed characteristics of good supervision.  They were also more focused on support from the community.  A compilation of their responses follows:

Site Supervisor Opinions About What Makes a Good Host Site

· The site should provide the right balance between structure/supervision and encouragement to be creative.  A site should be flexible, allow freedom and also provide close supervision (meeting every week) and feedback.  It should allow member ownership of the program and allow space for the member to develop new programs creatively.

· The site should provide support: moral support; opportunities for members to learn and use their skills.  The supervisor should be available and willing to help focus the AmeriCorps member.  There should be someone with counseling skills to help out.

· The site should provide recognition and appreciation:  recognition of the unique talents and background of member; the site should value the member as a precious resource and a vital member of the team.

· The site should provide leadership and understanding of what the AmeriCorps project can do for the organization and be flexible enough to use the AmeriCorps opportunity; it should have a focused organization with a focused objective.  The site should have people who think about the overall picture and how the member fits into the setting.

· The site should include the member as one of its own.  Support should be part of the culture of the organization.

· The site should provide the opportunity to communicate and work with the community; it should be an organization that has access to the community, an established community connection.  There should be someone on site who knows what collaboration really means – a track record.  There should be community support.

· The member should have an adequate and comfortable place to work and appropriate technology to support the project: access to resources; mileage.

One Site Supervisor suggested that having a kitchen and “freebies” would make it easier to live on a stipend and another that a “support committee” of 3-4 people who could help with living in the community would be useful.  One site supervisor felt that members should not be assigned individually because in her experience two successive members had felt isolated.  Nearly all the responses focused primarily on the member’s needs rather than on the job to be done.

What Makes a Good Member?

Site Supervisors were asked to describe the qualities they thought a good AmeriCorps member should have.  As was the case for ideas about what makes a good site, Site Supervisors were very much in agreement about the characteristics of good member.  (More detail can be found in Table B-2 in Appendix B.)  A summary of Site Supervisor ideas follows:

Ideal Qualities for AmeriCorps Members

· The member should be motivated and enthusiastic; he or she should have a real commitment and passion to making a difference.

· The member should have good communication skills, good people skills, be caring and empathetic, social, he or she should possess a nurturing personality.

· The member should be self-motivated and able to work independently, willing to take ownership of a project; one who takes initiative.

· The member should be willing to learn and not be afraid to make mistakes; he or she should be assertive enough to promote the project.
· The member should be flexible and creative, willing to help out where needed, understanding of the fact that the supervisor can’t know everything in advance.

· The member should have verbal and writing skills.

· The member should be willing to follow objectives and guidelines.

· The member should be organized and reliable, professional, prompt and diligent enough to do the job.

· The member should know when to ask for help.
· The member should be savvy enough to think on their feet, bold enough to make changes where needed.

· The member should understand and be dedicated to the mission of the program and like the job.
For those sites that focused on schools, the Site Supervisors also felt that the member should be willing to work with any age group, have experience or aptitude for being an educator, and possess an understanding of the learning process.  

One Site Supervisor mentioned that the supervisor should be a supporter of the member as he or she takes initiative for the project.  The list of characteristics above describe, or course, the ideal member.  Chapter 4, which reports interview data on member experiences and perceptions, provides support for the notion that many supervisors actually found members who possessed a great many of these ideal characteristics.

Common Problems Members Experience
Both the Program Directors and the Site Supervisors were asked about the most common problems that members experienced.  (Table A-10 in Appendix A and B-12 in Appendix B contain more detail.)  Again, there was a great deal of agreement.  A compilation of the problems listed by the Program Directors is presented below:

Program Directors List of Common Problems Experienced by Members
· Poverty; financial tensions; it is hard to figure out how to earn a living and do AmeriCorps

· Inadequate supervision; lack of direction from the site; sometimes the supervisor is very busy.

· Dealing with the internal dynamics of the organization they are in; bureaucracy.
· Isolation; frustration with being as alone as they sometimes feel they are.
· Dealing with age-related issues; relating to people who have been authority figures as peers; sometimes members have a hard time gaining the respect of people (co-workers) on their sites because they are young; coming out of a sheltered community of college or work.
· Having different expectations about what their assignment would be like.

· Experiencing the pain of the children they work with.

· Difficulty in accessing child care 

· Doing the paperwork required by the program.
Site Supervisors also listed common problems that they perceived members experienced.

Site Supervisor List of Common Problems Experienced by Members
· Isolation; not feeling connected; being from outside the community; social isolation – the lack of people their own age in a rural area; feeling disconnected from peers doing the same thing; being “from away;” being different from members of the community – having a strong regional accent, for example.

· Lack of knowledge of the community and the resources and stakeholders.

· Inadequate supervision; having a distant supervisor; disorganized supervisor.

· Some disillusion when a work site doesn’t want to follow through – some young members take it personally and have to be helped through this.

· Trying to “do it all;” taking on too much; time management.

· Struggles to recruit volunteers in areas with a small population.
· Trying to live on a stipend; taking an extra job gets in the way, takes its toll.

· Lack of computer resources.

· Once they have “invested” they have to leave.

· “One member thought of the assignment as just a job – as a job it is not good (low pay, demanding, no advancement).”
Overall the problems listed by Program Directors and Site Supervisors were very similar.  The perceptions were also very similar across programs.  The chapter on member experiences and their feelings about various aspect of their assignments were also consistent with the perceptions of the Site Supervisors and Program Directors, although the number of problems members reported were fewer than the lists above might lead one to expect.  Virtually all the problems reported by members, however, can be found somewhere in these lists.
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Key Factors That Allow Members to Do Well
At the end of the Program Director and the Site Supervisor interviews both were asked to summarize what they felt were the key factors that allow members to do well in their assignments.  (Detail in Appendix Table A-12 and Appendix Table B-15.)  Both lists are summarized here.

Table 2-4: Key Factors That Allow Members Succeed

	Program Director List
	Site Supervisor List

	· A good site supervisor who appreciates the work they are doing and spends time; site supervisor is absolutely most important; supervisor is supportive of the member.

· Supervisor is excited about what they are doing;

· Member is made to feel a part of the organization.

· Genuine recognition; members need to hear continually that what they are doing is making a difference.

· A sense of accomplishment and involvement

· Clear goals and expectations

· Support for the work they do.

· Frequent communication with both the program sponsor and their site supervisor; members need a relationship that allows sharing good and bad and allows members to ask for help when needed.

· Adequate training.

· Preparation of the site.

· Feedback for members on their performance.

· Adequate and reasonable work space. 
	· Available supervisor; nurturing supervision, mentoring; site supervisor who had maturity.

· Regular meetings/discussion with supervisor on how to meet objectives; frequent opportunity to “touch base;” need to meet together every week.

· A supportive site that makes resources available; providing members with opportunity to communicate and work with the community; help connecting with the community.

· Being included – feeling a part of the organization and the purpose of the organization; inclusion in every aspect of program and community; need to feel they are a partner.

· Need for freedom, autonomy; need to be trusted; need to be allowed to learn and use their skills; supporting their creativity and initiative; self-starters supported. 

· Recognition; appreciation of staff and supervisor on site; valuing them for the work they do; need thanks, hugs; publicly and privately recognizing them; member needs to learn to give self “pat on the back” as well.

· Clear objectives

· Flexibility in accommodating members needs and schedules; flexibility, understanding of their life stage.

· Need to be trained so they are not cast adrift; training and support from agency.

· Need tools to do the job – mileage, materials, space, computer.

· Having a team – members who support each other.

· Need direction from AmeriCorps.

· The member needs to have a sense of accomplishment; short-term goals, so that they can see their accomplishment; they need to like what they do.


The lists are long and duplicative.  The substantial agreement both among the members in each of the groups and between the two groups is a sign of program consistency and health.  The Site Supervisor list has a rather warm and personal quality, which reflects the feelings of many of the supervisors toward their AmeriCorps members.  The relationships that develop between Site Supervisors and members often have the quality of the relationships between an advising professor and her or his best graduate student/co-author.  There is a strong sense of shared work and gratitude.  This comes through in the member interviews as well.

IV.
Conclusion
Both Program Directors and Site Supervisors provided a wealth of information on how the programs operated and on the elements that they perceived to be essential to its success.  The central role of the Site Supervisor was emphasized directly by the all Program Directors and indirectly by the Site Supervisors who, rather than naming themselves as the most important element, they described the things that supervisors needed to do when talking about what made for a good host site and key factors for success.  The Site Supervisors identified not only the role of providing support but also the role of connecting the member to the community as pivotal. 

A few themes that emerged and suggest a programmatic response are listed below:

· Both Program Directors and Site Supervisors identified lack of supervisor availability as one of the major problems when there was a problem with supervision.  Time spent was perceived as an essential element by members as well.

· Some Site Supervisors and Program Directors noted that members who are geographically distant from other members sometimes felt isolated, which came up in the member interviews as well.

· Not all Site Supervisors reported receiving formal orientation from the program.  Sometimes they chose not to attend, sometimes their member started late, and sometimes the program provided little formal orientation.  This was an area where improvement may be needed and it was also mentioned at a Staff Council meeting. 

· Site Supervisors often chose not to attend statewide events.  

· Raising the match money for an AmeriCorps project is often the first step in the commitment a site makes to adopting the project’s goals as part of its own mission.  This is important to consider in the design of programs.

· Programs have different levels of staff to carry out the same set of functions.  Without adequate staffing, a program struggles to provide the training and support that are needed.  This issue is best addressed at the time proposals are reviewed.

· Some needs for assistance with evaluation included improving the writing of community strengthening objectives, help with the evaluation of “one shot deals,” such as one class taught, help with how to best implement portfolios, and how to use WBRS to cut down instead of increase paperwork.

There is much in the descriptive data in this chapter, beyond the brief summary provided here, that can provide program planners with information to help design mechanisms for the support of dispersed site AmeriCorps programs.  The programs are complex and the challenge to find ways to support members in sites scattered around the state is great.  However, for virtually every problem identified in one program, another program has already identified and solved the problem.  This suggests that one of the best ways to improve the support of members in their assignments across all the programs would be to make sure that the problem solving already done by any one program can be made available to assist the others.  This goes beyond generalized training topics.  It would call for creating mechanisms and opportunities for Program Directors and Site Supervisor to share their answers to common problems at a very specific level.  When there are problems with how different aspects of different programs are functioning, many of the solutions are already there.

