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The Strengthening Families Program (SFP) is an evidence-based, long-running program first developed
by Dr. Karol Kumpfer. The goal of the program is to build parenting and youth-life skills among both
caregivers and youth “to create happy, stable families and protect our youth from the negative effects
of alcohol, tobacco, and drugs, which can damage the teen developing brain.”    The program takes
place with families meeting once or twice a week over the course of 11 lessons to build their skills
together as a family and separately in their own skills groups. The program has been replicated and
administered nationally and internationally and has a strong evidence base for producing positive
outcomes for participating families. 

The Children’s Trust of South Carolina (hereafter “the Trust”) has been supporting organizations
(hereafter “partner agencies”) in the state to implement SFP for a number of years. Acting as an
intermediary, the Trust provides program funding and technical assistance to enable nonprofits,
government agencies, and health service organizations in running high-quality programming for
families across South Carolina. 

In the past, the Trust and its partner agencies delivered the SFP 6-11 curriculum, which is targeted to
families with elementary school age children ages 6 to 11. In 2025, the Trust transitioned to the SFP 7-
17 curriculum, which serves a broader age range of youth including programming for youth ages 6 to
17 in an effort to open the program—and its benefits—to a wider audience. 

The following report is a summative evaluation of SFP as implemented through the Trust partner
agency, Hopeful Horizons. Hopeful Horizons (HH) is a nonprofit organization serving Beaufort,
Allendale, Colleton, Hampton and Jasper counties. The intent of the report is to present data on
program facilitation at HH for reflection by the program team on how they can continue to improve how
the program is run and thus improve the experiences and outcomes of participating families. As this is
the Trust and partner agency' first year working with this new curriculum, this report will also provide
baseline data for subsequent years of the SFP 7-17 program. The report brings together administrative,
outcome, fidelity, and technical assistance feedback data to tell the story of SFP at HH in South
Carolina. 

This report is broken out into six sections. The first, SFP By the Numbers, provides a basic overview
of how many cycles of the program was run, and how many families were served and where. The
second section looks at recruitment and retention data to understand who enters the program and
how many complete the program through graduation. The third section focuses on implementation
and fidelity or how the program was actually implemented on the ground. The fourth section gets into
outcome data primarily based on participants’ responses to the end-of-cycle pre/post survey and how
their attitudes and behaviors have changed. The fifth section concerns the technical assistance that
the Trust provides agencies. 

Introduction
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1 Strengthening Families Program by Dr. Karol Kumpfer; https://strengtheningfamiliesprogram.org/ 
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A note on data
This report combines several sources of data for its findings, each with its own specificities detailed
below.

Administrative data (AD). Along with adopting the new SFP curriculum in 2025, the Trust also
moved its data to a new database. This database provides a new interface for partner agencies
to report data on their SFP cycles and programming, including recruited families, enrolled
families, program attendance, staff, participant and staff demographics, and any other data
pertaining to SFP. Due to the database's newness, some missing data may have resulted from
the transition and may be reflected in the report data. 

Outcome survey (OS). At the end of every cycle, SFP participants take an outcomes survey to
help measure and understand the impact the program has had on them. This survey was
developed and validated by Dr. Karol Kumpfer who also developed the program itself. There are
two versions of the survey, one for caregivers, and one for youth. During the administration of
the survey, it was decided by the Trust and agencies that only youth 12 and older (11 at the
discretion of the youth and Family Coach)  would need to take the survey due to
comprehension difficulties for younger children. 

The survey is taken on paper, scanned, and digitized via a survey processing software. Before
this process was established, two cycles ended before being able to administer the survey. In
addition, two cycles accidentally lost surveys for either their caregivers or youth. While the
survey was meant to be taken by all participants, if participants were absent when the survey
was administered, their responses may not have been captured. Throughout the report, we
have noted the number of responses when reporting on the outcome survey (denoted as n). 

Fidelity checklist (FC). The fidelity checklist is a list of items and questions that agency staff
fill out after each SFP lesson to report on whether program standards were followed, their
performance, and how participants responded in the lesson. While the checklist should be
submitted by every Family Coach and/or Site Coordinator present at the lesson, this does not
always happen. Throughout the report, we have noted the number of responses when reporting
on the fidelity checklist (denoted as n). 

Technical assistance feedback survey (TAFS). This survey was developed in 2025 to solicit
feedback from agencies on the technical assistance they received from the Trust. While in this
first year the survey was administered once in the last quarter of the year, in the future, we hope
to administer is more frquently. Each agency provided at least one response to the survey, and
throughout the report, we have noted the number of responses when reporting on the survey
(denoted as n). 
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SFP By the Numbers

complete SFP cycles were delivered at HH. 3 of 

SFP cycles at HH were offered in English only, which compares to the state-level sessions, also mostly
offered in English. The specific cycles were offered in in-person sessions in a nonprofit setting (Table 2).
Sessions were offered on weekdays during the evenings. (Table 3).

In 2025, the Children’s Trust provided support and technical assistance to 18 agencies in running 77
cycles of SFP (Table 1). Hopeful Horizons (HH), a veteran SFP partner agency, initiated and
completed three cycles this year. This section provides an overview of HH’s highlights this program
year.

Table 1. Number of completed cycles across HH and all agencies supported by the Trust by language of
instruction

Source: AD
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Table 2. HH Community, Geography, and Program Modality Indicators by Agency and Cycle.

Table 3. HH Program Delivery Schedule, Environment, and Context Indicators by Agency and Cycle. 