Chapter 3

Who are the AmeriCorps Members in Maine’s programs

Demographic and survey Data from the Web Based Reporting System

This chapter provides a description of Maine’s AmeriCorps members in terms of age, sex, race, marital status, education, and disability.  It also summarizes information that members supply at the beginning of their service on how they heard about the AmeriCorps Program and their reasons for joining.  The information comes from an analysis of the demographic data that is available in the Web Based Reporting System (WBRS).  The members were those who served during the 1999-2000 year.  In addition to the charts in this chapter, the data presented can be found in table form in Appendix D.  The analysis examined the characteristics and survey responses of Maine AmeriCorps members who served in both dispersed site and in crew programs.  

I.
A Comparison of Members in Crew and Dispersed Site Models

Because Maine is rural and sparsely populated, the dispersed site model represents a very efficient way of deploying members.  This section provides a portrait of the members who serve in six Maine programs that use the dispersed site model.  It also describes the members who serve in the crew programs in Maine and compares the two groups.

It is particularly important to compare the demographic characteristics of the members who served in the dispersed site and crew programs in Maine because the members in these groups are distinctly different in terms of most of the characteristics examined.  Program staff at state level have long known that the members in dispersed sites are different than those in crew programs and this analysis confirms their perceptions.  The differences have many implications for the training and support of members because the materials that are prepared at the national level to help states with these functions tend to be designed for members who serve in crew programs.  Thus, Maine faces the challenge of adapting materials and approaches to the needs of the members serving in its dispersed site programs.

The sections that follow compare members in the two types of models with regard to each of the characteristics recorded in WBRS.  Members are compared in terms of age, sex, marital status, educational attainment, disability and race.  

Age

As can be seen in Figure 3-1, the age composition of the members in dispersed site and crew models was distinctly different.  Although both groups contained similar percentages of members in their twenties, nearly 20 percent of the crew program members were under 20, while none of the dispersed site members fell into this category.  In addition, the 20 year olds in the dispersed site programs tended to be in their late twenties, while those in the crew programs were in their early twenties.  Over a quarter of the dispersed site members were in their thirties (14%), forties (8%), or fifties (6%), while in the crew programs only six percent were over 30.  There were no crew members in the 50 or older category.  

The age differences alone indicate that different approaches to training and support would be likely to be desirable for the two types of programs.  The design of individual programs already takes the characteristics of their own members into account, but the challenge lies in the area of designing statewide events, activities and cross-program trainings.

FIGURE 3-1: Age by Decade of AmeriCorps Members 

In Dispersed Site and Crew Programs 

In Maine 1999-2000
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Figure 3-3 on the following page shows the averages ages of members in crew and dispersed site programs and Figure 3-2 shows the age breakdown by sex for both groups.  The average age for members in dispersed site programs was 29.  The women were nearly three years older than the men (just under 30 as compared to 27).  In the crew programs the overall average age was 23 and the women were just a year older than the men (23 as compared to 22).

[image: image18.wmf]Male

23.8%

Female

76.2%

Dispersed

Male

57.8%

Female

42.2%

Crew

Dispersed (N=63)                                              Crew (N=64)

FIGURE 3-6: Proportions of Males and Females

in Dispersed and Crew Programs

 

[image: image3.png]



[image: image19.wmf]Single

64.2%

Married

23.3%

Divorced

9.3%

Pref No Resp

1.6%

Missing

1.6%

Dispersed

Single

92.1%

Married

4.7%

Divorced

1.6%

Missing

1.6%

Crew

Dispersed (N=63)                                                                                          Crew (N=64)

FIGURES 3-8: Comparison of Member Marital Status

for Dispersed and Crew Programs


Figure 3-4 shows the average ages of the members in the six different dispersed site programs by sex.  Promise Fellows women were the oldest, with an average age of 40, followed by the women in Project Goals (38) and Born to Read (28).  In three of the programs the women were older than the men and in three programs the men were older.  The men in Maine’s Promise were the oldest (35), followed by Teach Maine (30) and Serve Maine (29).  Because the breakdowns by program contained very small numbers, even one member could change the average age considerably.  Therefore, these averages are likely to differ in any given year.  Nonetheless, the Figure shows that there were considerable differences across the programs in terms of age composition.
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Figure 3-5 shows the average ages of the members in the two crew programs by sex.  Here, the differences between programs and between men and women were negligible, indicating that the crew programs were homogenous in terms of age.

Sex
The dispersed site and crew programs also differed considerably in terms of the proportions of men and women.  Figure 3-6 depicts this comparison.  Over three quarters of the members in dispersed site programs were women (76%), while only 42 percent of the crew program members were women.  These differences also represent a factor to consider in training and support.
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Education 

Figure 3-7 compares the educational attainment levels of members in dispersed site and crew programs.  As might be expected due to the age differences, the dispersed site members were far more educated than the crew program members.  In dispersed site programs 92 percent of members had at least some college, 51 percent were graduates of four-year colleges and 8 percent had a graduate degree.  In the crew programs 53 percent had at least some college and 22 percent were college graduates.  Two percent of crew program members had a graduate degree and 8 percent had not completed high school.  Thirty-six percent of crew program members had either a high school or GED diploma and three percent had gone to a technical school.

Virtually all the member assignments in Maine’s dispersed site programs require a relatively high level of education because the members are expected to do complex problem solving and organizing tasks and work in areas that require considerable academic or technical background.  It appears that such well-qualified people can be found to serve in Maine, in part, because the job market is highly competitive for the kinds of jobs that require a college education.  In addition, as the section on reasons for joining demonstrates, AmeriCorps assignments often provide a way to explore career options for both younger and older members.
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Marital Status

Figure 3-8 shows that dispersed site and crew programs also differed with regard to the marital status of members.  Nearly all (94%) of the crew program members were single (92% never married and 2% divorced) as compared to 73 percent of the members in dispersed site programs.  In dispersed sites 64 percent were never married and 9 percent divorced.  Nearly a quarter (23%) percent of the members in dispersed site programs were married as compared to 5 percent of crew program members.  Data were missing for 3 percent of dispersed site members and 2 percent of crew members.
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Race

As Figure 3-9 indicates, the vast majority of members in both crew and dispersed site programs were white.  Ninety-eight percent of the members in crew programs were white as were 91 percent of members in dispersed site programs.  In dispersed site programs 6 percent of members were Asian/Pacific Islanders and two percent Native American.  Data were missing for two percent of members in both types of programs.
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Disability
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Figure 3-10 shows the percentages of members with disabilities in the two program types.  The numbers were small for both, but larger for the crew programs.  Five percent of members in crew programs reported a disability as compared to only 2 percent in dispersed site programs.  Nine percent of crew program members selected the “prefer not to respond” option, as did 3 percent of dispersed site members.  

II.
How Members Heard About AmeriCorps

At the beginning of their service members are asked how they heard about the AmeriCorps program and their answers are recorded in WBRS.  

Figure 3-11 compares the members of dispersed site and crew programs in terms of how they heard about AmeriCorps.  The numbers represent the percentages of members who selected each category.  More than one category could be chosen.  The Figure demonstrates a number of differences between members in the two program types.  Members in dispersed site programs were much more likely to hear about AmeriCorps from written media.  Newspaper articles (18%) and ads (14%) were the most frequent sources of information.  For members in crew programs the most common way they heard about the program was through current and former members (19%) and friends (17%).  However, this kind of word of mouth information was also very important for the dispersed site members.  Fifteen reported hearing about the program through a current or former member and friends (12%).

The Internet (7%) and being recruited by an organization or school (6%) were more frequently mentioned sources for the dispersed site members.  Teachers, parents and guidance counselors (4%) were cited more often by crew program members.  About the same percent in each group (6 or 7%) received their information from an AmeriCorps recruiter and mailings.  It is interesting to note that only one or two percent of members in each group reported getting their information from radio, TV or public service announcements.
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Figures 3-12 and 3-13 compare the ways that women and men heard about the program in dispersed site programs and crew programs respectively.  In dispersed site programs 27% of men heard about the program through newspaper articles and 27% percent through ads.  Eleven percent got their information through current and former members and the same percent from the Internet.  For women the percents in these categories were smaller – 15 percent and 9 percent respectively.  Women were more likely to hear through current and former members (16%) friends (15%).  They were less likely to hear from the Internet (5%) but more likely to hear via in person recruitment (8% from an AmeriCorps recruiter and 8% through recruitment by an organization or school) and mailings (8%).  Overall, it appeared that women were much more likely to hear of AmeriCorps through a person rather than through any kind of media.

[image: image28.wmf]22.56

29.23

0

10

20

30

40

50

Dispersed Site

Crew Program

(N=64)                      (N=52)

FIGURES 3-3: Average Ages of AmeriCorps Members 

in Dispersed Site and Crew Programs

in Maine 1999-2000


There were fewer differences between the ways that women and men heard about the program for members in crew programs (Figure 3-13).  The most frequently reported sources for both men and women were current and former AmeriCorps members (19 and 20% respectively) and friends (17% for both).  Among crew members, women were more likely to have heard about the program through newspaper articles (10%) and men from a parent of relative (13%).  Seven percent of both men and women had heard about the program through an AmeriCorps recruiter and 6 percent of men and 5% of women heard on the Internet.
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The data that come from WBRS on how members heard about the program can provide useful information for the recruiting efforts that the programs and the state office conduct each year.  Annual cross-program summaries would help both to target recruitment.  It would also be possible for individual programs to examine these data on annual basis to guide their own recruitment efforts.  Because the numbers in any one category are quite small, considerable year-by-year variation would be expected, particularly in the less frequently chosen categories.  Therefore, the results presented here should not be generalized across years until there are several years worth of patterns to examine. 

III.
Member Reasons for Joining

This section describes the reasons for joining AmeriCorps that members listed at the beginning of their service and compares members in dispersed site and crew programs.  The data are from the WBRS system.  More than one reason could be chosen.

Figure 3-14 shows differences between dispersed site and crew programs.  The most frequently chosen reason for joining for members in dispersed site programs was to explore job and education interests (31%), followed by helping others/community service (21%), and the ed award (18%).  For members in crew programs the pattern was different, with 30 percent joining because of the ed award, 27 percent because they wished to help others/perform community service and 23 percent because they wished to explore job or educational interests.  Although the order was different, these three reasons, were the major ones for both groups, accounting for most of the choices

Fourteen percent of dispersed site members joined because they wanted to work on specific issues, as did 13 percent of crew program members.  The issues selected differed slightly, however.  For dispersed site members the issues were evenly divided between education and environmental issues, while for crew members, the environmental issues were the major focus.  This appears to reflect the nature of the assignments in the two types of programs.  
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Eight percent of dispersed site members joined to get a job and earn money but only 3 percent of crew members chose this reason.  A small number (3%) of the members in dispersed site programs joined in order to be part of a national movement and a tiny fraction in both groups (1%) joined to work with different cultures.  No members in either group joined because friends did, to make friends, or to work on health or public safety issues.

Figures 3-15 and 3-16 show the reasons for joining by sex in for dispersed site members and crew program members respectively.  For both program types the differences between men and women in terms of reasons for joining were rather minor.  Among dispersed site members men were somewhat more like to join in order to explore job/education interests and for the ed award than were women, who were slightly more likely to join in order to address education or environmental issues.  Among members in crew programs, males were more likely than women to join because of the ed award and to help others and women were slightly more likely to join in order to explore job/educational interest.  Crew program women were considerably more likely than men to say they joined to work on environmental issues.  Other than this, the reasons men and women chose were not very different.
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As was true for the responses to the question about how members heard about the program, the numbers in any one category are quite small, meaning that considerable year-by-year variation would be expected.  Therefore, the results presented here should not be generalized across years until there are several years worth of patterns to examine.

Data on reasons for joining can be used to assist staff at both state and program levels with their recruitment efforts and with designing the training and support that members need to carry our their AmeriCorps assignments.  An annual examination of these data, along with the other demographics, would be helpful for the state level programs.  At this point in time, however, getting the data described in this chapter out of WBRS and putting it into a usable format is time consuming.  If the national WBRS programmers added a report-generating capacity, ideally one that allowed users to put the information into charts, the data would become much more accessible to local program staff and would constitute a very useful guide for program development efforts.

Chapter 4

Member Perceptions and Experiences

This chapter reports on the results of interviews with AmeriCorps members serving in dispersed site placements at the end or immediately after the end of their service in the late summer and fall of 2000.

I.
The Survey and the Respondents
Thirty-five AmeriCorps members were interviewed by phone and in person between late August and mid October of 2000.  Respondents were asked to describe their assignments, their training, the way they were supervised and how well the supervision worked for them.   They were asked to describe the support they received from the sponsor agency (their specific AmeriCorps program), the site, the state office and other members.  Finally they were asked whether they felt that they had strengthened the community in which they served and how they had personally gained from their year of service.  (See Appendix – for a copy of the survey.)

The 35 respondents represented 55 percent of the total of 64 members who served in dispersed site programs during 2000.  They did not represent either a random or a systematic sample.  These members were simply those who could be reached.  Members who left earlier than the interview period were missed, as were a number who could not be contacted after repeated attempts.  This chapter is thus based on interviews with over half of those participating in dispersed site programs operating in Maine in 2000.  Nine of the interviews were conducted in-person at the time of site visits.  The rest were by telephone.  All were asked the same set of questions.

Seventy-seven percent of those interviewed were female, very close to the 76% in the entire group of dispersed site members.  However, those interviewed were generally older than the dispersed model members as a whole.  Only 51 percent of the respondents were in their twenties compared to 72 percent of the whole group.  Those in their thirties and forties were over-represented in the group that was interviewed.  This occurred because the older members tended to remain in the places where they had served and were thus easier to contact.  Nonetheless, the patterns of responses of members did not appear to be influenced by age nearly so much as by program, whether or not they began work on schedule, and the characteristics of their settings.

By program, the breakdown was: Promise Fellows 7; Project Goals 7; Serve Maine 7; Teach Maine 6; Maine’s Promise 5; and Born to Read 3.  Nine percent of respondents were located in downeast, 14 percent in western, 17percent in southern, 23percent in central, 23 percent in north central, and 14 percent northern Maine.

Nearly a third (10 of the 35) the members interviewed came from out of state.  Twenty-nine percent reported that they were assigned with another AmeriCorps member, either in the same program (Project Goals used teams) or another program. A fifth of those interviewed (7) reported that they had begun their assignment late and had not participated in the initial orientation.  For 29 percent, the interview occurred as they were completing their second year of service at their assignment.

Because the analysis that follows represents a group that is older than the total group of dispersed site members and the distribution of members across programs is unequal, the analysis draws important themes from what respondents had to say but does not offer a statistical interpretation.  Percentages are used to show the relative importance of a type of response within the group of respondents, not to generalize to all members who served in dispersed sites in 2000.  Nonetheless, the information reported here should provide a good basis for understanding some of the experiences and feelings of the members who serve in dispersed site throughout Maine.

Finally, it is important to remember that the questions asked in the interviews were entirely open ended.  Therefore, different members mentioned different things that they felt were important.  This means that a tally of a particular response does not necessarily reflect how all members would have responded if they had been asked about this particular topic.  For example, if seven members mentioned feeling a sense of belonging at their sites, this does not mean that only seven of 35 members felt that way.  It means that seven of 35 brought up this feeling.  Only if all had been asked this specific question could the results be described in terms of the percentage of all respondents.  In one sense this is a limit of the data and in another it is strength, because respondents were entirely free to talk about what was important to them, without a preconceived structure imposed by the survey.  

II.
  A Summary of Interview Results

Member Assignments

There were a wide variety of AmeriCorps assignments across the six dispersed site programs examined.  In the Project Goals and Born to Read programs the assignment was the same for members in all the sites.  Project Goals was designed to teach use of the Internet to librarians, teachers and community members and Born to Read was a family literacy program that modeled reading to children.  The other programs each had a general theme, but the assignments at each site were distinctly different.  Serve Maine assignments focused on environmental education and monitoring.  Maine’s Promise assigned members to work on mentoring and life skills programs.  Teach Maine was focused on service learning programs in schools and nonprofit organizations.  Promise Fellows was the program with the most variety.  Its general theme was providing the five America’s Promise resources for all children: a healthy start, a caring adult, safe places, marketable skills and opportunities to serve.  This meant that even the type of project differed across the sites. 

All of the descriptions of the assignments that were given by the members interviewed were consistent with the program to which they were assigned.  Ten members reported assignments that were focused on environmental issues, 9 reported working on mentoring programs, 7 reported teaching Internet skills, 6 reported service learning as the focus, 3 reported working on family literacy and the remaining two reported on other America’s Promise efforts – these were the Promise Fellows who didn’t do mentoring programs.  In two cases there was overlap between service learning and environmental issues because some service learning programs focus on the environment.  

In terms of setting, 27 (77%) of the 35 member reported working in the community, 20 (57%) in schools, 3 in a state agency and 1 in a statewide nonprofit.  There was much overlap in settings.  For example, many members worked in both the community and in schools.  Overall, the majority of members are involved in some ways with Maine’s schools.

There was considerable variation in the complexity of the roles members described but this generally appeared to be as much a product of the way they described things, as it was due to differences in their roles.  A few described their assignments in terms of goals and objectives but the great majority described their roles in terms of day-to-day activities and the groups and individuals with whom they worked.  Of the 35 respondents, 26 described themselves as organizers, 18 as volunteer recruiters, 16 as teachers and 3 as doing some kind of physical work.  Again, there was overlap and these categories are based on spontaneous descriptions – members were not specifically asked about each category.

The descriptions given were all clear and nearly always specific.  All of those interviewed understood their assignments and it was apparent that they had been actively engaged at their site.  Some reported stepping into a role created by a former member and others reported working out their roles with people at the site.  Some reported taking greater initiative themselves and others fulfilling a role that had already been established.  Nine of the members interviewed were assigned to projects that had received site visits.  In all these cases, the site visit provided verification of the member’s description of the role they played.  

Those members who described activities and accomplishments that were considerably more extensive than the average were all “seasoned” AmeriCorps members.  Most of them were ending their second year of service at the site and one had a prior year of AmeriCorps service at a site in another state.  These members were given a great deal of independence and also worked closely with their supervisors. 

Several sample descriptions of assignments appear in Table 4-1.

	Table 4-1: Sample Descriptions of Member Assignments

	· I was the organizing person working on five promises to youth – activities that relate to that.  I have the original Workplan in my portfolio.  We met every objective in the first six months and moved on to other things.  Mentoring.  I ran the program and expanded it.  50% of the kids with mentors graduated in June so we’re now back to square one and recruiting again.  Matching, recruiting mentors, hosting activities, creating PR, web design, you name it.  We have an extensive portfolio program for the high school students.  Community service opportunities come in spurts.  We had a goal of five projects a year but have exceeded that.  The largest was a community housing project.  I was the youth director on the high school end.  We had 100 local youth and 400 youth from out of state.  The activity was done in partnership with a national faith based organization.  It was historic.  The 400 visiting youth lived in the high school for a week in the summer.  The youth renovated 67 low-income housing sites.

· I was hired and started my term two months late.  I was the coordinator of site-based mentoring.  It was specifically school-based.  The primary goal was creating one to one matches between high school mentors and grade school protégés.  I did recruiting of high school students.

· I was an environmental educator.  I facilitated service learning projects with students and teachers.  I would go in at the request of teachers and match curriculum with on-going projects of the water conservation district.  I built models, did documentaries, clean-ups, data gathering – out in communities.  I taught lessons on environmental subjects in schools.  I worked with an “Envirothon” – a high school outdoor cooperative competition with teams from high schools that compete to demonstrate knowledge of environmental issues and goes from state to national levels.  I served on the Southern Maine Children’s Water Festival – 25 school and water resource professionals from all over the country.  I developed partnerships between teachers and environmental agencies.  I worked on education resources, curriculum, and library materials to provide back up for teachers.

· I was a volunteer leader responsible for outreach to school in the watershed; organizing and operating a volunteer-based water quality monitoring program, a riparian buffer program; operating a volunteer-based easement monitoring program.

· I recruited volunteers for water quality monitoring and provide organizational support and worked on getting a coalition off the ground, helping to get 501(C)(3) status and recruiting a board of directors.  Worked on developing a database with high school students.

· I interviewed teachers about what they were doing with the Internet and did outreach to adults with limited access to the Internet – low income.  I did training and sought out people to train.  I trained people to teach others – adult education and Head Start teachers.  Most of the people were library patrons or in adult education.

· I worked with pre-school age kids in cognitive development through reading to them in school.  Disadvantaged kids in terms of literature.  I worked in Head Start and also private preschools.  I worked in one day care home.