Source: AD

Source: AD
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HH had a strong reach, recruiting 116 individuals and enrolling 29 families. Overall, 93 people were
enrolled, which included 40 caregivers and 53 children aged 6-17 (Table 4; Figure 1). Participants were
predominantly Black (65.3%), with a smaller proportion of White (20.8%) and Hispanic participants
(6.9%) and participants identifying as another race or multiracial (6.9%). Caregivers and children were
evenly represented, as were child and teen participation (Figure 2).

enrolled families at HH out of 853 across all sites

2,576 participants.93...or out of 

Source: AD
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Table 4. Family and Participant Enrollment numbers at HH and over all CTSC agencies.

Figure 1. HH Enrollment rates nested
bubble chart comparing recruitment,
enrollment, and graduation countsn

SFP By the Numbers
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“Other” encompasses participants identifying as other races or as multiracial.

Table 5. Number and percent of HH enrolled participants and all CTSC agencies by gender. 

As with the agency-wide findings, the gender identity breakdown of participants skewed female;
61.3% of participants identified as female and only 38.7% identified as male (Table 5). This is due to
the distribution of caregivers, 72.5% of whom identified as female. The youth gender breakdown was
more even (Table 6). 

2

1 2024 estimates indicate that 25.7% of South Carolina residents identify as Black alone and 8.0% indentify as Hispanic or
Latino;  Census.gov
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Table 6. Number and percent of HH enrolled participants by gender and age group. 

The majority (72.5%) of participating caregivers identified as female at HH. 

Source: AD

Figure 2. Percent of enrolled at HH compared to all CTSC sites participants by race. 

SFP By the Numbers

HH site (n=93) 
All sites(n=2,576)
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Table 7. Number of staff per role at HH compared to all agencies.

16 Family Coaches led  the Strengthening Families Program cycles. 

HH delivered SFP with a team of sixteen (16) Family Coaches across two completed program
cycles. Staff were mostly comprised of family coaches and child care staff (Table 7). Each session was
facilitated by multiple leaders, which enabled consistent coverage of parent, youth, and family sessions
and supported implementation fidelity across the cycles delivered. Staffing fidelity will be discussed in
detail in the fidelity and implementation section of the report. 

SFP By the Numbers

Source: AD



Recruitment and Retention
HH demonstrated great success in recruiting and retaining families throughout their completed cycle,
as evidenced by the participant demographics. Ninety-six point seven (96.7%) of recruited families
enrolled in the program (Table 8). With such a high recruitment rate, HH staff may want to reflect on what
makes them so successful and what enables them to have such high recruitment. 

On average, 9.7 families were enrolled per cycle (Table 9). The graduation/retention rate was slightly lower for
HH participants; 72.4% graduated compared to the overall graduation rate across agencies (83.1%) (Table 8).

Ten (10) enrolled families were identified as DSS-involved. All were considered economic cases (Table 11;
Figure 3). 

Table 8. Recruitment and graduation rates for HH participants compared to agency-wide rates.

Table 9. Average number of families enrolled per cycle at HH and agency-wide.

Table 10. Recruitment rates of HH families by racial identity 

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION | 7 



Recruitment and Retention

Figure 3. Percent of HH enrolled families that were DSS-involved by DSS-involement type 

Table 11. Percent of DSS-involved families by involvement type.

(n = 10)

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION | 8 



Figure 5. Percent of participant responses to “Overall, how would you rate your satisfaction with your Family
Coaches?”

YouthCaregivers

Implementation and Fidelity
Survey findings indicate that the HH site implemented and delivered SFP with fidelity and high
consistency. All core lessons were reported as fully covered across cycles, for lessons delivered, including
introductory content and key skill-building modules. When modifications were needed, staff reported that
lesson adaptations show balanced additions and deletions, suggesting intentional contextualization while
maintaining core curriculum components. 

Caregivers and youth reported positive fidelity outcomes for the program. Both caregivers and youth
indicated that they would recommend this course to other families. Caregivers reported “yes, definitely” to
this question significantly more often than youth (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Percent of participant responses to “Would you recommend this course to other families?”

Caregivers and youth also reported high satisfaction levels with their Family Coaches. All caregivers reported
being “very well satisfied” with their Coaches, and most youth respondents reported being “very well
satisfied” with their Family Coaches. Neither caregivers nor youths had negative responses to this question.
(Figure 5)

Caregivers (n=27) 
Youth (n=23)

Caregivers (n=28) 
Youth (n=24)

IMPLEMENTATION AND FIDELITY | 9 
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Staffing for programs reflected participant demographics. At HH, staff demographics represented
participant demographics across racial and sex identities. Family Coaches’ closely reflected the population
they served (Table 12). Family Coach sex identities were skewed heavily female, with a ratio of 7 female
Coaches to 1 male Coach (Table 13). 

At HH, most staff that needed to be certified and trained in the SFP 7-17 curriculum (Table 14). With trained
staff and a good coach to participant ratio, conditions were set for program deliver with fidelity (Table 15). As
such, all core lessons were reported as fully covered across completed cycles, for lessons delivered,
including introductory content and key skill-building modules with minimal modifications needed. 
 

Implementation and Fidelity

Figure 6. Percent of participant responses to “How much have the SFP lessons helped your family?”

Caregivers and youth also reported positive familial outcomes following program participation. All reported
that the program had an influence in helping their family. Sixty-two point five percent (62.5%) of caregivers
reported that the program helped their family “a great deal,” while 69.6% of youths reported the same. A
quarter of caregivers (25.0%) and 13% of youth reported that they felt the program had only “some influence”
on their family (Figure 6).

Table 12. Racial comparisons between staff and participants at HH and over all agencies

Table 13. Number of Family Coaches by sex and compared across sexes.

IMPLEMENTATION AND FIDELITY | 10
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Implementation and Fidelity

Table 14. Number of 7-17 certified staff (Family Coaches, site coordinators, program managers) with active
assignment at HH compared to all CTSC agencies staff.  

Table 15. Number of SFP Family Coaches and Participant to Coach ratios at HH.

IMPLEMENTATION AND FIDELITY | 11 



At the end of each SFP cycle, both caregivers and youth (11 years of age and older) are asked to
complete a survey that explores a variety of changes they may have experienced since starting the
program. The caregiver survey consists of 72 items, 57 of which are pre/post and ask about behavior
or attitude before and after SFP. The youth survey consists of 55 items, 40 of which are pre- and post-.
This survey is the primary source of data on outcomes for families undergoing SFP and was developed
by Dr. Karol Kumpfer. An additional 12 items were added to the caregiver survey to better assess other
protective factors. These items come from the Parents’ Assessment of Protective Factors (PAPF)
developed by the National Quality Improvement Center on Early Childhood.   The outcomes tracked
include ones related to the family, the caregiver, and their parenting skills, and youth and their
emotional regulation skills (Table 16), and are the result of combining survey items into scales rated
out of 5. The closer the outcome score is to 5, the better the outcome. 

Center for the Study of Social Policy; https://cssp.org/resource/papf-instrument-english/

1

1

Outcome Definition

Positive parenting Caregiver’s ability and willingness to show affection and care for their youth.

Parenting skills - positive
discipline

Caregiver’s ability and willingness to enforce rules with reasonable consequences
rather than detrimental behaviors such as physical punishment or yelling.

Parental involvement Degree to which a caregiver is invovled and interested n their youth’s life and behaviors.

Parental supervision Caregiver’s willingness and ability to supervise their youth’s whereabouts and
behaviors.

Family communication Family’s ability to communicate with each other in a respectful and positive manner.

Family organization Degree to which a family maintains organized routines with youth’s active participation.

Family cohesion Degree to which a family members spend time with each other enjoy doing so.

Family conflict Degree to which a family is able deal with internal conflict in a positive, calm manner.

Youth overt aggression Youth’s display of overtly aggressive behaviors such as yelling and fighting.

Youth covert aggression Youth’s display of covertly aggressive behaviors such as lying or breaking rules.

Youth concentration Youth’s ability and willingness to stay on task and pay attention.

Youth depression Youth’s display of symptoms of depression such as appearing sad or being irritable.

Youth substance use Youth’s use of illicit substances such as drugs and alcohol.

Table 16. Definitions for SFP outcomes. 

Outcomes
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Outcomes

Caregivers reported improved outcomes in each indicator assessed before SFP and after SFP. Each
caregiver-assessed scale showed higher scores for participants, with an average improvement of +0.5.
The greatest improvements were in family organization. There were very small improvements in youth
concentration, which could signal either youth entered this cycle with already good concentration, or it
could indicate that more time is needed to shift youth concentration scores. Family conflict similarly did
not change much before and after the program. 

Caregiver Outcomes

Figure 7. Caregiver pre- and post- participation SFP survey response scores. 

4.0

3.6
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n=25-28



Youth Outcomes
Like caregivers, youths also reported strong comprehension and engagement, showing potential for
successful learning and skill development.  Youth outcomes improved modestly with an average score
increase of 0.3. The highest improvement outcomes were in family organization. These lower scores could
mean that the program generally had less impact on youth or it could also indicate improvements that need
to be made in data collection. The long survey and lower reading comprehension (especially among
younger respondents) could also have skewed the data. 

Figure 8. Youth pre- and post- participation SFP survey response scores. n=22-24

OUTCOMES | 14



Effect sizes calculated for individual survey items show the magnitude of the effect SFP had on participants
(Table 17; Table 18). When looking at effect sizes for SFP, a large effect is 0.50 or higher, a medium between
0.20 and 0.49, and a small less than 0.20. These can help program staff understand the effectiveness and
impact of SFP on particular outcomes related to family dynamics, youth behavior, and parenting behavior. 

Note: when the effect size is small, it can simply mean that “before SFP” responses to the questions were
already high and so there was little change reported in the “after SFP” responses. E.g., overall, both youth
and caregivers reported very low rates of substance use before and after the program. Thus, the effect size
is small because there was little to no change before and after SFP. 

OUTCOMES | 15



Table 17. Caregiver effect size (Cohen’s d) per survey item for HH and all agencies. 

OUTCOMES |16



Table 18. Youth effect size (Cohen’s d) per survey item for HH and all agencies. 

OUTCOMES | 17



Questions for Consideration

Findings from HH’s SFP facilitation indicate strong program delivery, high facilitator preparedness, and
meaningful improvements in family functioning and youth well-being. Fidelity and engagement ratings
were consistently high, and pre- to post-program scale scores showed positive gains in several areas.

At the same time, retention data reveal potential challenges in sustaining participation. Participant
satisfaction scores suggest generally positive experiences, alongside opportunities to coaching relationships
and youth satisfaction.

The following questions are intended to support HH and the Children’s Trust of SC in reflecting on these
findings and strengthening future facilitation. 

When looking at retention/graduation rates, what could HH staff do to improve them? What factors
might be preventing families from completing the full SFP course? 

When looking at recruitment and enrollment by sex and race, do the numbers reflect HH staff
expectations?

How can Family Coach training and coaching be further enhanced to address differences in
caregiver and youth satisfaction and recommendation scores?

How can we improve the collection of outcome data from youth? What might make the process
easier and yiefd better data? 

18



While most of the analysis for this report consisted of frequencies and descriptive statistics, we
wanted to note a few ways in which we decided how to calculate certain results. See also “A note on
data” for more details on the data sources used in this report. 

Outcomes and fidelity: 
For each scale, we totaled the scores of items included and then divided by the number of items
in the scale. If a respondent had a missing item in the scale, their scale score was not calculated. 

Outcomes only: 
The scales for the SFP outcomes were created using SFP Foundation guidance of what items were
included in each scale. 
The scales relating to Children’s Trust protective factors were calculated using both SFP outcome
survey questions and the additional PAPF questions. 
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for each protective factor scale to ensure internal consistence
of the scales.  