· I worked on mostly mentoring at University of Maine Cooperative Extension and at Oxford Hills Community Education Exchange (partnerships between schools and businesses).  I helped set up job shadowing for students in Agricultural Careers Exchange Program.  I worked on setting up site-based mentoring with BBBS.



Member Perceptions of Training

Members were asked what kind of training they received and if they felt that it helped them do their assignment.  The training that AmeriCorps members receive is multifaceted.  There is an initial orientation/training and there are periodic (usually monthly) trainings that are provided by each AmeriCorps program.  There are “Spring Road Shows,” a set of regional cross-program trainings for all members supplied by the state office.  There are training opportunities and conferences that the state office informs members about.  And there are trainings and conferences that the sites make available to members.  In some cases the programs require that the sites have a training budget for each member who serves at the site.  

Member responses to the question on training mentioned all the different types of training only about half the time.  However, most members reported receiving a great deal of training.  All members mentioned the periodic training supplied by their AmeriCorps program and nearly all members mentioned their initial training and orientation.  Fifteen members reported receiving training at or from their sites.  Only five members mentioned the “Road Shows,” although several more mentioned training topics that were probably supplied at these spring trainings.  The degree to which members remembered their training and the amount of detail that they remembered varied considerably.  It is also worth noting that members were not always aware of who supplies the cross-program trainings such as the “Road Shows.”  They were very aware of the sources of training supplied by their programs and sites, although the memories of training content varied greatly.

Members were generally positive about their training experiences, but many of them compared the different trainings they received and indicated which they liked best.  This varied to the degree that it was not possible to identify a pattern.  Twenty-four of the respondents made positive comments and 11 made negative comments.  Eight of these latter respondents also made positive comments, leaving only three who had an overall negative view of their training experiences.  The remaining members made comments that were descriptive and essentially neutral.  The 15 respondents who mentioned training supplied by their sites were uniformly positive about the training they received.  This may have been, in part, because the question asked them to what degree their training helped them do their assignments and the site-supplied trainings were the most specific.  

Members in the Serve Maine program reported receiving the most training and the Promise Fellows received the least.  The other programs fell in between.  All the Serve Maine members received training from their host sites (it was a program requirement), as well as pre-service and monthly training.  A number of the Promise Fellows would have liked more training but they also raised the issue that the diversity of their activities at individual sites made it difficult to design training for this program.  Two members (both Promise Fellows) said they would have liked more training in general, and an additional 5 members from different programs mentioned specific topics that they would like to see as part of their training.  These included:

· How to recruit mentors

· More information on learning disabilities

· Community service, volunteer recruitment, retaining volunteers, after school programs, healthy start

· More time on specific topics like water quality monitoring

· Follow-up at the end of service on the use of the ed award

As can be seen from the above list, when members wanted more training it was usually training specific to their programs.  Many of the negative comments arose around members feeling that the particular training criticized was too general.  Often, however, the same training that was criticized by one member was praised by another.  To understand this issue better, more in depth measurement of the responses of members to specific training sessions would be needed.  

Generally, those who reported having more training appeared to be more positive about their training experiences, but there were definite exceptions, including three who felt that they didn’t really need training to do their assignments, because they had a long history of relevant work experience.

The following are offered as issues that emerged out of the responses to this question:

· Four members said that their on-the-job-training was the most important.  

· Three members mentioned going to national conferences and were very positive about their experiences.  

· Three members mentioned receiving training as part of their role in Corps Council.  

· Two members mentioned that they were in their second year and the training was somewhat repetitive.  

· Seven members mentioned that they had begun their service late and did not attend the initial training/orientation.  

· Only three members mentioned that the trainings provided them with a sense of group, though this was probably due to the fact that the question focused them on performance of their assignments.  Later, when asked about support received from the program (sponsor agency) many mentioned the periodic trainings in the context of group bonding.  

Overall, member perceptions on training reflected how complex this area is.  Though mostly positive, member opinions about the various kinds of training and their satisfaction with the different aspects of their training were extremely varied.


Member Perceptions of Supervision
Members were asked how they were supervised and how well it worked for them.  Overall, the quality of the supervision they received was the key to the satisfaction that members felt with their assignments.  In many ways this was the aspect that defined their experience as a whole.  

Twenty-eight (80%) of the 35 respondents were positive about how they were supervised and 10 of these members were extremely positive, using superlatives to describe both their supervisors and the relationships they had with their supervisors.  One of the most frequently used descriptors was the “availability” of the supervisor when needed.  Nearly all of those who reported positive relationships reported that they had daily or nearly daily contact with their supervisors and 16 described their relationships as being as much “co-worker” relationships as supervisory.  They felt valued and also felt that they had a good deal of autonomy in their work.  Eight of the members also described themselves as being self-motivated and not having a great deal of need for supervision.  Frequent contact, however, was valued by this group as much as it was by those who did not identify themselves as being so independent.  

Age did not appear to be related to experiencing a co-worker type of relationship, as the distribution by age was nearly the same for this group as the age distribution for the respondents as a whole.  There were differences in “co-worker” type relationships by program.  Seventy percent of Promise Fellows reported such a relationship, which appears to reflect the nature of member roles in this program.  About half of the respondents in Serve Maine, Teach Maine and Maine’s Promise described their relationships with their supervisors in this way.  About a third of the Born to Read members and 14 percent of the Project Goals members described a co-worker type relationship.  Both of these programs were implementing the same approach at all the sites, with far less individual site variation.  For Born to Read members this also reflected the fact that their major supervisor was the Program Director, rather than a person at the site.  For Project Goals, although there were active supervisors at each site, the supervisory role was shared with the Program Director.  Many of these members were more technically oriented and they viewed their assignments this way.  When they spoke of their goals, they often mentioned the statewide goals.

Three of the members reported both positive and negative relationships.  These were members who had been at their assignments for two years (2) or who had had a change of supervisors (1) and for whom one experience was positive and one negative.

Twenty-five (71%) of the respondents reported that they had regularly scheduled meetings with their supervisors, and all but one said these were face to face meetings.  Only one of the members who participated in frequent meetings reported having a less than positive relationship.  The most common meeting schedule was weekly.  Four of the members reported having the frequency of meetings taper off over the year and all felt comfortable with this situation, indicating that this was in response to a lesser need for formal meetings.  

Nine members (25%) reported having a negative experience with supervision, although three of these members also had a very positive experience with a different supervisor.  The most frequent specific problem cited was a lack of contact with the supervisor and a lack of on-going support (including logistical support), guidance, or joint planning.  In some of these cases the supervisor was in a different physical location, was too busy, or didn’t seem to be interested in the project.  Several of these members felt that more regularly scheduled meetings were needed.  One member reported that the supervisor was much younger and had never supervised before and felt that supervisory training would have helped.  Finally, two members (who were a team on the site) had a supervisor who was almost completely absent.  They depended heavily on the Program Director and were also eventually able to informally “develop” an alternate supervisor on site who worked with them and assisted them in accomplishing their objectives.  The fact that they were a team helped them a great deal in this situation.
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	Table 4-2: Sample Descriptions of Member Supervision

	· [the supervision] worked EXCEPTIONALLY well.  I was given an outline of what to do and a summary of what had been done before.  I had a good idea and then I was helped with the details every step of the way by my site supervisor.  I was in the same office area and had daily access, mostly.  We had weekly updates as a set meeting and did updating every couple of days, as necessary, when possible.

· The nice thing is we have a great team effort.  We are really co-workers.  He values my judgment as much as his own.

· I know the support is there when I need it.

· We had meetings, but not enough.  I needed more bi-weekly or monthly meetings, regularly scheduled meetings.  I need ongoing support.  I feel so separate.  In the host agency I do something different than the rest.  My supervisor works out of another office and I don’t share an office with her.

· It was terrible!  I had to fight to get a desk and a phone.  There was very little connection between the site and the program.  The site supervisor level was missing.

· I was supervised by one person.  We met on a bi-weekly basis.  I worked fairly independently.  My supervisor provided options I could choose from.  Worked well for me.  She made herself available for support and answered questions in a timely manner.

· I worked in a little office in the back of my supervisor’s classroom and saw her every day.  We had informal meetings and a formal meeting once a week.  We got along really well.  She was so grateful.  It made me feel good to go to work every day.  I couldn’t have asked for a better supervisor!

· Well, it was a pretty isolating experience.  A lot of time alone.  Once a week my supervisor came in for a meeting with me and my partner, but most of the year I didn’t have a partner.  My supervisor was not full time at the site.

· I needed more support in the beginning and later not so much.  

· .She didn’t micro-manage.  She gave me tasks and guidelines and let me DO it.  I had a lot of autonomy and I loved it.  Best for me.  Once a week we had an organized meeting.  Her office was near and she was always available.

· My site supervisor worked on site and communicated well.  It didn’t feel like supervision , but we were doing the same thing – a good working relationship.  



Member Perceptions of Support
Members were asked to describe the supports they received for carrying out their assignments from their programs, their host sites, the state office and other members.

Support From the Program (Sponsor Agency)

Members were generally very positive about the supports they got from their programs.  Twenty-nine of the 35 respondents (83%) reported being happy with the support their programs provided and 12 of these members were extremely happy, using superlatives to describe the Program Directors’ efforts.  Five members provided both praise and a criticism and four members only reported a problem with the support they received.  

The supports described included attention and communication, moral support, responsiveness to questions and concerns, training, resources and information, networking, a sense of group (opportunities to bond with others in their program) and a feel for the “big picture” – the larger significance of what they were doing at their particular sites.  Members mentioned trainings frequently and also mentioned the electronic communication systems that were set up for their use.  One important element was that the supports described were usually couched in terms of personal relationships with the Program Directors and with others in the central office.  Virtually all the members identified the people who provided the supports.

Problems cited included finding it hard to contact the program, problems with communication (not knowing about a training), feeling less connected due to a late start in the program, a desire for more inquiries about a member’s progress, a desire for a site visit, a lack of assistance with a problem with a site, a lack of a computer and mileage, and a diminishment of support from the central office as the project progressed.  One member reported an unresolved problem with another member at a group event and felt a general lack of support.  Those members who were distant from the program base felt less support.  Also, those members in situations where the site supervisor played a less active role felt less supported by their program.