Protective factor scale Alpha

Parental resilience 0.7

Social connections 0.8

Knowledge of parenting 0.7

Concrete supports 0.6

Social competence 0.9

Appendix: method notes

A two-tailed paired t-test was conducted
between pre and post protective factor scale
average to determine statistical significance. 
The initial outcomes survey was formatted
differently for the first quarter of the year
where respondent first answered all pre
questions then post. The layout was updated
later so that for each item, respondents could
answer pre then post right after each other,  

Outcomes survey

Rate the following items
before SFP. 

Rate the following items
after SFP. 

Outcomes survey
Rate the following items.

Before SFP After SFP

V1 survey V2 survey

Fidelity only: 
Multiple responses were at times submitted
for the same lesson by different staff. Scores
are averaged across the multiple responses. 
If a respondent indicated that they were filling
out the fidelity checklist for more than one
sessions type (e.g., parent skills session and
the family session), the entry was separated
into two so that there was one entry for each
session type. The ratings given were used for
both sessions. 
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SFP Site Report Printable Appendix 
HOPEFUL HORIZONS 

SFP BY THE NUMBERS 

Table 1. Number of completed cycles across HH and all agencies supported by the Trust and by language of instruction 

  # of cycles   # of completed cycles 
Agency Canceled Completed Total   English Spanish 

Hopeful Horizons - 3 3   3 - 

All Agencies 7 77 84   68 9 
% administered by HH compared 
to all agencies 0.0% 3.9% 3.6%   4.4% 0.0% 

 

Table 2. HH Community, Geography, and Program Modality Indicators by Agency and Cycle 

Agency Cycle # County Geographic Description SFP Modality Site/Platform Status 

Hopeful Horizons 1 Beaufort Rural In Person Educational Facility Completed 
Hopeful Horizons 2 Jasper   In Person Educational Facility Completed 
Hopeful Horizons 3 Beaufort Rural In Person Educational Facility Completed 

 

Table 3: HH Program Delivery Schedule, Environment, and Context Indicators by Agency and Cycle     

Agency Cycle # Start Date End Date Day of Week Frequency Start Time End Time 

Hopeful Horizons 1 3/3/2025 5/19/2025 Monday Weekly 5:30 PM 8:00 PM 
Hopeful Horizons 2 8/11/2025 9/15/2025 Monday Bi-weekly 5:30 PM 8:00 PM 
Hopeful Horizons 3 10/6/2025 11/19/2025 Monday Bi-weekly 5:30 PM 8:00 PM 
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Table 4: Family and Participant Enrollment numbers at HH and across CTSC agencies  

  
# of 

Families  

# of Participants   # of Youth 

  Caregivers Children Total   
Children (6-11 

years) 
Teens (12-17 

years) 

Hopeful Horizons 29 40 53 93   19 34 
All Agencies 853 1,144 1,432 2,576   931 501 

Percent comparison 3.4% 3.5% 3.7% 3.6%   2.0% 6.8% 
 

Table 5: Number and percent of HH enrolled participants and all CTSC agencies by gender 

  # of participants % of participants 

  Female Male 
Prefer not 

to say Female Male 
Prefer not 

to say 

Hopeful Horizons 57 36 - 61.3 38.7 - 

All Agencies 1644 929 2 63.8 36.1 <0.1 
 

Table 6: Number and percent of HH enrolled participants by gender and age group 

  # of participants % of participants 

Participant type Female Male 
Prefer not 

to say Female Male 
Prefer not 

to say 

Caregivers 29 11 - 72.5 27.5 - 
Children 6-11 11 8 - 57.9 42.1 - 
Teens 12-17 17 17 - 50.0 50.0 - 
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Table 7: Number of staff per role at HH compared to all agencies  

  # of staff 

Agency 
Program 
Manager 

Site 
Coordinator Family Coach 

Childcare 
Staff Total 

Hopeful Horizons 1 1 16 6 24 
All Agencies 21 34 344 76 475 

Average across agencies 1.4 2.1 19.1 5.1 26.4 
 

 

Recruitment and Retention 
Table 8: Recruitment and graduation rates for HH participants compared to agency-wide rates 

  # of families 

Recruitment % Graduation %   Recruited Enrolled Graduated 

Hopeful Horizons 30 29 21 96.7 72.4 
All Agencies 1091 846 703 77.5 83.1 

Average across agencies 61 47 39 19.1% above average 10.7% under average 
 

Table 9: Average number of families enrolled per cycle at HH and agency-wide  

  
Average # of families enrolled per 

cycle 

Hopeful Horizons 9.7 

All Agencies 11.0 
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Table 10: Recruitment rates of HH families by racial identity  

  # of participants     

Race/ethnicity Recruited Enrolled  Recruitment % 

All Agencies 
Recruitment 

% 

Hopeful Horizons overall 116 93 80.2 71.4 

Black 77 62 80.5 71.1 
Hispanic 8 7 87.5 70.8 
White 22 20 90.9 74.2 
Other 9 4 44.4 69.2 
Unknown - - - 7.7 

Note: this recruitment rate is by participant rather than by family and may be slightly different than the family recruitment rate.   
                   
Table 11: Percent of HH enrolled families that were DSS-involved  

  Hopeful Horizons All Agencies 
Involvement type % families # families % families # families 

Economic Cases 100.0 10 83.2 327 
Family Preservation - - 7.6 30 
Prevention Services - - 4.3 17 
Foster Care - - 2.3 9 
Kinship Care - - 2.3 9 
Adoption - - >1 1 
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Implementation and Fidelity 
Table 12: Racial comparisons between staff and participants at HH and over all agencies   

  Black Hispanic White 

# of Family 
Coaches 

% Family 
Coaches 

with no race 
data   

% Family 
Coaches 

% partici-
pants Diff. 

% Family 
Coaches 

% partici-
pants Diff. 

% Family 
Coaches 

% partici-
pants Diff. 

Hopeful Horizons 68.8 65.3 3.5 6.3 6.9 6.9 25.0 20.8 4.2 16 - 
Across all Agencies 52.3 56.8 4.5 18.6 14.1 4.5 15.1 21.9 6.8 344 12.2 

 

Table 13: Number of Family Coaches by sex and compared across sexes   

  # of Family Coaches Ratio of female 
to male 

Coaches   Female Male Unknown 

Hopeful Horizons 14 2 - 7.0 
All agencies 249 54 41 4.6 

 

Table 14: Number of 7-17 certified staff (Family Coaches, site coordinators, program managers) with active assignment at HH compared 
to all CTSC agencies staff. 

  Staff SFP certification 
  Certified Incomplete Not Certified 
Hopeful Horizons 12 - 1 
All agencies 249 29 33 

 

Table 15: Number of SFP Family Coaches and participant to coach ratios at HH   

  On average, per lesson 

Above (+) or below  (-) 
cross-agency average   

# of Family 
Coaches  

Participant to 
Coach ratio 

Hopeful Horizons 5.6 5.5 - 
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Outcome Score and Scale Findings 
Table 16: Caregiver pre- and post-participation SFP survey response raw scores  

 
  Hopeful Horizons All Agencies 
  Sample size Before SFP After SFP Change Sample size Before SFP After SFP Change 

Family Cohesion 28 3.5 4.2 0.7 694 3.4 4.3 0.9 
Family Communication 27 3.6 4.3 0.7 697 3.5 4.4 0.9 
Family Conflict 25 3.5 3.8 0.2 691 3.7 4.2 0.5 
Family Organization 28 3.3 4.1 0.8 712 3.1 4.1 1 
Parental Involvement 25 3.7 4.2 0.5 671 3.6 4.3 0.7 
Parental Supervision 25 4.1 4.4 0.3 667 4 4.4 0.4 
Parenting Skills 27 3.3 4.0 0.7 693 3.4 4.1 0.7 
Positive Parenting 27 3.9 4.3 0.4 685 3.9 4.5 0.6 
Youth Concentration 27 3.1 3.3 0.2 689 3.3 3.8 0.5 
Youth Covert Aggression 26 3.8 4.1 0.3 704 3.8 4.1 0.3 
Youth Depression 25 3.7 4.1 0.4 671 3.8 4.2 0.4 
Youth Overt Aggression 26 3.4 4.1 0.7 712 3.7 4.1 0.4 
Youth Substance Abuse 25 4.6 4.8 0.2 682 4.9 4.9 0 
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Table 17: Youth pre- and post-participation SFP survey response raw scores 

  Hopeful Horizons All Agencies 
  Sample size Before SFP After SFP Change Sample size Before SFP After SFP Change 

Family cohesion 22 3.1 3.6 0.5 411 3.2 3.6 0.4 
Family communication 24 3.5 4.0 0.5 405 3.5 3.8 0.3 
Family conflict 23 3.5 3.9 0.4 402 3.7 3.9 0.2 
Family organization 24 3.3 3.8 0.6 377 3.4 3.7 0.3 
Parental involvement 22 3.5 3.8 0.3 411 3.5 3.8 0.3 
Parental supervision 23 3.9 3.9 0.1 401 3.9 4 0.1 
Parenting skills 22 3.5 3.7 0.2 416 3.5 3.7 0.2 
Positive parenting 22 3.6 4.0 0.4 393 3.8 4.1 0.3 
Youth concentration 24 3.6 3.9 0.2 410 3.8 4 0.2 
Youth covert aggression 24 4.0 3.9 -0.1 413 4 4.2 0.2 
Youth depression 23 3.5 3.8 0.3 397 3.8 3.9 0.1 
Youth overt aggression 22 3.2 3.6 0.4 411 3.4 3.7 0.3 
Youth substance use 22 4.6 4.6 -0.1 400 4.9 4.9 0 

 

Table 18: Caregiver effect size (Cohen’s d) per survey item for HH and all agencies. 

  Effect size 
Survey question Hopeful Horizons All agencies 
Positive Parenting     
7. I praise my youth when he/she behaves well 0.45 0.89 
8. I let my youth know I really care about him or her 0.28 0.55 
9. I am loving and affectionate with my youth 0.23 0.53 
13. I reward completed chores with praise, allowance, or privileges 0.35 0.93 
Parenting Skills     
14. I follow through with reasonable consequences when rules are broken. 0.60 0.89 
15. I use physical punishment (spanking, hitting, slapping) when my youth 
misbehaves or will not do what I ask 0.23 0.34 
21. I yell or shout when my youth misbehaves 0.57 0.80 
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Parental Involvement     
10. I talk to my youth about his or her plans for the next day or week 0.40 0.91 
12. I check daily to see if my youth completes his/her homework 0.14 0.49 
23. Our family has clear, firm rules about no youth alcohol or drug use 0.02 0.33 
Parental Supervision     
11. I talk to my youth about his or her friends 0.28 0.61 
22. I know where my youth is, who he/she is with, and what he/she is doing 0.01 0.25 
24. I talk to my youth about how to avoid using alcohol, tobacco, and 
drugs 0.17 0.52 
38. My youth knows how to say "No" to stay out of trouble 0.24 0.45 
Family Communication     
19. I listen respectfully to my youth’s point of view 0.48 1.00 
20. We talk calmly as a family about issues or problems 0.60 1.00 
26. I talk to my youth about his/her feelings 0.41 0.77 
Family Organization     
16. We go over schedules, chores, and rules to get better organized 0.71 1.00 
18. My youth helps with chores, errands, and other work 0.48 0.86 
Family Cohesion     
17. We hold a family meeting weekly 1.04 1.10 
25. I spend special one-on-one time daily with my youth doing something 
fun he/she wants to do 0.43 0.85 
27. I enjoy spending time with my youth 0.08 0.41 
Family Conflict     
28. People in my family often insult or yell at each other 0.33 0.51 
29. People in my family have serious arguments 0.06 0.41 
30. We fight a lot in our family 0.09 0.30 
Youth Overt Aggression     
31. My youth yells at others 0.29 0.40 
32. My youth gets in fights 0.32 0.26 
33. My youth loses his or her temper 0.60 0.45 
Youth Covert Aggression     
34. My youth breaks the rules 0.42 0.51 
35. My youth tells lies 0.36 0.39 
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36. My youth skips school 0.09 0.02 
Youth Concentration     
37. My youth pays attention 0.01 0.55 
39. My youth stays on task until completed 0.36 0.54 
Youth Depression     
40. My youth looks sad or down 0.08 0.33 
41. My youth appears depressed 0.14 0.29 
42. My youth is irritable 0.28 0.33 
Youth Substance Use     
43. My youth uses tobacco 0.06 0.04 
44. My youth drinks alcohol. 0.18 0.01 
45. My youth uses marijuana or other illegal drugs. 0.15 0.04 
46. My youth uses prescription drugs not prescribed for him/her by his/her 
doctor. 0.10 0.16 