	Table 4-3: Sample Descriptions of support from the program

	· I got monthly trainings where I learned additional skills.  I was encouraged to network and provide assistance to other projects.  I got a lot of training resources.

· I got more of moral support than practical support.  Distance was a factor.  I got assistance in understanding what I was supposed to do.  I got answers to questions about AmeriCorps.  Once or twice a month contact.

· The psychological support/cheerleading was great.  I got a solid sense of being one of the --- members and felt proud of it.  Monetarily, there was a problem with not getting some funding to attend a conference.

· Good support.  It was done at long distance.  If I had a question on how to do something they were right there.  Once or twice I had site visits.

· Minimal support other than monthly meetings.  I would have liked inquiries on how I was doing.

· I received support from [ - and - ].  Whenever needed, I just called.  This year we have an on-line chat every other week and meet as a group monthly.

· [ - ] is very supportive.  They helped a lot with networking, connected her to people doing similar things.  Meetings of the group were very useful.  That really did help.  Sometimes I felt out on a limb and meetings were important to connect.

· I got really good support from [ - and - ].  Any time I had questions they were right there and answered.  Good relationship.  [ - ] actually came to my site and helped organize a project when I had bitten off more than I could chew.  

· Basically monthly meetings, sharing experiences and bouncing ideas off others – big support.


Support From the Host Site

Nearly all the respondents felt positive about the support they received from their sites.  Thirty-four of the 35 members (97%) described positive supports and 13 of these members used superlatives and expressed gratitude for the support they received.  Only three members provided negative comments about the quality of the support from their sites and four members noted that it was hard at first but that over time the site became very supportive of their efforts.

Most of the respondents mentioned that the site provided office space, a phone, and a computer.  More important, most indicated that people were helpful to them and that they were treated as staff and invited to participate.  Other supports mentioned included access to people and networks that they needed to do their work and access to materials and resources for projects.

	Table 4-4: Sample Descriptions of support from the host site

	· I had total support from the school district.  They were appreciative and supportive.  If I had a problem, they helped.  Right away, I got office space at school.  They welcomed me and said, “Thank you.”  

· We were part of things that we needed to be part of.  We had access to anything needed: caseworkers for referrals and help with problems and office support.

· I was treated as staff and asked to participate in many activities.  The school created office space – we began in a closet and ended up with two nice offices.

· I got financial support for projects and office space and equipment.  And I got PEOPLE support.  People were knowledgeable; they were helpful and made me feel welcome.

· At first I didn’t feel part of the staff.  It took a long time.  Eventually they warmed up to me.  In the future I think site staff should be oriented to the AmeriCorps program.  At first I was competing for space.  It took almost two months to get a desk.

· Staff people were very receptive to my questions and accepted me as part of the agency.  My contributions were valued.  Technical questions were answered also.  I had a cubicle, computer, e-mail/internet access to computer training and state vehicles.

· When I first came, I was not supported at all.  Neither they, nor we knew what we were supposed to be doing.  As we knew what we needed, we could ask for support.  Now we are pretty well supported.  More members will come after us and they will have an easier time.

· I had an office, computer, Internet.  Mediocre support from the school staff.  The school board and some teachers were supportive.  Some teachers were rude.

· I was treated like an employee.  It was more than wonderful.  I was one of the project guys – on the same level as co-workers.

· Excellent site.  It took only two weeks to get settled.


Support From the State Office

Many members knew little about the state office.  Nine of the 33 members who were asked about state office supports (27%) said they didn’t know what the office did.  Fourteen members (42%) identified the state office with statewide events such as Opening Day, Celebration of Service and the Road Shows.  Five members mentioned the LISTSERV.  Three members said that they were familiar with the state office through their participation on Corps Council.

Five members reported receiving some kind of direct help from the Program Officer and two reported that the Program Officer had visited their site.  Those who received help felt that the Program Officer had been responsive to their needs, pleasant and quick to respond.  One said that the state office had helped her get a computer.  Another reported that the state office had helped to connect her with people she needed to know in the field in which she was working.

Finally, four members described some kind of problem that they felt the state office should have solved but didn’t.  One member felt that she would have liked recognition.  This member was part of a program that was discontinued and was upset that it would not continue after her period of service was over.  One member had had problems getting an ed award and thought the national office was “even worse.”  This member was also very frustrated about having to pay taxes on the ed award.  Finally, two members were very upset about the health care coverage available to them through AmeriCorps.  One had had a problem with her provider over coverage and one was very concerned about the cost and the lack of mental health coverage.

The structure of the AmeriCorps programs in Maine provides for little direct contact between the state office and individual member with the exception of the statewide activities run by the commission.  When things operate as they should, it is the individual programs that provide direct support and assistance to their members.  Therefore the responses of members to the question on supports from the state office are not surprising.  The responses may indicate, however, a need for some general “advertising” on the part of the commission if a greater identification with Maine AmeriCorps programs is desirable.

	Table 4-5: Sample Descriptions of support from state office

	· They provided a kick-off day and closing ceremony.  The provided one day of training in the spring.

· I didn’t use them at all.  I don’t recognize the name.

· Zilch.  I never heard from them.  I would have liked recognition.  I didn’t go to statewide activities; I have a family and jobs.  I would like to see what can be done and not pull the program.

· I only knew about because of Corps Council.

· Don’t know.  Can’t think of anything.

· I think our Program Director got the support from the state office.  She went to state-sponsored events and they were supportive.

· I have not had any contact.  The Maine AmeriCorps LISTSERV was useful, interesting.  Also the ACLIST; I didn’t post but sometimes requested the whole thing.

· I know I can ask for technical help.  I don’t know what else they do.  I had no needs that weren’t met

· I never asked for any support from the state office so I never received any.

· I have a BIG NEED – I have a problem with the cost of health care.


Support From Other Members

Members generally reported a great deal of support from other members.  Twenty-nine of the 34 responses to this question were positive (85%) and many of these members were extremely positive, using a variety of superlatives.  Six members specifically mentioned getting together at trainings as very helpful to them.  Three mentioned being part of informal groups of members who were located in the same general area.  Four mentioned a lot of contact through e-mail.  Nine members described help with problem solving, eight mentioned getting help from other members on their sites, five talked about getting moral support and five mentioned benefiting from a sense of belonging to a group.  Seven members reported instances of cross-program assistance and collaboration, including work with VISTA members.  Three members mentioned Corps Council as another source of support and one member talked about meeting members from around the country at a national conference.

There were five negative responses to the question on support from other members.  All of these members felt somewhat isolated and reported that they had relatively little contact with other members.  One of these members felt this way because she was supposed to have a partner at the site but didn’t, a kind of relative deprivation compared to others in her program.  The others were all in assignments that were geographically isolated and where there were no other members nearby.  One member felt that her program did not encourage members to support each other (this was the program that was discontinued).

	Table 4-6: Sample Descriptions of support from other members

	· I got a ton of support.  I received the most support from other members. From my program and from other programs.

· There was very casual, friendly interaction; people to compare notes with; meeting people from other sites. . . people have been supportive across the board.

· I got support through trainings and help with different events.  We went to each other’s sites.

· Definitely.  It was where I got the most support.  I was close to [others in her area].  I know more members through Corps Council.

· Very little.  I would have liked more.  A big problem was that my assignment was unique. . . 

· There were no other AmeriCorps or VISTAs in the area.

· Our gatherings were good, positive and helpful.  It was nice to recognize among ourselves – affirmation.  Excellent.

· I had no real contact with those at other sites, other than one conference call (that was fun).

· I traded resources with other members in my program.  It was good to network with other programs as well.



Member Perceptions of Community Strengthening Efforts
The question on whether members felt that they had strengthened the community in which they served elicited the members’ perceptions on what they had accomplished in their year (or two) of service.  The answers were generally very positive. Thirty-one of the 35 members (89%) felt that they had substantial accomplishments.  The words “definitely” and “absolutely” were spoken many times.  Four said that they were not sure, but these members also listed a number of things that they felt they had accomplished.  

The types of accomplishments reported varied most by program.  That is, they varied because each program was designed to produce different results.  Thus, some programs, where the member activities were more oriented toward direct service to a particular group of “clients,” and less about building structures that might be institutionalized, resulted in less of the traditional definition of community strengthening.  Member reports of accomplishments were consistent with program purposes in all cases and most members felt that they had accomplished a lot.  Generally the responses were given with great enthusiasm.

The most frequent response (17 of 35 members) was that members felt that the program they developed and/or ran was utilized.  This covered both the projects that focused more on direct services and those that focused more on building systems.  Thirteen members felt that they had mobilized the community or changed community attitudes.  Ten members reported that they had created a resource for the community.  Four reported that they had trained others to carry on the job they did and three reported that they had also helped communities other than the one in which they served.

All but one of the members interviewed evidenced a strong commitment to their program’s goals and displayed a sense of efficacy in helping to achieve them.  The purposes for which they had been sent to the community came across clearly in the descriptions of what they felt they had accomplished.

	Table 4-7: Sample Descriptions of community strengthening efforts

	· Yes.  Absolutely.  Just being a valuable avenue for kids to know they come here and be offered a resource: guidance, school to career counseling, mentoring, community service, health issues, safe places – kids can come into this office.  In a larger sense there has been an attitude change on the part of the teachers, community and parents – that academics isn’t enough; that success looks different for different kids.  Thirty-year teachers are now sending kids to us.

· Absolutely!  By providing an additional resource for grade school students; by providing a community service opportunity for high school students.  The development of a campaign for a wholly new community resource – teen resource center.  I am now training others to do what I do, to set up additional programs throughout the state.

· Yes.  I got people from the community to volunteer more and they’re still volunteering.

· Yeah.  I do feel like I have.  I think definitely by being here, by strengthening the ties between [site] and the surrounding community, especially the schools.  [Site] is a member of a collaboration in the community and I have been a “bridging” person.

· I have big questions.  I guess so, yes.  I made more children aware of museums and their role in preserving history; I’ve been able to serve more schools and after school programs, which wouldn’t have been served otherwise.  There is more awareness on the part of the community as a whole.

· Yes, I hope after two years.  I think the awareness of what we need to do is there much more now.  I did a lot of speaking to community organizations.  This was the basis for recruiting volunteers – and we can pull volunteers into actual activities now.  Each program is now much stronger.

· I’m not quite sure how to answer.  Things that I did had a powerful impact on the kids I served.  As far as “dominoing” into the community, just not sure.