 

Table 19: Youth effect size (Cohen’s d) per survey item for HH and all agencies. 

  Effect size 
Survey question Hopeful Horizons All agencies 
Positive Parenting     
7. My Parent/caregiver praises me when I behave well. 0.15 0.30 
8. My Parent/caregiver lets me know they really care about me. 0.24 0.14 
9. My Parent/caregiver is loving and affectionate with me. 0.14 0.18 
13. My Parent/caregiver rewards me with praise, privileges, or pay when I 
complete my chores. 0.37 0.28 
Parenting Skills     
14. My Parent/caregiver gives me fair, reasonable consequences when I 
don’t follow family rules. 0.31 0.13 
15. My Parent/caregiver uses physical punishment (hitting/slapping) when 
I misbehave or don’t do what I ask. 0.34 0.02 
21. My parent/caregiver yells or shouts at me when I misbehave. 0.30 0.27 
Parental Involvement     
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10. My Parent/caregiver talks to me about my plans for the next day or 
week. 0.22 0.28 
12. My Parent/caregiver checks daily to see if I completed my homework. 0.07 0.11 
16. Our family goes over schedules, chores, and rules to get better 
organized. 0.34 0.30 
18. I help with chores, errands, and other work. 0.39 0.23 
23. Our family has clear, firm rules about no youth alcohol and drug use. 0.22 0.10 
Parental Supervision     
11. My Parent/caregiver talks to me about my friends 0.17 0.17 
22. When I am not at home, my parent or caregiver knows where I am and 
who I am with. 0.17 0.10 
24. My Parent/caregiver talks to me about how to avoid using alcohol, 
tobacco, and drugs. 0.14 0.12 
38. I know how to say “No” to stay out of trouble. 0.24 0.21 
Family Communication     
19. I listen respectfully to my parent’s/caregiver’s point of view. 0.34 0.27 
20. We talk calmly as a family about issues or problems. 0.50 0.29 
26. My Parent/caregiver talks to me about my feelings. 0.19 0.17 
Family Cohesion     
17. We hold a family meeting weekly. 0.74 0.53 
25. My Parent/caregiver spends one-on-one time playing with me. 0.40 0.31 
27. I enjoy spending time with my parent/caregiver. 0.00 0.12 
Family Conflict     
28. People in my family often insult or yell at each other 0.24 0.22 
29. People in my family have serious arguments 0.30 0.15 
30. We fight a lot in our family 0.19 0.25 
Youth Overt Aggression     
31. When I get angry, I yell at others. 0.52 0.35 
32. I get in fights. 0.21 0.17 
33. I control my anger. 0.17 0.23 
Youth Covert Aggression     
34. I follow rules. 0.11 0.17 
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35. I tell lies. 0.12 0.28 
36. I skip school. 0.19 0.01 
Youth Concentration     
37. I pay attention in school. 0.00 0.10 
39. I stay on task until completed. 0.32 0.28 
Youth Depression     
40. I feel sad or down. 0.33 0.14 
41. I feel depressed. 0.03 0.04 
42. I am happy most of the time. 0.26 0.16 
Youth Substance Use     
43. I use tobacco. 0.05 0.01 
44. I drink alcohol. 0.05 0.01 
45. I use marijuana or other illegal drugs. 0.08 0.10 
46. I use prescription drugs not prescribed for me by my doctor. 0.02 0.01 
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	Introduction
	The Strengthening Families Program (SFP) is an evidence-based, long-running program first developed by Dr. Karol Kumpfer. The goal of the program is to build parenting and youth-life skills among both caregivers and youth “to create happy, stable families and protect our youth from the negative effects of alcohol, tobacco, and drugs, which can damage the teen developing brain.”    The program takes place with families meeting once or twice a week over the course of 11 lessons to build their skills together as a family and separately in their own skills groups. The program has been replicated and administered nationally and internationally and has a strong evidence base for producing positive outcomes for participating families.
	The Children’s Trust of South Carolina (hereafter “the Trust”) has been supporting organizations (hereafter “partner agencies”) in the state to implement SFP for a number of years. Acting as an intermediary, the Trust provides program funding and technical assistance to enable nonprofits, government agencies, and health service organizations in running high-quality programming for families across South Carolina.
	In the past, the Trust and its partner agencies delivered the SFP 6-11 curriculum, which is targeted to families with elementary school age children ages 6 to 11. In 2025, the Trust transitioned to the SFP 7-17 curriculum, which serves a broader age range of youth including programming for youth ages 6 to 17 in an effort to open the program—and its benefits—to a wider audience.
	The following report is a summative evaluation of SFP as implemented through the Trust partner agency, Hopeful Horizons. Hopeful Horizons (HH) is a nonprofit organization serving Beaufort, Allendale, Colleton, Hampton and Jasper counties. The intent of the report is to present data on program facilitation at HH for reflection by the program team on how they can continue to improve how the program is run and thus improve the experiences and outcomes of participating families. As this is the Trust and partner agency' first year working with this new curriculum, this report will also provide baseline data for subsequent years of the SFP 7-17 program. The report brings together administrative, outcome, fidelity, and technical assistance feedback data to tell the story of SFP at HH in South Carolina.
	This report is broken out into six sections. The first, SFP By the Numbers, provides a basic overview of how many cycles of the program was run, and how many families were served and where. The second section looks at recruitment and retention data to understand who enters the program and how many complete the program through graduation. The third section focuses on implementation and fidelity or how the program was actually implemented on the ground. The fourth section gets into outcome data primarily based on participants’ responses to the end-of-cycle pre/post survey and how their attitudes and behaviors have changed. The fifth section concerns the technical assistance that the Trust provides agencies.