· For individual children and families, yes.  Beyond that, no.  The program will not continue.  I will continue to read to kids.

· Yes, I did.  I think I got people from the watershed to get involved – they had never been before.  I organized new things and involved people that hadn’t been involved before.

· I helped create a program that hadn’t existed before.  Past students have come back.

· If I can define my community as the PROJECTS I have worked on, yes. [statewide projects]

· I wonder about that.  I hope I have.  I have some big questions about the validity of the project.  I think I personally linked some groups and individuals who wouldn’t have linked otherwise.

· I do.  I think I’ve laid a foundation.  Not perfect, but it is strong.  It is going to be really good for the next members.


Member Perceptions of Personal Gains

Member responses to the question on how they had personally gained from their year of service were overwhelmingly positive.  Thirty-three of the 35 members (94%) had only positive things to say about their experience and they responded with great enthusiasm.  There were two responses that were a mix of positive and negative.  For one of these two members, the experience had been largely negative but she also reported being glad she had not quit.  For the other member the positive and negative were balanced.

The most frequent benefit reported was a gain in skills and knowledge.  Nineteen members  (54%) mentioned gaining skills and knowledge and 6 reported feeling that their experience had led to personal growth.  The skills and knowledge were a mix of specific job skills and leadership and communication skills.  Most mentioned both.  

Seven members reported that their experience had changed their views or attitudes about a variety of things.  One had gained better insight into his own goals and how to accomplish them.  One reported that her entire outlook on life and priorities had changed.  Another learned from personal experience what it was like to be “low income.”  Others reported a changed outlook on community and a better understanding and appreciation of volunteers.  One learned that service is what she wants to do and another said that he would volunteer more in the future because of his experience.

Eleven of the members were very happy with the job experience that they had gained and for 17 members (51%) the year of service had led to a career or school decision.  For some, the experience had led to a change in their career goals and for others it had confirmed a prior interest or direction.  Five talked about the ed award.  One had already chosen a graduate school, one planned to go to college as an undergraduate, one will plan to use it in the future, one didn’t know how he would use it, and one just liked having it.  One member mentioned that she had been a volunteer for a long time and she appreciated having the AmeriCorps stipend.  

For three members, AmeriCorps service had led directly to a paid position in the organization in which they had served and for six others, the year of service had led to finding a paid position elsewhere that was related to their work as a member.  One member reported that her AmeriCorps experience had led to her becoming a real part of the community where she had already lived for a few years.

Five members reported that they had gained greatly in the area of self-confidence and two valued the respect that others had shown them during their service.

Finally, nearly half (47%) of the members mentioned the results of their service.  Seven members reported a great satisfaction with what they accomplished during their year of service and five additional members felt they had really made a difference.  Four others reported that they had been able to “give back” to the communities in which they lived. 

	Table 4-8: Sample Descriptions of personal gains

	· Yes, I have gained.  Credibility, respect, being looked at as the expert (freaky – when I came I knew NOTHING).  I gained experience.  Deep satisfaction from the work I have done and only because I have served kids.  Very personally satisfying.  To know you have made a difference.  I ran into a kid yesterday – I made a huge difference and can see it in his face when he shakes my hand.  I gained confidence from having created a program.  Confidence to not be afraid to attach myself to a program that is not concrete – that is in the birth stages.  A learning process – growing.  The experience has propelled me in a new avenue in my own career – toward teaching.  The two ed awards help financially.

· Yes.  Absolutely.  I have developed teaching skills – really strengthened.  Also strengthened my all around ability to work with people, including adults.  I think I will do a second year.

· My goodness, I haven’t thought of this.  Self-confidence.  Speaking in public.  It is unbelievable – no group scares me anymore.  I found areas I love to work in – didn’t have a clue before.  I love to train and see things happening.  I like to see connections – to help and be part of things. . . I am older (40’s).  Great experience.

· Yes.  I gained experience in a professional field that I wouldn’t otherwise have had access to.  Now I have a job in this field.  Service led directly to this job.  I had been out of school for a number of years and had been volunteering and then I found out about AmeriCorps.

· Yes.  I try to take something away from every experience.  I’m glad for the experience.  I wish it could have been a different kind of experience.  It was disheartening.  So many conflicts.  I almost quit so many times.  Through the experience I met some wonderful teachers and friends.

· Yeah.  I got a full time job.  I learned a LOT.  A lot of projects I did on my own.  It taught me a lot about myself and how I learn, how I operate when doing a task.  I have abilities to get a project done.  I had had seasonal jobs before.

· Two years.  Definitely.  I have found what I want to do.  I want to work with nonprofits and develop programs.  How powerful it is to get people to reach consensus about what needs to be done and the best ways to go about doing it.  To know that people WANT to volunteer.  They need someone to help them decide what to do.  Made my life so rich even if I get taxed to death.

· Well, I can honestly say “yes.”  I finished and got my ed award.  I got valuable trainings – a great measure of benefit.  I will be volunteering more in the future because of it.  My service coincided with my career goal: a professional job in the nonprofit sector.

· I learned a lot about how government assistance works and what it feels like to be low income.  Most people don’t experience this.  Living on a stipend was one of the hardest things.  I’m a lot more humanitarian and understanding.  I’m now temping to earn a lot more money to pay back accrued debt from my year of service.  Will go back to school.  I must say that when I find someone in AmeriCorps I offer pointers for living on a stipend.  Really important.  It was hard for me.  No really clear guides, resources on how to deal with crises and health care.  Members need recognition.  Everyone was overwhelmed.

· Yes. I do.  I don’t feel like I’m the same person I was [before].  I know more about myself and my needs on the job.  I gained skills.  From Corps Council I got a whole other experience.  I definitely feel more confident.  Less freaked out by what will happen next.  More secure.  What comes next will be definitely okay and doable.  I’m going back to school.

· Yes, I really feel that I have done something very positive for my own community.  Incredibly important.  It was a change in direction for me.  At 40, I went back to school; needed a change.  I’m in school part time and [AmeriCorps] gave me the opportunity to gain skills that I can get college credit for.

· Yes!  I graduated from college in 1999.  This has been my first job.  A wonderful experience.  I gained communication skills, computer, management, job experience.

· Yes.  A lot of ways.  The way I look at community and interact with children.  My whole outlook on life changed.  My priorities changed.  My top priority isn’t making a lot of money [anymore] but making a difference.  I want to go to grad school or med school.


III.
Conclusion

It is important to note again that the counts of the different types of responses offered by members in this chapter cannot be generalized to all the members serving in Maine.  Numbers and percents are provided to give a picture of how often topics, issues, opinions and feelings emerged spontaneously when members were asked very general questions, in order to help describe the patterns found in the data.  Just because a member did not mention a particular topic, reason or feeling did not mean that he or she would not have responded affirmatively if asked that specific question on a survey.  Instead, what emerges from this set of interviews is a little like what might happen if a discussion leader convened the whole group of respondents, sat them down and asked them to respond to the general questions covered (except that they would not be influenced by one another’s responses).  The discussion leader and listeners would develop a “feel” for what was important to the group in general and would be able to develop an understanding of the many facets of the member experiences and the complexity of their roles and their feelings about their roles.  

Given the caveat above, overall, the members’ perceptions of their experiences provide a wealth of information about their activities and accomplishments and how they feel about the different aspects of their service and the support they receive.  Many of the concerns and the joys expressed can be useful to people who are planning the programs in which members serve and for those who put together the training and other supports that members need to do their jobs well and have a positive and meaningful experience.

A few patterns or themes in the data raised issues that can be addressed by the state and program level staffs.  The most frequent theme that emerged was the pivotal role that the Site Supervisor played in the overall satisfaction that members experienced with their assignments.  This came through the positive comments (the great majority) as well as the negative ones.  Members who reported good working relationships with their supervisors expressed great happiness with their assignments and felt respected and valued; this colored their whole experience.  In those cases where members reported problems with the supervisory relationship, it also colored the entire experience.  The most common problems with supervision were a lack of availability on the part of the Site Supervisor or a lack of interest in the AmeriCorps project itself.  Sometimes this latter problem was due to a change of supervisor, although sometimes such a change was positive as well.

An additional theme, not so frequent, but the source of a wide range of problems, was late placements for members.  Those members who started late and were placed after the initial orientation were far more likely to feel isolated, to mention the lack of a bond with other members, and be less clear about their role at their site.

While most members had other AmeriCorps or VISTA members either at their sites or nearby, some of the members who reported feeling isolated were located in an area where there were no other members.  This was compounded if they started late, which happened in several cases.

Finally, many members knew little or nothing about the state office and its functions.  In one sense this is a strength of the program, indicating that the programs are doing their jobs so well that the state office is rarely called upon to intervene.  On the other hand, more visibility would enhance the members’ sense of belonging to a state as well as a national program.  During the interview, about 20 percent of the members spontaneously expressed their appreciation for having the opportunity to provide feedback to the state level about their experiences.  About a third of these made the comment in conjunction with a discussion of a problem, but two thirds just said they were happy to share their positive experiences.

Overwhelmingly, the members interviewed were both enthusiastic and thoughtful.  They worked hard and believed in what they were doing.  One of the themes that emerged again and again is the idea of service.  Developing an “ethic of service” is one of the most important goals of AmeriCorps.  As can be seen from this series of interviews, the concept of service makes its way through all the layers of this complex program – from the national, to the state, to the program, to the site, to the member.  Based on how the members talked about their roles, it is clear that the ideal of service is alive and well in the hearts and minds of the AmeriCorps members in Maine.  And they act on this ideal.  The sum of their efforts represents a significant contribution to a wide variety of communities throughout Maine.  
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Chapter 5:

host site descriptions of member accomplishments

and community strengthening efforts

This chapter reports on the wide range of member accomplishments that respondents to the Site Supervisor Community Strengthening Survey described.  Thirty of 46 Site Supervisors responded to a mail survey and provided the following descriptions of what the members at their sites accomplished.  The responses are grouped by general area: environmental projects, service learning projects, computer literacy projects and mentoring projects.  The Site Supervisors own words best describe what they feel the members contributed to strengthening the communities in which they served.

Responses from Environmental Projects:

· We've trained teachers in water quality monitoring methods.  We've provided town governments with water quality data relevant to swim beaches, clam flats and watersheds.  We've given students opportunities to believe that one person can make a difference (150 sophomores, 70 7th graders, 40 3rd graders, 45 5th graders. 30 8th graders). I'd ALWAYS like to have an AmeriCorps connection.  Everything we've accomplished would not have been possible without AmeriCorps.