	A note on data
	SFP By the Numbers
	In 2025, the Children’s Trust provided support and technical assistance to 18 agencies in running 77 cycles of SFP (Table 1). Hopeful Horizons (HH), a veteran SFP partner agency, initiated and completed three cycles this year. This section provides an overview of HH’s highlights this program year.
	of
	complete SFP cycles were delivered at HH.
	SFP cycles at HH were offered in English only, which compares to the state-level sessions, also mostly offered in English. The specific cycles were offered in in-person sessions in a nonprofit setting (Table 2). Sessions were offered on weekdays during the evenings. (Table 3).
	Table 1. Number of completed cycles across HH and all agencies supported by the Trust by language of instruction
	Table 2. HH Community, Geography, and Program Modality Indicators by Agency and Cycle.
	Table 3. HH Program Delivery Schedule, Environment, and Context Indicators by Agency and Cycle.

	SFP By the Numbers

	853
	enrolled families at HH
	out of
	across all sites


	2,576
	out of
	...or
	participants.
	HH had a strong reach, recruiting 116 individuals and enrolling 29 families. Overall, 93 people were enrolled, which included 40 caregivers and 53 children aged 6-17 (Table 4; Figure 1). Participants were  predominantly Black (65.3%), with a smaller proportion of White (20.8%) and Hispanic participants (6.9%) and participants identifying as another race or multiracial (6.9%). Caregivers and children were evenly represented, as were child and teen participation (Figure 2).
	Table 4. Family and Participant Enrollment numbers at HH and over all CTSC agencies.
	Figure 1. HH Enrollment rates nested bubble chart comparing recruitment, enrollment, and graduation countsn
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	SFP By the Numbers
	Figure 2. Percent of enrolled at HH compared to all CTSC sites participants by race.
	All Agencies
	HH
	As with the agency-wide findings, the gender identity breakdown of participants skewed female; 61.3% of participants identified as female and only 38.7% identified as male (Table 5). This is due to the distribution of caregivers, 72.5% of whom identified as female. The youth gender breakdown was more even (Table 6).
	Table 5. Number and percent of HH enrolled participants and all CTSC agencies by gender.
	Table 6. Number and percent of HH enrolled participants by gender and age group.
	The majority (72.5%) of participating caregivers identified as female at HH.
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	SFP By the Numbers
	Family Coaches led  the Strengthening Families Program cycles.
	HH delivered SFP with a team of sixteen (16) Family Coaches across two completed program cycles. Staff were mostly comprised of family coaches and child care staff (Table 7). Each session was facilitated by multiple leaders, which enabled consistent coverage of parent, youth, and family sessions and supported implementation fidelity across the cycles delivered. Staffing fidelity will be discussed in detail in the fidelity and implementation section of the report.
	Table 7. Number of staff per role at HH compared to all agencies.
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	Recruitment and Retention
	HH demonstrated great success in recruiting and retaining families throughout their completed cycle, as evidenced by the participant demographics. Ninety-six point seven (96.7%) of recruited families enrolled in the program (Table 8). With such a high recruitment rate, HH staff may want to reflect on what makes them so successful and what enables them to have such high recruitment.
	On average, 9.7 families were enrolled per cycle (Table 9). The graduation/retention rate was slightly lower for HH participants; 72.4% graduated compared to the overall graduation rate across agencies (83.1%) (Table 8).
	Ten (10) enrolled families were identified as DSS-involved. All were considered economic cases (Table 11; Figure 3).
	Table 8. Recruitment and graduation rates for HH participants compared to agency-wide rates.
	Table 9. Average number of families enrolled per cycle at HH and agency-wide.
	Table 10. Recruitment rates of HH families by racial identity

	Recruitment and Retention
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	Implementation and Fidelity
	Survey findings indicate that the HH site implemented and delivered SFP with fidelity and high consistency. All core lessons were reported as fully covered across cycles, for lessons delivered, including introductory content and key skill-building modules. When modifications were needed, staff reported that lesson adaptations show balanced additions and deletions, suggesting intentional contextualization while maintaining core curriculum components.
	Caregivers and youth reported positive fidelity outcomes for the program. Both caregivers and youth indicated that they would recommend this course to other families. Caregivers reported “yes, definitely” to this question significantly more often than youth (Figure 4).
	Figure 4. Percent of participant responses to “Would you recommend this course to other families?”
	Caregivers
	Youth
	Caregivers and youth also reported high satisfaction levels with their Family Coaches. All caregivers reported being “very well satisfied” with their Coaches, and most youth respondents reported being “very well satisfied” with their Family Coaches. Neither caregivers nor youths had negative responses to this question. (Figure 5)
	Figure 5. Percent of participant responses to “Overall, how would you rate your satisfaction with your Family Coaches?”