· To build capacity of our center which supports the efforts of 8 organizations.  Also actual projects like volunteer water quality monitoring and river clean ups and outreach and education.  

· The AmeriCorps project has broadened our outreach.  And allowed us to undertake projects that are not funded in grants.  Although work with local schools was more limited than initially anticipated, our volunteer did expand contacts with schools that had not previously participated in "Envirothon."  And also provided assistance to the Tripp Lake Improvement Association in their efforts to involve Poland Regional High School students in the watershed project.  Additionally, our volunteer helped three lake associations with newsletters and capacity-building activities, thus enhancing their viability.

· AmeriCorps volunteer has worked closely with several lake and regional lake associations either on the subcommittee education boards or directly with local volunteers doing watershed surveys.  List of activities: trained volunteer trainers to present watershed model to school children; helped plan and conduct family Lake Day activities; participated in 5 lake watershed surveys which utilize local volunteers; developed several outreach handouts (brochures, maps, lessons plans); presented watershed model to several Middle Schools in Priority Watersheds.

· [The member recruited] 25 volunteers for water quality monitoring.  15 volunteers for easement monitoring.  Over 200 for community riparian planting.  10 assisted with salmon related issues.  The AmeriCorps project got people involved in the protection of the watershed through monitoring and restoration activities.

· [For the] lake - planted 700+ foot buffer - including 60+ volunteers.  Proved they could take on a large project and get it done.  Now taking on another water quality project.  [For the] river - "re-educated" many who had become disenchanted by doing storm drain [project].  Reinvigorated group.

· Have assisted 5 farms in targeting and responding to environmental needs.  Teamed farmers with businesses to utilize farm waste as resources.  Encouraged volunteer wellhead protection to community groups, including public water supplies, families and schools.  Brought community together to conduct watershed survey.


Responses from Service Learning Projects:
· Our AmeriCorps volunteer revitalized a junior museum operated by students from the Brunswick Jr. High School.  This project strengthened our relationship with the school, raised our visibility within the communities we serve, and helped forge a new audience with the younger generation.

· We have an AmeriCorps and a VISTA volunteer working with us and with Freeport Community Education

· Summer camp (2 weeks) - kids from 7 different schools working together.  Teacher workshop during drinking water week brought teachers together from schools that Portland Water District educators work with.  Adopt-A-Salmon program - community members and organizations involved in release day activities.  Adopt-A-Salmon service learning program.  Summer Camp - watering of buffer plants at boat launch.  School field trips to nature trail and clean up of area.  Building of concrete watershed model.  

· Established new and reinforced existing connections to K-12 schools and teachers in Wiscasset and Bath.  Developed new programming to serve additional groups and ages of children through the Morris Farm (e.g. T.R.E.E.S. tree ecology program, Winter Camp, Winter Carnival, and the yurt).   

· As the second year hosting an AmeriCorps position, the projects have focused on reinforcing the role of this institution as a learning and resource center.  Collaboration between the on-site mentor and the AmeriCorps member has allowed for participation a more diverse set of outreach events.  The diversity strengthens the community by offering recognition, services and information to a large segment of population.  More formal ties are being established between this organization and other community education centers.

· Our AmeriCorps member helped to meet our two community strengthening objectives in the following ways: 1) Built relationships with 10 new schools the District had not worked with previously.  2) Built relationships with 2 new nonprofit organizations and strengthened 2 or 3 previously existing relationships.  3) Led service learning projects involving 143 students and 6 teachers at 5 different schools.  4) Provided Environmental Science lessons to 773 students, 44 teachers, and 62 other community members.  5) Helped to involve more than 1,000 students in the Envirothon Competition and the Southern Maine Children's Water Festival.  6) Helped train 57 teachers in state-of-the-art cooperative learning and peer tutoring techniques.  7) Lead 100 Daiseys and Brownies in a tidal pool/beach clean-up workshop.

· The liaisons with schools that have been created through service learning projects.  For example, the high school students cleaning the Longfellow House and the Longfellow School Children's Awareness Campaign for the restoration project.  

Responses from Computer Literacy Projects:

· Training individuals about the Internet is the greatest effect of the project.  Also, partnerships have formed to continue the training.

· Public knowledge of the Internet.  Brings community members together for a common goal.  Helps connect schools and libraries to their communities.  Steering committee creates a group of businesses and agencies to carry on an interest in technology.  Gives individuals (students, librarians, etc.) a chance to work with members of the community.

· More people are comfortable using e-mail and the Internet.  That increases communication and knowledge. 

· The program was not a success in year one because we lacked members for most of the year.  I know this project will be a success in year 2.  There is a great need for this program in our area.

Responses from Mentoring-Focused Projects
· Create a new high school mentoring guide and a new 4-H mentoring guide.  2) Create a new 4-H mentoring project and new safety program for youth.  3) Compile a policy manual for site-based mentoring programs. All of the before stated objectives have been met.  This AmeriCorps project is a collaborative effort between three agencies; this makes it possible to reach a broader section of the community.  Volunteerism is contagious.

· We really didn't set community strengthening objectives for [member] this year.  She has provided invaluable assistance to the Read with ME campaign and Maine's Promise.  Especially in the latter instance, she is helping to build and sustain the capacity of the organization to meet its goals.  

· Community groups have been brought together, completed some projects and lined up to do other projects this coming year.  Network is growing.  Relationships are mutually beneficial.

· Volunteers from minority communities.  Mentoring program development. 

· The development of the babysitting club was pretty much the sole responsibility of the member.  Other than that most other projects were already in place and the AmeriCorps member assisted with them. 

· [This information was given to explain why no survey was returned: the AmeriCorps member left early.  BUT they started the program anyway.  So the process had an impact.  The program is going great.  The AmeriCorps member was a student.  She had brought the idea to them (host site organization).  The member gave them ideas in the beginning; then they hired someone and that person continued after the member left.] 

· Re objective 2:  While our project was briefly mentioned on the website, the website, sadly, was not disability accessible - that is Braille and sight-impaired ready.  Also we would have wished for more concrete sharing of mentoring and empowerment work.  Re objective 3:  While [the program] did highlight our program in internal media, any media which was considerable [would have been] generated by us with or without AmeriCorps staff support.

· AmeriCorps has strengthened this community because our program works for youth, for justice and for the community.  It works for youth because last year we assisted 107 juvenile offenders in successfully completing their community service.  AmeriCorps works for justice because it provides the juvenile justice system with a resource that holds youth accountable for their actions.  It works for the community because AmeriCorps helps reduce crime and its associated costs.  Last year AmeriCorps contributed 4522 hours of work at [blank].  This produced a total of more than $138,000.  Most importantly, AmeriCorps works to involve the community in the juvenile restitution process. 

· Our AmeriCorps volunteer was incredible; she developed a park clean-up project and a meals on wheels project where the students developed valentines for local meals on wheels clients.  She had an after school study club which we miss this year.  Our school community was strengthened in numerous ways by [name of member].

· In the past year we have done a variety of activities focused on the children with the intent to strengthen the community as the end result.  These activities include: community service projects involving both elders and children' tutoring programs for children, traditional activities (such as beading, shawl making, drumming and singing) taught by elders to children. 

· Engaged over 165 kids in site-based mentoring programs at 13 elementary schools and engaged a similar number of mentors from area high schools (also beneficiaries) and conducted, monitored and evaluated these program.  Worked diligently to heighten community awareness of the need for a teen center - canvassing the community, doing a needs assessment, conducting a public forum.  

As can be seen from the descriptions, the accomplishments of members varied greatly depending on the purpose and design of the type of program in which they served.  Some programs focused more on the recruitment of volunteers than others.  Some focused more on the building of relationships with other organizations through the services that the members provided to students or other clients.  

It is worth noting that many of the communities in which members served were very small and that recruiting even 25 volunteers for an activity is sometimes much more significant than the number alone would indicate.  Interpretations of the success of volunteer recruitment efforts in Maine should include some estimate of the potential pool of volunteers in any given location.

Nearly all of the Site Supervisors were very positive about the contributions of “their” member.  Overall, they indicated that the members both provided direct services, and, in the process of designing and publicizing projects and recruiting volunteers, they also strengthened the organizations they worked in and provided resources to the communities those organizations served.  They often created bridges to other organizations through cooperative projects and increased the pool of community volunteers available to work with the particular programs served.  Some Site Supervisors reported a great deal of growth in the capacity of their organizations that they attributed to the members work.

[image: image35.png]CORPORATION

FOR NATIONAL

EdSERVICE





Chapter 6

Issues and Recommendations

I. 
 Issues
The conclusions in this report focus on issues that have been identified as deserving attention.  They are drawn based on the information gathered from the interviews and observations conducted for the evaluation.  It should be noted at the outset that even if no changes were made at all, the program would still be basically strong and healthy.  These issues are, therefore, offered to delineate ways in which the program might be made even better.

Issues are grouped under general topics that reflect a combination of the issues identified in the different chapters of this report.

Supervision of members
One of the major overall conclusions from all the different sources of information gathered is that the role of the Site Supervisor and the quality of the supervision provided to members is key to the success of both members and programs.  Program Directors and Site Supervisors both identify the supervisor as being central.  Member experiences, as reported in their interviews, also point to the centrality of supervision and their relationship with their supervisor.  Given this, it is important to ensure that the supports the AmeriCorps programs already provide to supervisors are available to all supervisors and that this aspect of programming is continually reviewed and improved.  Areas where improvements could be made include:

· Site Supervisor Orientation. Not all Site Supervisors reported that they had received a formal orientation to the program in which they participated.  Some were in programs that did not emphasize formal orientation, some declined to participate in activities that were offered, and some came into the program late because the member was placed late.  But overall, Site Supervisor orientation has not been a major emphasis for at least half of the programs.

· Adequate Time With Site Supervisor.  A few members experienced problems because they did not have adequate time from their Site Supervisor, or their supervisor did not express interest in their project.

· Intra-program Connections Between Site Supervisors.  Some Site Supervisors had little contact with other supervisors in their program.  Some of these supervisors felt they had no need of such contact and some would have liked more.

· Public Recognition of Site Supervisors.  Only the members are publicly recognized by the MCCS.

· Training of Site Supervisors.  A few Site Supervisors were very impressed by the training that members received and one of those interviewed (who may represent others) expressed a desire to participate.  Some Site Supervisors might be interested in the training provided for members.