	Caregivers
	Youth
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	Implementation and Fidelity
	Caregivers and youth also reported positive familial outcomes following program participation. All reported that the program had an influence in helping their family. Sixty-two point five percent (62.5%) of caregivers reported that the program helped their family “a great deal,” while 69.6% of youths reported the same. A quarter of caregivers (25.0%) and 13% of youth reported that they felt the program had only “some influence” on their family (Figure 6).
	Figure 6. Percent of participant responses to “How much have the SFP lessons helped your family?”
	Caregivers
	Youth
	Staffing for programs reflected participant demographics. At HH, staff demographics represented participant demographics across racial and sex identities. Family Coaches’ closely reflected the population they served (Table 12). Family Coach sex identities were skewed heavily female, with a ratio of 7 female Coaches to 1 male Coach (Table 13).
	At HH, most staff that needed to be certified and trained in the SFP 7-17 curriculum (Table 14). With trained staff and a good coach to participant ratio, conditions were set for program deliver with fidelity (Table 15). As such, all core lessons were reported as fully covered across completed cycles, for lessons delivered, including introductory content and key skill-building modules with minimal modifications needed.
	Table 12. Racial comparisons between staff and participants at HH and over all agencies
	Table 13. Number of Family Coaches by sex and compared across sexes.
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	Implementation and Fidelity
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	Outcomes
	At the end of each SFP cycle, both caregivers and youth (11 years of age and older) are asked to complete a survey that explores a variety of changes they may have experienced since starting the program. The caregiver survey consists of 72 items, 57 of which are pre/post and ask about behavior or attitude before and after SFP. The youth survey consists of 55 items, 40 of which are pre- and post-. This survey is the primary source of data on outcomes for families undergoing SFP and was developed by Dr. Karol Kumpfer. An additional 12 items were added to the caregiver survey to better assess other protective factors. These items come from the Parents’ Assessment of Protective Factors (PAPF)  developed by the National Quality Improvement Center on Early Childhood.   The outcomes tracked include ones related to the family, the caregiver, and their parenting skills, and youth and their emotional regulation skills (Table 16), and are the result of combining survey items into scales rated out of 5. The closer the outcome score is to 5, the better the outcome.
	Table 16. Definitions for SFP outcomes.

	Outcomes
	Caregiver Outcomes
	Caregivers reported improved outcomes in each indicator assessed before SFP and after SFP. Each caregiver-assessed scale showed higher scores for participants, with an average improvement of +0.5. The greatest improvements were in family organization. There were very small improvements in youth concentration, which could signal either youth entered this cycle with already good concentration, or it could indicate that more time is needed to shift youth concentration scores. Family conflict similarly did not change much before and after the program.
	Figure 7. Caregiver pre- and post- participation SFP survey response scores.
	3.6
	4.0
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	Youth Outcomes
	Like caregivers, youths also reported strong comprehension and engagement, showing potential for successful learning and skill development.  Youth outcomes improved modestly with an average score increase of 0.3. The highest improvement outcomes were in family organization. These lower scores could mean that the program generally had less impact on youth or it could also indicate improvements that need to be made in data collection. The long survey and lower reading comprehension (especially among younger respondents) could also have skewed the data.
	Figure 8. Youth pre- and post- participation SFP survey response scores.
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	Effect sizes calculated for individual survey items show the magnitude of the effect SFP had on participants (Table 17; Table 18). When looking at effect sizes for SFP, a large effect is 0.50 or higher, a medium between 0.20 and 0.49, and a small less than 0.20. These can help program staff understand the effectiveness and impact of SFP on particular outcomes related to family dynamics, youth behavior, and parenting behavior.
	Note: when the effect size is small, it can simply mean that “before SFP” responses to the questions were already high and so there was little change reported in the “after SFP” responses. E.g., overall, both youth and caregivers reported very low rates of substance use before and after the program. Thus, the effect size is small because there was little to no change before and after SFP.
	OUTCOMES |16
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	Questions for Consideration
	Appendix: method notes
	While most of the analysis for this report consisted of frequencies and descriptive statistics, we wanted to note a few ways in which we decided how to calculate certain results. See also “A note on data” for more details on the data sources used in this report.
	Outcomes and fidelity:
	For each scale, we totaled the scores of items included and then divided by the number of items in the scale. If a respondent had a missing item in the scale, their scale score was not calculated.

	Outcomes only:
	The scales for the SFP outcomes were created using SFP Foundation guidance of what items were included in each scale.
	The scales relating to Children’s Trust protective factors were calculated using both SFP outcome survey questions and the additional PAPF questions.
	Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for each protective factor scale to ensure internal consistence of the scales.
	A two-tailed paired t-test was conducted between pre and post protective factor scale average to determine statistical significance.
	The initial outcomes survey was formatted differently for the first quarter of the year where respondent first answered all pre questions then post. The layout was updated later so that for each item, respondents could answer pre then post right after each other,
	Protective factor scale
	Alpha
	Parental resilience
	0.7
	Social connections
	0.8
	Knowledge of parenting
	0.7
	Concrete supports
	0.6
	Social competence
	0.9



	Fidelity only:
	Multiple responses were at times submitted for the same lesson by different staff. Scores are averaged across the multiple responses.
	If a respondent indicated that they were filling out the fidelity checklist for more than one sessions type (e.g., parent skills session and the family session), the entry was separated into two so that there was one entry for each session type. The ratings given were used for both sessions.
	Outcomes survey
	V1 survey
	Outcomes survey

	V2 survey




	HH - Printable Tables Appendix
	SFP reports pg 2.pdf
	A note on data