Late Placements
Late placements represented the single largest source of problems reported by both members and Site Supervisors.  The entire quality of the experience for members is affected.

· Members who were placed after initial orientation were more likely to feel isolated, to lack a bond with other members in their programs, and to be less clear about their objectives on site.

· Site Supervisors whose members were placed late were also less likely to understand the program and feel a part of the program.

Transitions in host site staffing

Transitions in host site staffing were disruptive and caused problems for members.  Programs differed in their responses to transitions.

Recruitment

Recruitment is one of the most difficult activities for most programs.  

· One of the most common ways in which members heard about the AmeriCorps program was through word-of-mouth, including current and former members, friends and community organizations.  This could be capitalized on.

· Each program has a set of recruitment strategies, some of which might be useful to other programs.

Member Isolation
Some members reported feeling isolated.  These members were more likely to be late placements and members who served in areas where there were no other AmeriCorps or VISTA members near them.  Most, but not all, members were connected electronically through e-mail.

Opportunities for Member Feedback

When interviewed, about 20 percent of the members expressed their appreciation for having a chance to talk to someone from the state office level about their experiences.  About a third of these members had a problem they wanted to talk about (health care coverage, for example) and the other two thirds were just glad to register their positive experiences.  Member feedback to the state level of the program would be useful for planning statewide supports.

Visibility of the state office
Many members know little or nothing about the state office and its functions.  In one sense this is a strength of the Maine AmeriCorps programs, indicating that the individual dispersed site programs are doing their jobs so well that the state office is rarely called upon to intervene.  On the other hand, more visibility would enhance the members’ sense of being part of a statewide program as well as a national program.

The training/technical assistance/coaching agenda
Several needs for assistance with evaluation were raised by Program Directors, including improving the writing of community strengthening objectives; help with evaluation “one shot” deals, such as a class taught; the best ways to implement portfolios; and how to use WBRS to cut down on evaluation paperwork.

The training and technical assistance agenda for the coming years would be a place where the evaluation needs discussed above and the other needs discussed in other sections could be addressed.  Because, for each of the issues mentioned, at least one program has already developed a useful approach, structuring methods for sharing ideas would be an important part of the agenda.

Adequate resources and match
There was considerable variation in the staffing of the six programs.  One program in particular did not have adequate staff time to fulfill all the training and support functions required.  This program was implementing a relatively new national model and is still undergoing refinements.  The issue of adequate staffing in general is one that is logically addressed at the time that proposals are reviewed.  It is an important criterion.

It appeared that generally, when a site was required to raise match money in order to host an AmeriCorps member, meeting this requirement was the beginning of their commitment to the local project and made it more likely that they would view the project as part of their own mission, ultimately increasing the chances for sustainability. 

II.
Recommendations

Overall, the dispersed site AmeriCorps programs in Maine represent a strong, sound system.  Based on the interviews conducted for this evaluation, one of the major conclusions is that the players in this rather complex system know their roles.  So the recommendations that follow are based, first, on the premise that the problems identified exist because sometimes the actors drop their lines.  That is, the program doesn’t always function as planned, but the reasons can be addressed without major changes to the system.

The second premise is that the expertise and the mechanisms for addressing problems identified already exist in some part of the state’s AmeriCorps system.  Each of the six programs examined has elaborated some portion of the programming to achieve excellent results.  Part of what these recommendations are about is finding ways to share the knowledge and experience that already exists.  

Finally, it is apparent that no one model for running these programs is inherently better than another and that the program models are intertwined with the purposes for which they were conceived.  Thus, the intent of these recommendations is not to create standardization that would interfere with programs, but, again, to encourage sharing.
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  Because the quality of supervision at the host site is key to the success of the program and the happiness and productivity of the member (and because being an AmeriCorps site is a lot of work):

1. Maine’s system should work on strengthening the supports already provided to host sites, to assure that all sites receive the kind of support they need.

A. Participation in formal orientation of Site Supervisors should be a requirement for participation as a host site.  Program Directors should share the ways in which programs do this.  Such a requirement should accommodate extraordinary situations that prevent attendance by assuring that Site Supervisors who cannot attend are oriented on site, using the same “curriculum.”  

B. programs should require a time commitment from SITE supervisors.  Most programs do this now and there are many ways to do it, but the commitment should be on paper and periodically evaluated.  During the year, if the time is not provided as planned, an alternative plan should be worked out with the site.  Programs should also share the mechanisms (forms, reports, meetings) they have developed for structuring the relationship of the member and supervisor.  These mechanisms, however, are not an area to standardize across programs.

C. CREATION OF A LISTSERV FOR ALL THE SITE SUPERVISORS IN EACH PROGRAM SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED.  Some programs do this now.  The state office or other programs can help other programs to set one up, if needed.

D. SITE SUPERVIsOR selection and SUPPORT SHOULD BE ON THE TRAINING AGENDA FOR THE COMING YEAR.  Because among them, the programs have already developed excellent mechanisms for selecting and supporting Site Supervisors, training in this area should focus on finding ways for programs to share their collective expertise, and on the “nitty-gritty” level – on specific mechanisms.

E. SITE SUPERVISOR EFFORTS SHOULD BE RECOGNIZED, just as member efforts are recognized.  Most programs already do this.  This is a recommendation only because it is so vital.  The Maine Commission for Community Service should develop a certificate or send a formal letter of appreciation.

F. AT LEAST ONE activity DURING statewide start-up and end of year events should be designed expressly for site supervisors.  This should be an activity that would be of interest across programs and sites.  More host site participation will strengthen the AmeriCorps identity of the programs implemented at host site.

G. Programs should consider allowing site supervisors to participate in parts of the member training.  Doing this would have to be balanced with member and program needs.
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 Because group bonding and skills training for members requires attendance at initial orientation and training and because the initial orientation of the member and the site themselves is just as essential for supervisors:

2. Late placements should be discouraged 

This is a problem that the state office and all the Program Directors should address.  Late placement is probably the single largest problem for members and host sites that the evaluation uncovered.  Recruitment is a long and difficult undertaking.  Adequate program staff time needs to be budgeted in all programs to assure that members are available when the program starts.  If the job market in Maine continues to improve, recruitment may become more difficult.  The state office and the programs should put this on the agenda for work (problem solving) in the next year.
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  Because transitions in host site staffing, particularly supervision, cause problems:

3. When there is a change of supervisor at a site a brief transition plan should be developed with the site.
This will assure that attention is paid to the situation and a new supervisor is oriented.
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  Because recruitment is always difficult and word of mouth is such an important method of recruitment:
4. The state office should continue their activities to assist programs with recruitment.

5. The training/technical assistance agenda for the next year should include some assistance to program directors in the area of using social networks to get the word out, as well as addressing recruitment methods in general.

Programs will have useful approaches to share.  The networks to capitalize on are the member networks (and member enthusiasm) already in existence and networks of professionals in programs related to the work of each AmeriCorps program.
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  Because not all members are a part of a member network:  
(See recommendation #2, as most problems in this area appear to be due to late placements.)

6. Each program should have a listserv for its members.  
Most programs already do.

7. Programs should pay special attention to those members who are not located near any other AmeriCorps or VISTA member.  
There are not very many of them.
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  Because members don’t always feel they have an opportunity to provide feedback to AmeriCorps:

8. A very brief end of service survey should be administered by the state.  

This member survey should be done anonymously and it should not identify particular programs.  It might best be done via the state’s web site.  The challenge is to develop an approach that assures that all members complete the survey.

9. Planning for all statewide events should take into consideration that Maine’s members are generally older and more experienced than the typical national member.

The challenge is to create activities that are as motivating for 40 year olds as they are for 20 year olds.  This needs local attention because most of the materials that come from national level do not fit the typical member in a dispersed site program in Maine.
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  Because most members hardly know the state office exists:

10. The Maine Commission for Community Service should send a welcome letter (or e-mail) to all members during the first month of service and a thank-you letter during the last month.

11. The state office should consider the feasibility of establishing a “Paperwork Hotline” for members to provide telephone assistance with AmeriCorps (national, not program) paperwork.
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  Because evaluation needs to continue to evolve and improve and assistance should address issues identified by programs:
12. The technical assistance agenda for the coming year should include assistance to programs with implementing member portfolios.  

Ways to do this that can be incorporated into the member’s regular role should be emphasized.  Programs have experience that they can share.

13. At the end of each year Staff Council (Program Directors) should devote one meeting to sharing what has worked and what hasn’t worked during the past year.  

This would constitute a year-end reflection on the programs.  It could be modeled on a member reflection mechanism used by one of the programs.

14. The training/technical assistance/coaching agenda for the coming two years should address the following issues:

a. IMproving the writing of Community Strengthening Objectives
b. How to Evaluate “One Shot Deals,” such as classes in schools
c. The best ways to use quantitative and qualitative information and how to use WBRS for this purpose to cut down on workloads.

d. THE best ways to select host sites and site supervisors
Programs should share the criteria they use to examine host sites and select supervisors.  Differences in the types of organizations that members serve in and the opportunities and challenges that these represent should be covered.

e. RECRUITMENT (See recommendation #5.)

f. Each year, the planning of training, coaching assistance, and technical assistance should incorporate the follow information sources:

· Member survey results

· Program Director needs from the end-of-year reflection meeting.

· Site Supervisor needs

· The objectives of all the programs

· An analysis of identified topics to determine the appropriate delivery method: training, coaching or technical assistance
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  Because developing resources to strengthen communities requires resources: 

15. Programs should have adequate staff to implement the AmeriCorps model to carry out their purposes.

16. Host sites should participate in paying the cost of the AmeriCorps member at their sites.

The majority of programs believe that the commitment of host sites is enhanced when they contribute to member support.  This contribution, in and of itself, represents resource leveraging at the program level.  The commitment of the site, in turn, contributes to the resource leveraging that members do as part of their assignments.  As a result, communities are strengthened by focusing resources on the purposes for which the program was created in the first place.  Finally, the greater the local commitment to the program, the greater are the chances that the program will continue after the period of AmeriCorps assistance.
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This evaluation was conducted under a grant from the Corporation for National Service during the period April through December 2000 by Meredith Fossel.  The Commission is grateful to the AmeriCorps Crew, VISTA, and Promise Fellow members as well as Program Directors and Site Supervisors who participated in the project.
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